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INTERGOVERNMENTAL  (OOPERATION  ACT  OF  1967 
AND  RELATED  LEGISLATION 


THUKSDAY,  MAY  9,  1968 

U.S.  Sexatk, 

Subcommittee  ox  Ixtei!c.overmextal  Eelatioxs 

OF  THE  CoMMI'rrEE  OX  Govermext  Operatioxs, 

W ashington,  D.C. 

Tlie  subcommittee  met,  i)ursuant  to  notice,  at  10:30  a.m.,  in  room 
3302,  New  Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  Edmund  S.  Muskie  (chair¬ 
man)  presiding. 

Present :  Senator  Edmund  S.  Muskie,  Democrat,  Maine. 

Staff  members  present:  Charles  M.  Smith,  staff  director;  Eohert 
E.  Berry,  minority  counsel;  E.  Winslow  Turner,  general  counsel; 
Lucinda  T.  Dennis,  administrative  secretary. 

Opexixg  Statemext  of  the  Chairmax 

Senator  Muskie.  The  committee  will  he  in  order. 

I  hav'e  an  opening  statement.  Today  we  open  hearings  on  S.  G98, 
the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  and  related  legislation, 
S.  735,  S.  458,  and  S.  2981. 

S.  698  is  a  comprehensive  bill  devoted  to  improving  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  Federal  assistance  programs  at  State  and  local  levels.  It 
])rovides  for  uniform  Federal  policies  of  coordination  and  coojiera- 
tion  with  those  levels  of  government  which  must  carry  out  national 
goals,  and  meet  national  needs  at  the  local  level. 

lAist  year.  President  Johnson  sent  a  special  message  to  Congress 
on  the  “Quality  of  American  Government.”  The  President  in  his 
conclusion  said  in  part ; 

liecause  of  the  social  and  economic  legislation  passed  by  the  8Sth  and  89th 
Congresses — legislation  unmatched  in  all  the  annals  of  our  history — this  Nation 
now  has  programs  which  can  lift  the  quality  of  American  life  higher  than  any 
before  us  have  known. 

What  remains  for  us  now  is  to  improve  the  quality  of  government  itself — 
its  machinery,  its  manpower,  its  methods — so  that  tho.se  programs  will  touch 
and  transform  the  lives  of  the  people  for  whom  they  were  intended. 

Governor  Terry  Sanford,  in  his  hook,  “Storm  Over  the  States” 
sees  the  need  for  modernizing  our  federal  system  in  the  light  of  the 
imi)act  of  our  future  technological  revolution.  He  says : 

The  shadowy  outlines  of  the  future  are  sharpened  day  by  day,  and  with 
emerging  clarity  we  begin  to  see  the  forms  of  dome-covered  cities,  agriculture 
without  soil,  commercial  rocket  travel,  drugs  which  alter  personality,  control 
of  the  weather,  and  containment  of  the  population  explosion.  With  .nese 
perplexing  influences  on  man’s  life,  it  is  predictable  that  our  system  of  Govern¬ 
ment  will  ad.iust  and  readjust.  Where  weaknesses  and  inequities  show,  they 
will  be  corrected  or  overcome.  The  forms  of  our  Government  will  remain,  in 
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(h'tV'roiloo  to  history,  hut  thoir  rok*  in  tlie  tochnolo^acal  tomorrow  will  ho  set 
by  our  concern  of  today. 

These  statements  are  symbolic  of  th.e  increasing  concern  being  ex¬ 
pressed  by  administrative  officials  at  all  (rovennnent  levels,  by  acad¬ 
emicians,  by  legislators,  by  industry  and  labor,  and  the  public  at 
large.  It  is'tbe  concern  for  an  integrated  federal  system,  a  coopera¬ 
tive  venture,  a  modern  macbine  to  meet  the  increasing  needs  and 
services  of  tomorrow. 

It  lias  been  the  responsiliility  of  this  committee  over  the  pa.st  (> 
years  to  investigate  the  workings  of  our  federal  syvStem. 

In  most  areas  we  have  found  a  far  greater  degree  of  individual 
freedom  and  decisionmaking  at  the  local  level  of  government  than 
exists  in  any  other  major  country  in  the  world.  This  makes  possible 
the  greatest  extent  of  popular  participation  and  consent  envisioned 
by  our  Founding  Fathers. 

Increased  grassroots  citizen  participation  is  essential  to  the  vitality 
of  our  democratic  system.  At  the  same  time,  it  does  contribute  to 
jiroblems  of  intergovernmental  coordination  and  cooperation,  inequi¬ 
table  applications  of  collecting  and  distributing  fiscal  resources,  and 
a  tremendous  demand  for  more  qualibed  administrative  personnel. 

IVe  have  over  82,000  local  units  of  government,  most  with  their 
own  taxing,  planning  and  operating  authorities. 

IVe  have  50  States  with  thousands  of  relatively  automous  agencies, 
departments,  and  authorities  carrying  on  additional  operating  and 
planning  responsibilities. 

And  at  the  Federal  level  we  have  over  21  Federal  agencies  and 
hundreds  of  regional  and  subregional  offices  administering  over  500 
sejiarate  grant-in-aid  aidhorizations. 

The  needs  for  cooperation,  not  competition,  for  closing  the  in¬ 
formation  gap  between  levels,  for  developing  a  partnership  in  the 
interests  of  economy  and  efficiency  in  our  federal  system  were.  ne\  er 
more  serious  than  they  are  today. 

Testifying  before  this  subcommittee  during  the  first  phase  of  our 
creative  federalism  hearings,  Secretary  John  Gardner,  scholar  and 
firsthand  observer  of  federalism  in  action  at  every  level,  said  this: 

In  almost  every  domestic  program  we  are  encountering  crises  of  organiza¬ 
tion.  ('’oordination  among  Federal  agencies  leaves  much  to  be  de.sired.  Commu¬ 
nications  between  the  various  levels  of  government — Federal,  State  and  local — 
is  casual  and  ineffective.  State  and  local  government  is  in  most  areas  .seriously 
inadequate. 

We  will  never  get  more  than  a  fraction  of  the  full  yield  from  the  taxpayer's 
dollar  until  local,  State  and  Federal  governments — and  the  American  pe(»i)le 
generally — decide  that  action  is  needed. 

The  time  has  come  to  correct  these  deficiencies.  And  the  American  people 
are  capable  of  correcting  them.  We  have  a  President  who  is  keenly  interested 
in  the  problem.  We  can  improve  coordination  at  all  levels.  We  can  revitalize 
State  and  local  government.  We  have  it  in  our  power  to  create  a  healthier 
Fedei'al-State-local  partnership  than  has  ever  before  existed — and  healthier 
partnerships  between  the  governmental  and  non-governmental  worlds  than  ever 
before  existed — partner.ships  that  will  ensure  the  integrity  and  vitality  of  the 
non-Federal  partner. 

Tlte  clialleuge  Secretary  Gaixlner  was  making  was  to  this  Congress, 
recognizing  at  tlte  same  time  that  there  are  some  things  that  only  State 
and  local  governments  can  do  for  themselves.  But  it  is  the  Congress 
which  must  take  the  lead  in  helping  the  States  and  localities  solve 
their  problems  of  management,  money,  manpower,  and  modernization. 
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S.  ()08  and  tlie  related  legislation  n[)on  'which  these  hearings  are 
based,  are  attempts  to  provide  at  least  a  start  to  better  intergovern¬ 
mental  cooperation.  Most  of  the  titles  and  legislative  language  are 
familiar  to  a  majority  of  the  members  of  this  committee. 

I'lie  titles  of  S.  698  providing  foi  improved  admmistration  of  grants 
to  the  States,  periodic  congressional  review  of  grants,  provision  for 
Federal  technical  services  to  the  State  and  local  governments,  a  co¬ 
ordinated  Federal  urban  assistance  policy  and  an  urban  land  utiliza¬ 
tion  policy  were  passed  by  the  Senate  in  the  last  Congress  and  were 
in  varying  forms  the  subjects  of  extensive  hearings  going  back  to  the 
87th  Congress.  The  same  is  true  of  S.  4r>8  and  S.  Too,  dealing  with  con¬ 
gressional  review. 

d'itle  VIII  of  S.  G98,  making  relocation  payments  and  assistance 
a\  ailable  to  persons  and  businesses  displaced  by  Federal  or  federally 
assisted  programs,  and  title  IX,  providing  for  a  uniform  land  acquisi¬ 
tion  policy,  are  similar  to  S.  1681,  which  also  passed  the  Senate  in 
the  last  Congress  and  which  inclndes  additional  language  based  on 
S.  1:101  on  which  hearings  were  held  in  the  89th  Congress.  This  legisla¬ 
tion  came  out  of  the  recommendation  contained  in  a  special  study 
on  the  problems  of  real  property  acquisitions  conducted  by  a  select 
subcommittee  of  the  House. 

The  entirely  new  legislation  in  S.  698  involves  title  VI,  providing  a 
method  for  the  consolidation  of  Federal  grant  programs,  and  my 
amendment  to  the  bill  which  would  add  a  new  title  X  providing  for 
imj)roved  coordination  in  the  accounting,  auditing  and  reporting  of 
Federal  assistance  programs. 

With  so  much  of  this  legislation  previously  heard  and  agreed  upon 
on  the  Senate  side,  the  question  might  be  raised:  why  additional  hear¬ 
ings  ?  Why  not  move  it  up  and  out  ? 

First,  we  have  two  new  members  who,  from  the  beginning  of  their 
assignment  to  the  committee,  have  exhibited  an  active  interest  in  inter¬ 
governmental  i)roblems  and  will  have,  I  am  sure,  a  special  interest  in 
the  subject  matter  of  S.  698. 

Second,  the  accelerating  problems  faced  by  onr  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments — in  riots  and  tension;  in  expanding  urbanization;  in  utiliz¬ 
ing  Federal  aid  programs,  and  in  developing  meaningful  planning — 
make  a  new  look  at  this  legislation  mandatory. 

Tliird,  although  we  have  labored  diligently  during  the  past  few  v’ears 
to  perfect  the  legislative  language  and  to  incorporate  workable  con¬ 
cepts,  the  recent  proliferation  of  studies  in  the  field  of  Federal-State- 
local  relations  give  ns  justification  for  reviewing  the  latest  thinking 
on  tliese  subjects,  particularly  Muth  respect  to  assisting  persons  and 
businesses  displaced  by  Federal  programs. 

Fourth,  Ave  haA’e  before  us  also  S.  458  and  S.  735,  which  propose 
someAA'hat  different  approaches  to  the  objective  of  periodic  congres¬ 
sional  review  of  grant-in-aid  programs.  These  need  to  be  considered 
along  Avith  the  corresponding  provisions  of  S.  698. 

Finally,  Ave  shall  be  taking  testimony  on  S.  2981,  an  entirely  neAv 
])ill,  but  closely  related  to  the  other  legislation  Ave  are  considering. 
This  is  the  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of  1968,  introduced  by 
Senator  McClellan  at  the  request  of  the  administration,  to  provide 
temporary  authority  to  expedite  procedures  for  consideration  and 
approval  of  projects  clraAving  upon  more  than  one  Federal  assistance 


4 


program,  to  simplify  requiremonts  for  the  operation  of  those  projects, 
and  for  other  purposes.  This  raises  some  of  the  questions  we  would 
1  ike  to  explore  in  these  hearings. 

S.  698  has  10  prospective  titles  and  a  great  number  of  separate 
sections.  It  is,  in  fact,  an  omnibus  bill.  We  welcome  comments  and 
suggestions  on  any  and  all  parts  of  the  bill,  but  I  hope  the  Avitnesses 
Avill  make  a  special  attempt  to  cover  some  of  what  we  consider  to  be 
the  more  significant  current  issues. 

In  title  II,  we  provide  for  grant  information  to  the  States.  What  is 
the  most  effectiA’e  means  of  channeling  usable  information  to  Gover¬ 
nors  and  legislators  concerning  the  impact  and  scope  of  Federal 
progi'ams? 

To  Avhat  degree  have  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Federal 
agencies  coordinated  their  resources  to  proAude  this  information? 

The  President’s  message  on  the  quality  of  American  Goveimment 
and  A^arious  executive  orders  have  stressed  the  need  for  a  free  Aoav 
of  information  of  this  kind  and  we  shall  be  interested  to  learn  Avhat 
ne-Av  approaches  can  be  lAsed. 

Title  II  also  gives  a  permissive  AvaiA-er  to  the  single  State  agency 
coiAcept.  "Wliat  has  been  the  degree  to  Avhich  this  requirement  has 
tended  to  Aveaken  executiA’e  poAver  and  leadership  in  State  and  local 
development  programs,  and  hoAV  has  it  added  to  the  difficulties  of  ])ro- 
gram  coordination  and  planning  ? 

In  title  III,  permitting  Federal  technical  assistance,  Ave  made  a 
special  attempt  to  improA’e  the  legislatiA^e  language  to  meet  the  concern 
of  private  interests  also  proA'iding  special  and  technical  services  to 
State  and  local  gOA'ernments.  Were  our  changes  adequate,  and  are 
further  changes  needed  to  assure  private  enterprise  an  appropriate 
role  in  helping  to  improA^e  our  Federal  system? 

Title  IV,  although  general  in  its  language,  is  one  of  the  most  far- 
reaching  requirements  in  the  bill.  It  is  a  congressional  mandate  for  a 
Federal  intergoA'ernmental  coordination  policy  with  respect  to  grant 
administration  in  urban  development. 

In  Anew  of  what  we  uoav  knoAv  of  the  urban  crisis,  is  the  language 
of  title  IV  properly  geared  to  present  needs?  Does  it  lead  in  the 
direction  of  a  national  policy  that  takes  into  account  the  need  for  bal¬ 
anced  deA^elopment  of  both  urban  and  rural  areas?  Does  it  provide 
for  coordination  on  the  full  scale  necessary  if  national,  regional.  State 
and  local  priorities  are  all  to  be  fairly  sein^ed? 

This  is  the  delicate  balance  of  federalism.  I  have  suggested  a  S))ecial 
‘hAorking  secretariat”  in  the  Office  of  the  President,  a  National  Inter- 
go\'ernmental  Affairs  Council,  to  S])eak  for  the  President  in  ham¬ 
mering  out  this  policy.  That  legislation  is  not  a  part  of  this  l)ill:  but 
this  title  deals  Avith  the  same  problem. 

Title  V  concerns  congressional  revicAv  of  future  Federal  grant  ))ro- 
grams.  So  also  do  S.  458  and  S.  735.  This  idea  has  l)een  Avith  us  for  a 
long  time,  but  there  has  been  continuing  opposition  to  some  of  tlie 
langauge  AA'e  have  used,  particxdarly  Avith  reference  to  the  provision 
for  ex])iration  after  years  of  grant  programs  hereafter  apin-oved 
Avithout  a  termination  date. 

In  title  VI,  Ave  have  a  neAV  approach  to  coping  Avith  the  prolifera¬ 
tion  of  Federal  grants  AA’hich,  in  some  cases,  has  caused  confusion  in 
the  Federal  system. 
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I  would  like  testiiiiony  ou  the  benefits  of  this  pi’0[)0S!il.  What  ai'e 
the  merits,  the  saving,  the  advantages  to  cooi-diiiation  and  flexibility 
for  State  and  loeal  f»-overninents  of  this  title 

Is  this  a  realistic  Avay  of  reducinji;  over  hOt)  authorizaf ions  and 
approjiriations  ^  Title  AT  is  a  ste])  forward,  hut  additional  steps  may 
he  needed. 

On  title  VII,  I  have  a  basic  (piestion.  Will  the  language  assure  that 
future  land  transactions  by  the  (ISA  will  support,  rather  than  frus¬ 
trate,  the  efi'orts  of  local  communities  in  their  land  planning  and  use 
programs^ 

'Fitle  VIII  is,  in  my  opinion,  one  of  the  most  important  titles  in  the 
bill.  Although  figures  tend  to  l>e,  speculative,  ])articularly  in  view  of  re¬ 
duced  Federal  spending,  we  may  expect  the  dislocation  of  over  a 
million  families  and  individuals,  180,000  businesses,  and  40,000  farm 
operators  over  the  next  10  years  as  a  result  of  Federal  or  federally 
assisted  programs. 

Much  of  this  will  concern  the  poor  and  the  elderly — white  and 
black — where  the  impact  hits  with  greatest  force. 

Are  the  measures  we  ha\'e  provided  adequate  to  assist  and  comi)en- 
sate  these  people  and  b\isinesses  in  the  light  of  what  we  now  know 
about  the  personal  and  economic  impact  of  dislocation  today  ? 

Foi-  those  whovse  property  is  taken  to  make  way  for  public  impi'ove- 
ment,  is  the  fair  market  value  standard  of  compensation  enougli  to 
enable  peo])le  to  take  up  their  lives  in  a  similar  or  improved  manner 
elsewhere  ? 

What  can  be  done  to  provide  for  relocation  assistance  at  an  earlier 
stage  than  is  presently  provided — fcu'  assistance  at  the  stage  when 
the.  planning  and  surveying  of  the  proposed  project  is  announced,  and 
])eople  i^anic?  What  can  be  done  to  relieve  them  of  the  fear  of  removal 
and  smooth  the  road  to  orderly  relocation  ^ 

With  respect  to  title  IX,  have  we  succeetled  in  providing  ground 
rules  sufficient  to  insure  that  the  Federal  Government  and  State  and 
local  governments  using  Federal  funds  will  deal  fairly,  whether  by 
negotiation  or  condemnation,  in  taking  land  for  public  nni)rovement  ^ 

In  closing,  I  want  to  say  that  I  am  optimistic  about  this  bill.  The 
House  Committee  on  Government  Operations  held  hearings  on  the  first 
five  titles  in  IhGfi,  and  is  continuing  with  its  consideration  this  year. 
'Fhe  mood  may  be  changing  toward  the  concept  of  meaningful  com- 
l)ensation  and  assistance  for  accpiisition  and  relocation  under  Federal 
and  federally  as.sisted  programs. 

It  always  takes  years  for  good  ideas  to  surface,  and  eventually 
become  law.  We  are  hopeful  that  the  administration  today  will  set  the 
stage  for  a  much  stronger  support  for  the  measures  contained  in 
S.  (*)98  than  it  has  in  the  past. 

Last  year  we  passed  the  first  really  significant  step  forward  in  inter- 
go\'ermnental  relations  legislation  in  j^ears — the  intergovernmental 
personnel  bill.  That  bill  is  moving  forward  in  the  House,  and  would 
])rovide  funds  and  assistance  for  the  development  of  State  and  kn-al 
personnel  systems,  training  [)rograms,  fellowships,  and  exchange  of 
]K*rsonnel.  The  siqjport  among  State  and  local  administrators  foi-  this 
legislation  was  tremendous. 

Xow  we  are  down  to  the  next  big  step  this  year:  The  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Cooperation  Act. 
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I  onipluisize  iig'ain  that  this  is  a  congrossioua]  initiative  to  help  the 
f^tates  niodernize  their  administration  of  Federal  programs;  to  helj) 
the  local  governments  to  obtain  coordinated  Federal  assistance  in  line 
with  their  comprehensive  ))lanning;  and  to  help  the  peo2:)le  and  the 
husinesses  to  get  a  fair  shake  when  the  Federal  bulldozer  i)lans  to 
mo\’e  in  on  them. 

The  cost  of  this  bill  is  marginal  compared  with  the  efficiency,  econ¬ 
omy,  and  human  protection  it  will  generate  to  help  build  a  l>etter 
America.  Finally,  passage  of  the  legislation  would  demonstrate  rec¬ 
ognition  by  the  Congress  that  cooperation  and  coordination — the 
basic  ingredients  of  the  “new  federalism'’ — start  with  local  and  State 
goiernments,  with  every  measure  of  assistance  and  cooperation  from 
the  Federal  level. 

1  think  I  apiireciate  today,  as  I  have  for  some  time,  that  this  is  for 
most  people  a  dry,  technical,  incomprehensible  subject,  but  I  think  it 
is  concerned  with  issues  which  are  the  very  life  of  our  democratic 
system.  1  notice  that  we  now  have  some  new  additions  to  our  audience 
tliis  morning,  some  young,  who  probably  will  find  it  dry,  technical 
language  with  which  we  will  be  dealing  tins  morning,  completely  dry 
and  incomprehensible,  almost  as  much  as  in  their  classrooms,  but  what 
we  are  dealing  with  here  is  of  great  importance  t-o  them,  and  if  they 
will  remember  nothing  more  about  their  visit  here,  what  we  are  con¬ 
cerned  with  is  ways  to  make  our  Government  lietter,  to  make  it  work 
more  effectively  for  the  benefit  of  youngsters  like  yourselves.  We 
welcome  you  here  this  morning. 

T  shall  now,  without  objection,  place  in  the  record  the  texts  of  S.  698, 
amendment  No.  748,  intended  to  be  proposed  to  S.  698,  S.  735,  S.  458, 
and  S.  2981,  together  with  explanatory  statements  and  agency  reports 
on  these  bills. 

(The  material  refei’red  to  follows:) 

[S.  698,  90th  Cong.,  first  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities  among  the  levels 
of  government  in  order  to  Improve  the  operation  of  our  federal  system  in  an  increasingly 
complex  society,  to  improve  the  administration  of  grants-in-ald  to  the  States,  to  provdde 
for  periodic  congressional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid,  to  permit  provision  of  reim¬ 
bursable  technical  services  to  State  and  local  government,  to  establish  coordinated  inter¬ 
governmental  polic.v  and  administration  of  grants  and  loans  for  urban  development,  to 
authorize  the  consolidation  of  certain  grant-in-aid  programs,  to  provide  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion,  use.  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conformit.v 
with  local  government  programs,  to  establish  a  uniform  relocation  assistance  polic.v,  to 
establish  a  uniform  land  acquisition  policy  for  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs,  and 
for  other  purposes 

r,€  if  enacted  ?<//  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  Vniicd  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assemhled,  That  this  Act  be  cited  as  the  “Intergovern¬ 
mental  Cooperation  Act  of  1987.” 

TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 

When  used  in  this  Act — 

FEDERAL  AGENCY 

Sec.  101.  The  term  “Federal  agency”  means  any  department,  ageuc.v,  or  instru¬ 
mentality  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  and  any  wholly  owned 
Government  corporation,  and  for  the  purixises  of  title  VIII,  the  Architect  of  the 
Capitol. 

STATE 

Sec.  102.  The  term  “State”  means  an.y  of  the  several  States  of  the  United 
States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  any  territory  or  possession  of  the 
Ihiiteii  States,  or  any  agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State,  but  does  not  include 
the  governments  of  the  political  subdivisions  of  the  State.  For  the  purposes  of  title 
I'll  I  and  title  IX  the  term  “State”  does  include  such  political  subdivisions. 
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POIJTICAT>  SUnniVISION  OR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  10;1.  The  term  ‘•i>()litical  .subdivision”  or  “l(x-al  government”  means  a  local 
unit  of  government,  including  specifically  a  county,  municipality,  city,  town, 
township,  or  a  school  or  other  special  district  created  by  or  pursuant  to  Stat(‘  law. 

UNIT  OF  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  104.  “Unit  of  general  loc-al  government”  means  any  city,  county,  town, 
parish,  village,  or  other  general-purpo.se  political  subdivision  of  a  State. 

special-purpose  unit  of  local  government 

Sec.  105.  “Special-purpose  unit  of  local  government”  means  any  special  district, 
public- purix)se  coriwration,  or  other  strictly  limited-purpose  political  subdivision 
of  a  State,  but  shall  not  include  a  school  district. 

GRANT  OR  GRANT-IN-AID 

Sec.  100.  The  term  “grant”  or  “grant-in-aid”  means  money,  or  property  pro¬ 
vided  in  lieu  of  money,  paid  or  furni.shed  by  the  United  States  under  a  fixed  an¬ 
nual  or  aggregate  authorization — 

( A )  to  a  State ;  or 

(B)  to  a  ixilitical  subdivision  of  a  State;  or 

(C)  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  State-administered  plan  or  program  which  is 
subject  to  approval  by  a  Federal  agency ; 

if  such  authorization  either  (i)  requires  the  States  or  political  subdivisions  to 
exi)end  non-Federal  funds  as  a  condition  for  the  receipt  of  money  or  proiierty 
from  the  United  States;  or  (ii)  specifies  directly,  or  establishes  by  means  of  a 
fonnul*,  the  amounts  which  may  be  paid  or  furnished  to  States  or  political  sub¬ 
divisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be  allotted  for  use  in  each  of  the  States  by  the  States, 
political  subdivisioiLS,  or  other  beneficiaries.  The  term  does  not  include  ( 1 ) 
shared  revenues;  (2)  payment.s  of  taxes;  (3)  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes;  (4) 
loans  or  repayable  advances;  (5)  surplus  property  or  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  furui.shed  as  such;  (0)  payments  under  research  and  development  con¬ 
tracts  or  grants  which  are  awarded  directly  and  on  similar  terms  to  all  qualifying 
organizations,  whether  public  or  private;  or  (7}  payments  to  States  or  political 
subdivisions  as  full  reimbursement  for  the  costs  incurred  in  paying  benefits  or 
furnishing  services  to  persoiLs  entitled  thereto  under  Federal  laws. 

FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  107.  The  term  "Federal  financial  assistance”  does  not  include  any  annual 
payment  by  the  United  States  to  the  District  of  Columbia  authorized  by  article 
VI  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Revenue  Act  of  1947  (D.C.  Code,  secs.  47-2501a 
and  47-2.501b). 

SPECIALIZED  OR  TECHNICAL  SERITCES 

Sec.  108.  “Specialized  or  technical  services”  means  special  statistical  and  other 
.studies  and  compilations,  development  projects,  technical  tests  and  evaluations, 
technical  information,  training  activities,  surveys,  reports,  documents,  and  any 
other  similar  service  functions  which  the  Secretary  of  any  department  or  the 
administrative  head  of  any  agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
erment  is  authorized  by  law  to  perform. 

comprehensive  planning 

Sec.  109.  “Comprehensive  planning”,  except  in  title  VI,  includes  the  following, 
to  the  extent  directly  related  to  area  needs  or  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local 
goveriunent:  (A)  preparation,  as  a  guide  for  long-range  development,  of  general 
physical  plans  with  resiiect  to  the  pattern  and  intensity  of  land  use  and  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  public  facilities,  including  transportation  facilities;  (B)  programing  of 
capital  improvements  based  on  a  determination  of  relative  urgency;  (C)  long- 
range  fiscal  plans  for  implementing  such  plans  and  programs ;  and  ( D )  proposed 
regulatory  and  admini.sitrative  measures  which  aid  in  achieving  coordination 
of  all  related  plans  of  the  departments  or  subdivisions  of  the  governments  con¬ 
cerned  and  intergovernmental  coordination  of  related  planned  activities  among 
the  State  and  local  governmental  agencies  concerned. 
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URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

Sec.  110.  “Uriian  development”  means  all  projects  or  programs  for  the  acaiuisi- 
tion,  iLse,  and  development  of  oi>en  space  land ;  and  the  planning  and  construc¬ 
tion  of  hospitals,  libraries,  aiiiiorts,  water  supply  and  distribution  facilities,  sew¬ 
erage  facilities  and  waste  treatment  work.s,  transportation  facilities,  highways, 
water  development  and  land  conservation,  and  other  public  works  facilities. 

state  agency 

Sec.  111.  For  the  puriwses  of  titles  VIII  and  IX,  the  term  “State  agency”  means 
any  agency  or  instrumentality  createtl  by  a  State,  or  by  a  i)olitical  subdivision  of 
a  State  or  by  agreement  between  two  or  more  States  or  by  two  or  more  political 
subdivisions  of  a  State  or  States. 


head  of  agency 

Sec.  112.  The  term  “head  of  a  Federal  agency”  or  “head  of  a  State  agency” 
includes  a  duly  designated  delegate  of  such  agency  head. 

displaced  person 

Sec.  113.  The  term  “displaced  person”  means — 

(1)  any  person  who  is  the  owner  of  a  business  which  moves  from  real 
property  or  is  discontinued  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  as  a  result 
of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of  such  real  prop¬ 
erty,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal  or  State  agency ; 

(2)  any  person  who  is  the  farm  operator  of  a  farm  operation  w’hich  moves 
from  real  property  or  is  discontinued  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
Act  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  exi>ectation  of  acquisition 
of  such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal  or  State  agency ; 

(3)  any  individual  who  is  the  head  of  a  family  which  moves  from  real 
property  occupied  as  a  dwelling  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  as 
a  result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  exiiectation  of  acquisition  of  such 
real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal  or  State  agency,  or  which 
moves  from  such  dwelling  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  ex- 
Iiectation  of  acquisition  by  such  Federal  or  State  agency  of  other  real  proiierty 
on  which  such  family  conducts  a  business  or  farm  operation ; 

(4)  any  individual,  not  a  member  of  a  family,  who  moves  from  real  prop¬ 
erty  occupied  as  a  dwelling  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  as  a 
result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of  such  real 
property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal  or  State  agency,  or  who  moves 
from  such  dwelling  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation 
of  acquisition  by  such  Fetleral  or  State  agency,  of  other  real  property  on 
which  such  individual  conducts  a  bu.siness  or  farm  operation ;  and 

(5)  any  individual,  not  described  in  iiaragraph  (1),  (2),  (3),  or  (4)  of 
this  section,  who  moves  his  personal  property  from  real  property  on  or  after 
the  effective  date  of  this  Act  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable 
expectation  of  acquisition  of  such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a 
Federal  or  State  agency :  Provided,  That  this  shall  not  include  the  owner  of 
proi>ei1;y  on  the  premises  of  another  under  a  lease  or  licensing  arrangement 
where  such  owner  is  required  pursuant  to  such  lease  or  license  to  move  such 
property  at  his  own  expense. 

business 

Sec.  114.  The  term  “business”  means  any  lawful  activity  conducted  primarily 
(1)  for  the  purchase  and  resale  of  products,  commodities,  or  any  other  personal 
property;  (2)  for  the  manufacture,  processing,  or  marketing  of  any  such  prop¬ 
erty  ;  (3)  for  the  sale  of  services  to  the  public ;  or  (4)  by  a  nonprofit  organization. 
Such  tenn  does  not  include  the  activity  of  an  investor  in  acquiring  or  holding 
real  property  for  resale  for  gain. 

farm  operation 

Sec.  115.  The  term  “farm  operation”  means  any  activity  conducted  solely  or 
primarily  for  the  production  of  one  or  more  agricultural  products  or  commodities 
for  sale  and  home  use,  and  customarily  producing  such  products  or  commodities 
in  sufficient  quantity  to  be  capable  of  contributing  materially  to  the  operator’s 
support. 
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FARM  OPERATOR 

Si'X'.  110.  The  term  “farm  operator'’  means  any  owner,  part  owner,  tenant,  or 
sluirecropi)er  who  oi)erates  a  farm. 

FAMILY 

Sec.  117.  The  term  “family’’  means  two  or  more  iiulivicluals  living  together  in 
the  .same  dwelling  unit  who  jire  related  to  each  other  by  blood,  marriage,  or 
adoption. 

ELDERLY  INDIVIDUAL 

Sec.  118.  The  term  “elderly  individual”  means  a  person,  not  a  member  of  a 
family,  who  is  sixty-two  years  of  age  or  over. 

HANDICAPPED  INDIVIDUAL 

Sec.  110.  The  term  “handicapiied  individual”  means  a  person,  not  a  member 
of  a  family,  who  is  handicapi>ed  within  the  meaning  of  section  202  of  tlie  Housing 
Act  of  1950. 

DISPLACED 

Sec.  120.  The  term  “di.splaced”,  when  used  in  relation  to  any  i>erson,  means 
any  person  moved  or  to  be  moved  from  real  property  on  or  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  Act  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition 
of  such  property  for  a  public  improvement  constructed  or  developed  by  or  with 
funds  provided  in  whole  or  in  part  by  the  Federal  Government. 

OWNER  AND  PERSON 

Sec.  121.  The  terms  “owner”  and  “person”  mean  any  individual,  and  any 
partnership,  corporation,  or  association. 

TITLE  II— LMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION  OF  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE 

STATES 

FULL  INFORMATION  ON  FUNDS  RECEIVED 

Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  of  the  United  States  Government  which 
administers  a  program  of  grants-tn-aid  to  any  of  the  State  governments  of  the 
United  States  shall,  upon  request,  notify  in  writing  the  Governor  or  other  official 
designated  by  him,  or  the  State  legislature,  of  the  purpose  and  amounts  of  actual 
grants-in-aid  to  the  State. 

deposit  of  grants-in-aid 

Sec.  202.  No  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall  be  required  by  Federal  law  to  be 
deposited  in  a  separate  bank  account  apart  from  other  fimds  administered  by  the 
State.  All  Federal  grant-in-aid  funds  made  available  to  the  States  shall  be 
proi>erly  accoimted  for  as  Federal  funds  in  the  accounts  of  the  State.  In  each  case 
the  State  agency  concerned  shall  render  regular  authenticated  reports  to  the 
appropriate  Federal  agency  covering  the  status  and  the  application  of  the  funds, 
the  liabilities  and  obligations  on  hand,  and  such  other  facts  as  may  be  required 
liy  said  Federal  agency. 

scheduling  of  federal  transfers  to  the  states 

Sec.  203.  Heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies  responsible  for  adminis¬ 
tering  grant-in-aid  programs  shall  schedule  the  tran.sfer  of  grant-in-aid  funds 
consistent  udth  program  purposes  and  applicable  Treasury  regulations,  so  as  to 
minimize  the  time  elapsing  between  the  transfer  of  such  funds  from  the  United 
States  Treasury  and  the  disbursement  thereof  by  a  State,  whether  such  dis¬ 
bursement  occurs  prior  to  or  subsequent  to  such  transfer  of  fimds.  States  shall  not 
be  held  accountable  for  interest  earned  on  grant-in-aid  funds,  pending  their 
disbursement  for  program  purposes. 

eligible  state  agency 

Sec.  204.  Notivithstanding  any  other  Federal  law  which  provides  that  a  single 
State  agency  or  multimember  board  or  commis.sion  must  be  established  or  desig¬ 
nated  to  admini.ster  or  supervise  the  administration  of  any  grant-in-aid  program. 
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the  head  of  any  Federal  department  or  agency  may,  upon  request  of  the  Governor 
or  otlier  appropriate  executive  or  legislative  authority  of  the  State  resix)nsible  for 
detennining  or  revising  the  organizational  structure  of  State  government,  waive 
the  single  State  agency  or  multimember  board  or  commission  provision  ui»on  ade¬ 
quate  showing  that  such  provision  prevents  the  establishment  of  the  most  effective 
and  efficient  organization  arrangements  witliin  the  State  government  and  approve 
other  State  administrative  structure  or  arrangements;  Provided,  That  the  head 
of  the  Federal  department  or  agency  determines  that  the  objectives  of  the 
Federal  statute  authorizing  the  grant-in-aid  program  will  not  be  endangei’ed  by 
the  use  of  such  otlier  State  structure  or  arrangements. 

TITLE  III— PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DEPARTMENTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO 

PROVIDE  SPECIAL  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES  TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL 

UNITS  OF  GOVERNMENT 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  301.  It  is  the  pui’pose  of  this  title  to  encourage  intergovernmental  coopera¬ 
tion  in  the  conduct  of  specialized  or  technical  servuces  and  provi.sion  of  facilities 
essential  to  the  administration  of  State  or  local  governmental  activities,  many 
of  which  are  nationwide  in  scope  and  financed  in  part  by  Federal  fimds;  to 
enable  State  or  local  governments  to  avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of  siiecial 
service  functions ;  and  to  authorize  all  departments  and  agencies  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Federal  Government  which  do  not  have  such  authority  to  provide 
specialized  or  technical  services  to  State  and  local  governments. 

AUTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  any  department  or  the  administrative  head  of  any 
agency  of  the  executive  branch,  of  the  Federal  Government  is  authorized  within 
his  discretion,  upon  written  reque.st  from  a  State  or  political  subdivision  tliereof, 
to  provide  specialized  or  technical  services,  upon  payment  to  the  department  or 
agency  by  the  unit  of  govermnent  mailing  the  request,  of  salaries  and  all  com¬ 
putable  overhead  and  indirect  costs  of  performing  such  services :  Provided,  how¬ 
ever,  That  such  services  shall  include  only  those  which  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  through  rules  and  regulations,  determines  may  be  pro¬ 
vided  by  Federal  departments  and  agencies.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  be 
consistent  with  and  in  furtherance  of  the  Government’s  policy  of  relying  on  the 
private  enterprise  system  to  provide  those  services  which  are  reasonably  and 
expeditiously  available  through  ordinary  business  channels. 

REIMBURSEMENT  OF  APPROPRIATION 

Sec.  303.  All  moneys  received  by  any  department  or  agency  of  tlie  executive 
branch  of  the  Fedei’al  Government,  or  any  bureau  or  other  administrative  division 
thereof,  in  payment  for  furnishing  specialized  or  technical  services  as  authorized 
under  section  302  shall  be  deposited  to  the  credit  of  the  principal  appropriation 
from  which  the  cost  of  providing  such  services  has  been  paid  or  is  to  be  charged, 
or  to  the  appropriation  currently  available  for  the  cost  of  similar  services. 

REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  any  department  or  the  administrative  head  of  any 
agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  shall  furnish  annually 
to  the  respective  Committees  on  Government  Operations  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  a  summary  report  on  the  scope  of  the  services  provided  under 
the  administration  of  this  title. 

reservation  of  existing  authority 

Sec.  305.  This  title  is  in  addition  to  and  does  not  supersede  any  existing 
authority  now  possessed  by  any  Federal  department  or  agency  with  respect  to 
furnishing  services,  whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimbursable  basis,  to  State 
and  local  units  of  government. 

TITLE  IV— COORDINATED  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  POLICY  AND 
ADMINISTRATION  OF  GRANTS  FOR  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

DECLARATION  OF  URBAN  ASSISTANCE  POLICY 

Sec.  401.  (a)  The  economic  and  social  development  of  the  Nation,  its  strength 
In  ivorld  affairs  and  the  achievement  of  satisfactory  levels  of  living  deiiend  in 
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large  degree  uiion  tlie  sound  and  orderly  development  of  urban  communities.  In 
pursuit  of  this  basic  objective,  tlie  President  shall  establish  rules  and  regulations 
for  uniform  application  in  the  formulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of  urban 
development  programs  and  projects  for  the  provision  of  federally  aided  urban 
facilities,  and  Feileral  projects  having  a  significant  impact  on  the  development  of 
urban  and  urbanizing  communities.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  provide  for 
full  c-onsideration  of  the  concurrent  achievement  of  the  following  specific  objec¬ 
tives  of  urban  development,  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by  law,  reasoned 
choices  shall  be  made  between  such  objectives  when  they  conflict : 

(1)  Appropriate  land  uses  for  residential,  commercial,  industrial,  govern¬ 
mental,  institutional,  and  other  purposes ; 

(2)  Wise  development  and  conservation  of  natural  re.sources,  including 
land,  water,  minerals,  wildlife,  and  others ; 

(8)  Balanced  transp(»rtation  systems,  including  highway,  air,  water, 
pedestrian,  mass  transit,  and  other  modes  for  the  movement  of  people  and 
goods ; 

(4)  Ade(]uate  outdoor  rec*reation  and  open  space  : 

(5)  Protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural  beauty,  historical,  and  scientilic 
interest ; 

(6)  Proi>erly  planned  community  facilities,  including  utilities  for  the 
supply  of  power,  water,  and  communications,  for  the  safe  disimsal  of  wastes, 
and  for  other  puriK)ses; 

(7)  Any  other  objective  through  which  urban  development  activities  car 
contribute  to  the  economic,  social,  and  cultural  development  of  the  Nation, 
its  strength  iu  world  affairs,  and  the  achievement  of  enhanced  levels  of 
living;  and 

(S)  Concern  for  high  standards  of  design. 

(b)  All  viewpoints — national,  regional.  State,  and  local — shall,  to  the  extent 
possible,  l>e  fully  considered  and  taken  into  account  in  planning  urban  develop¬ 
ment  programs  and  projects.  Regional,  State,  and  local  government  objectives 
shall  be  considered  and  evaluated  within  a  framework  of  national  public  ob¬ 
jectives,  and  available  proje<-tions  of  future  national  conditions  and  needs  of 
regions.  States,  and  localities  shall  be  considered  in  plan  formulation,  evaluation, 
and  review. 

(c)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  consistent  with  national  objectives,  all 
Federal  aid  for  urbiin  development  purposes  shall  be  consistent  with  and  further 
the  objectives  of  State  and  local  government  comprehensive  planning  for  urban 
development.  Consideration  shall  be  given  to  all  developmental  aspects  of  the 
total  urban  communitj',  including  but  not  limited  to  housing,  transportation,  eco¬ 
nomic  development,  natural  resources  development,  community  facilities,  and 
the  general  improvement  of  living  environments. 

(d)  Each  Federal  department  and  agency  administering  an  urban  develop¬ 
ment  aid  program  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  consult  with  and 
seek  advice  from  all  other  signiflcantly  affected  Federal  departments  and  agen¬ 
cies  iu  an  effort  to  a.ssure  fully  coordinated  programs. 

(e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  planning  required  by  individual  Federal 
programs  (such  as  highway  construction,  urban  renewal,  and  open  .space)  shall 
be  coordinated  with  and  made  part  of  comprehensive  local  and  areawide  urban- 
development  planning. 

FAVOaiXG  U.XITS  OF  GEXERAL  LOCAL  GOVERXMENT 

Sec.  402.  Where  Federal  law  provides  that  both  special-purix)se  units  of  local 
government  and  units  of  general  local  government  are  eligible  to  receive  loans 
or  grants-in-aid  for  urban  development,  heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agen¬ 
cies  shall,  in  the  ab.sence  of  substantial  reasons  to  the  contrary,  make  such  loans 
or  grants-in-aid  for  urban  development  to  units  of  general  local  government 
rather  than  to  .special-purpose  units  of  local  government. 

RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 

Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  such  other  agency  as  may  be  designated 
by  the  President  is  hereby  authorized  to  prescribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as 
are  deemed  appropriate  for  the  effective  administration  of  this  title. 
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TITI.E  V— COXGRESSIOXAL  REVIEW  OF  FEDERAE  GRAXTS-IX-AII)  TO 
STATES  AXD  TO  LOCAL  EXITS  OF  GOVERXMEXT 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  .jOl.  It  i.s  the  purijose  and  intent  of  this  title  to  e.stabii.sh  a  uniform  policy 
and  procedure  whereby  programs  for  grant-in-aid  assistance  from  the  Federal 
Government  to  the  States  or  to  their  political  subdivisions  which  may  be  en- 
acte<l  hereafter  by  the  Congress  shall  be  made  the  subject  of  sufficient  subsecpient 
review  by  the  Congress  to  insure  that  (1)  the  effectiveness  of  grants-in-aid  as 
instruments  of  Federal-State-local  cooi^eration  is  improved  and  enhanced;  (2) 
grant  programs  are  revised  and  redirected  as  necessary  to  meet  new  conditions 
arising  subsequent  to  their  original  enactment;  and  (3)  grant  programs  are 
terminated  when  they  have  substantially  achieved  their  purpose.  It  is  further 
the  purpose  and  intent  of  this  title  to  provide  for  continuing  review  of  existing 
Federal  programs  for  grant-in-aid  assistance  to  the  States  or  their  political 
subdivisions  by  the  Comptroller  General  with  a  view  to  the  formulation  of  recom¬ 
mendations  to  a.ssist  the  Congress  in  making  changes  in  requirements  and  pro¬ 
cedures  applicable  to  such  programs  in  the  interest  of  eliminating  areas  of  con¬ 
flict  and  duplication  in  program  oi>erations  and  achieving  more  efficient,  ef¬ 
fective,  and  economical  administration  of  such  programs,  and  greater  uni¬ 
formity  in  the  operation  thereof. 

EXPIRATION  OF  GRANTS-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Seo.  o02.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  in  the  X'inety-first  or  any  sub¬ 
sequent  Congress  authorizes  the  making  of  grants-in-aid  to  two  or  more  States  or 
to  political  subdivisions  of  two  or  more  States  and  no  expiration  date  for  such 
authority  is  specified  by  law,  and  such  grant  is  not  specifically  exempted  from 
the  provisions  of  this  title,  then  the  authority  to  make  grants-in-aid  by  reason 
of  such  Act  to  States,  political  subdivisions,  and  other  beneficiaries  from  funds 
not  therefore  obligated  shall  expire  not  later  than  June  30  of  the  fifth  calendar 
yeiir  which  begins  after  the  effective  date  of  such  Act. 

CMIMMITTEE  STUDIES  OF  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  .503.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  in  the  X'inety-first  or  any  subse¬ 
quent  Congress  authorizes  the  maldng  of  grants-in-aid  over  a  period  of  three 
or  more  years  to  two  or  more  States  or  to  political  subdivdsions  of  two  or  more 
States,  then  during  the  period  beginning  not  later  than  twelve  months  im¬ 
mediately  precetling  the  date  on  which  such  autliority  is  to  expire,  the  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  to  which  legislation  extending  such 
authority  would  be  referred  shall  separately  of  jointly,  conduct  studies  of  the 
program  imder  which  such  grants-in-aid  are  made  with  a  view  to  ascertaining, 
among  other  matters  of  concern  to  the  committees,  the  following; 

(1)  The  extent  to  which  the  purposes  for  which  the  grants-in-aid  are 
authorized  have  been  met ; 

(2)  The  extent  to  which  such  programs  can  be  carried  on  without  further 
financial  assistance  from  the  United  States ; 

(3)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  purpose,  direction,  or  admini.stration 
of  the  original  program,  or  in  procedures  and  requirements  applicable 
thereto,  to  conform  to  recommendations  by  the  Oomptroiler  General  under 
section  504,  should  be  made ; 

(4)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  purpose,  direction,  or  administration 
of  the  original  program  should  be  made  in  the  light  of  reports  and  recom¬ 
mendations  submitted  on  request  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations ;  and 

(.5)  The  extent  to  which  such  grant-in-aid  programs  are  adequate  to 
meet  the  growing  and  changing  needs  which  they  were  designed  to  support. 
Each  .such  committee  shall  report  the  results  of  its  investigation  and  study  to  its 
re.spective  House  not  later  than  one  hundred  and  twenty  days  before  such  au¬ 
thority  is  due  to  expire. 

STUDIES  BY  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  OF  FEDERAL  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

iSec.  504.  The  Comptroller  General  shall  make  continuing  studies  of  presently 
existing  and  ail  future  programs  for  grant-in-aid  assistance  from  the  Fe<leral 
Government  to  the  States  or  their  political  subdivisions  concerning  the  extent 
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to  which  projrraius  conflict  ami  duiilication  can  t>e  eliiiiinateil  ami  more  effective, 
eliicient.  economical,  and  uniform  administration  of  such  programs  <iould  he 
acliieved  by  changing  certain  requirements  and  procedures  applicable  thereto. 

In  re\iewing  such  programs  the  Comptroller  General  shall  consider,  among 
other  relevant  matters,  the  equalization  formulas,  and  the  budgetary,  ac-counting, 
reitorting  and  administrative  pro(‘edures  applicable  to  such  programs.  Ileiwvrts  on 
su<*h  studies,  together  with  recommendations,  shall  l)€  submitted  by  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  to  the  CVngress.  Reports  on  expiring  pi-ograms  should,  to  the 
extent  practicable,  be  submitted  in  the  jmar  prior  to  the  date  set  for  their 
expiration. 

STTUIKS  BY  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTEROOVEUN M  K.NTAL  REL.XTIONS 

Sec.  oOo.  Uixui  recpiest  of  any  committee  referred  to  in  section  ,503,  the  Ad¬ 
visory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  (established  by  Public  Law 
as  amended)  shall,  during  the  -same  period  referred  to  in  such  section, 
conduct  studies  of  the  intergovernmental  relations  aspects  of  programs  which 
are  sub.1ect  to  the  provi.sions  of  such  section,  including  (1)  the  impact  of  such 
programs,  if  any,  on  the  stinictural  organization  of  State  and  local  governments 
and  on  Federal-State-local  fiscal  relations,  and  (2)  the  coordination  of  Federal 
administration  of  such  programs  wuth  State  and  local  administration  thereof,  and 
shall  report  its  tindings  and  recommendations  to  such  committee. 

RECORDS  AND  AUDIT 

Sec.  506.  (a)  Each  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof  receiving  assistance 
under  ( 1 )  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  which 
provides  for  a  grant-in-aid  from  the  United  States  to  a  State  or  a  political 
suMivision  thereof,  or  (2)  any  new  grant-in-aid  agreement,  or  extension,  modi- 
lication,  or  alteration  of  any  existing  grant-in-aid  agreement  pursuant  to  existing 
law  shall  keep  such  records  as  the  Federal  agency  administering  such  grant 
may  prescribe,  including  records  which  fully  disclose  the  amount  and  disposition 
by  such  recipient  of  such  grant-in-aid,  the  total  cost  of  the  project  or  under¬ 
taking  in  connection  with  which  such  grant-in-aid  is  given  or  used,  and  the 
amount  of  that  portion  of  the  cost  of  the  project  or  undertaking  supiilied  by 
other  sources,  and  such  other  records  as  wRl  facilitate  an  effective  audit. 

(b)  The  head  of  the  Federal  agency  administering  such  grant  and  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  of  the  United  States,  or  any  of  their  duly  authorized  representa¬ 
tives,  shall  have  access  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  examination  to  any  books, 
chx'ument.s,  papers,  and  records  of  such  recipients  that  are  pertinent  to  tiie 
grants  received. 

TITLE  VI— OOXSOIADATION  OF  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  601.  (a)  The  President  shall  from  time  to  time  examine  the  various 
programs  of  grants-in-aid  provided  by  law  and  shall  determine  what  consolida¬ 
tions  are  neces.sary  or  desirable — ■ 

(1)  to  promote  the  better  execution  and  efficient  management  of  indi¬ 
vidual  grant  programs  within  the  same  functional  area  ; 

(2)  to  provide  better  coordination  among  individual  grant  programs 
ivithin  the  same  functional  area ;  or 

(3)  to  promote  more  efficient  plamiing  and  use  by  the  recipients  of  grants 
under  programs  within  the  .same  fimctional  area. 

(b)  The  Congre.ss  declares  that  the  public  interest  demands  the  carrying  out 
of  the  puiTWses  of  subsection  (a)  and  that  the  purimses  may  be  acetomplished 
in  great  measure  by  prcx'eeding  under  this  title,  and  can  be  accomplished  more 
siRN'dily  thereby  than  by  the  enactment  of  specific  legislation. 

PREPARATION  AND  TRANSMITTAL  OF  PLAN 

Sec.  002.  (a)  When  the  President,  after  investigation,  finds  that  a  consolida¬ 
tion  of  individual  grant-in-aid  programs  within  the  same  functional  area  is 
nec'essary  or  desirable  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in 
section  601  la),  he  shall  prepare  a  grant  consolidation  plan  for  the  making  of 
such  consolidation,  and  shall  transmit  such  plan  (bearing  an  identification  num¬ 
ber)  to  the  Congress,  together  with  a  declaration  that  with  re.spect  to  each  indi- 
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vicinal  program  consolidated  under  such  plan,  he  lias  found  that  the  consolidation 
is  necessary  or  des'irable  to  acc-omplish  one  or  more  of  the  punioses  set  forth  in 
section  (501  (a).  Each  such  cxnisolidation  plan  so  transmitted — 

(1)  shall  plac«  resixinsibility  in  a  single  agency  for  administration  of  the 
consolidated  program,  and 

(2)  shall  specify  in  detail  the  formula  or  formulas  for  the  making  of 
grants  under  the  consolidated  program,  and  shall  set  forth  the  differences 
between  such  formula  or  formulas  and  the  formula  for  making  grants  under 
each  of  the  individual  programs  consolidated  under  such  plan. 

(b)  Each  grant  consolidation  plan  shall  provide  for  only  one  consolidation  of 
individual  grant  programs. 

(c)  The  President  shall  have  a  grant  consolidation  plan  delivered  to  both 
Houses  on  the  same  day  and  to  each  House  while  it  is  in  session. 

CONGRESSIONAL  CONSIDERATION 

Sec.  603.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  subsection  (c),  a  grant  consoli¬ 
dation  plan  shall  become  effective  at  the  end  of  the  first  period  of  ninety  calendar 
days  of  continuous  session  of  the  Congress  after  the  date  on  which  the  plan  is 
transmitteil  to  it  unless,  between  the  date  of  transmittal  and  the  end  of  the 
ninety-day  period,  either  House  passes  a  resolution  stating  in  substance  that  the 
House  does  not  favor  the  grant  consolidation  plan. 

( b )  For  purposes  of  subsection  ( a )  — 

(1)  continuity  of  session  is  broken  only  by  an  adjournment  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  sine  die,  and 

(2)  the  days  on  which  either  House  is  not  in  .session  because  of  an  ad¬ 
journment  of  more  than  three  days  to  a  day  certain  .shall  be  excluded  in  the 
computation  of  the  ninety-day  period. 

fc)  Under  provi.sions  contained  in  a  grant  consolidation  plan,  a  provision  of 
such  plan  may  become  effective  at  a  time  later  than  the  date  on  whic*h  such  plan 
becomes  effective  under  subsection  ( a ) . 

(d)  A  grant  consolidation  plan  which  bec-omes  effective  sh.all  be  printed  (1) 
in  the  Statutes  at  Large  in  the  .same  volume  as  the  public  laws  and  (2)  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

Sec.  604.  (a)  This  section  is  enacted  by  the  Congress — 

(1)  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power  of  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives,  respectively,  and  as  such  it  is  deemed  a  part  of  the  rules 
of  each  House,  respectively,  but  applicable  only  with  resiiect  to  the  procedure 
to  be  followed  in  that  House  in  the  case  of  resolutions  described  in  .subsec- 
fion  (b)  ;  and  it  sui>er.sedes  other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that  it  is  incon¬ 
sistent  therewith ;  and 

(2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right  of  either  House  to 
change  the  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the  procedure  of  that  House)  at  any 
time,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any  other 
rule  of  that  House. 

(b)  The  provisions  of  sections  010  through  013  of  title  5  of  the  United  States 
Code  shall  apply  with  resi>ect  to  a  grant  consolidation  plan  and,  for  such 
purposes. — - 

(1)  all  references  in  such  sections  to  “reorganization  plan”  shall  be  treated 
as  referring  to  “grant  consolidation  plan”,  and 

(2)  all  references  in  .such  sections  to  “resolution”  shall  be  treated  as  re¬ 

ferring  to  a  resolution  of  eitlier  House  of  the  Congress,  the  matter  after  the 
resolving  clause  of  which  is  as  follows:  “That  the  does  not  favor 

the  grant  consolidation  plan  nmnbered  transmitted  to  the  Oongre.ss  by 
the  President  on  ,  19  the  fir.st  blank  therein  being  filled  with 

the  name  of  the  resolving  House  and  the  other  blank  spaces  therein  being 
appropriately  filled. 

EXPIRATION  date 

Sec.  605.  The  authority  of  the  President  under  section  602  to  transmit  grant 
consolidation  plans  shall  expire  three  years  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 
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TITLE  VII— ACQUISITION,  USE,  AND  DISPOSITION  OF  LAND  WITHIN 
I'KBAN  AREAS  BY  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  IN  CONFORMITY  WITH  LAND 
UTILIZATION  PROGRAMS  OF  AFFECTED  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

AilENDMENT  OF  FEDERAL  rROPERTY  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  ACT 

Sec.  701.  The  Federal  Proi)ert.v  and  Adiniiiistrative  Services  Act  of  104!),  as 
amended  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.),  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new 
title  as  follows : 


“TITLE  VIII— URBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 
“short  title 

“Sec.  SOI.  Tliis  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Federal  Urban  Land-Use  Act’. 
“declaration  OF  purpose  and  poi.icy 

“Sec.  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  tliis  title  to  promote  more  hannonious  inter¬ 
governmental  relations  by  prescribing  uniform  policies  and  procedures  whereby 
the  Administrator  shall  acquire,  u.se,  and  dispose  of  land  in  urban  areas  in  order 
that  urban  land  transactions  entered  into  for  the  Generai  Services  Admini.stra- 
tion  or  on  behalf  of  other  Federal  agencies  shall  be  consistent  with  zoning  and 
land-use  practices  and  shall  be  made  to  the  greatest  extent  in  accordance  with 
planning  and  development  objectives  of  the  local  governments  and  local  planning 
agencies  concerned. 

“disposal  of  urban  lands 

‘‘Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  contemplates  the  di.sposal  for 
or  on  behalf  of  any  Federal  agency  of  any  real  property  situated  within  an  urban 
area,  he  shall,  prior  to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give  reasonable  notice  to  the 
head  of  the  governing  body  of  the  unit  of  general  local  government  having  juris¬ 
diction  over  zoning  and  land-u.se  regulation  in  the  geographical  area  within  which 
the  land  or  lands  are  located  in  order  to  afford  the  government  the  opportunity  of 
zoning  for  the  use  of  such  land  in  accordance  with  local  comprehensive  planning. 

“(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest  practicable  extent,  shall  furnish  to  all 
pro.siiective  purchasers  of  such  real  property,  full  and  complete  information 
concerning — 

“(1)  current  zoning  regulations  and  prospective  zoning  requirements  and 
objectives  for  .such  property  when  it  is  imzoned  ; 

“(2)  current  availability  to  such  property  of  streets,  sidewalks,  sewers, 
water,  street  lights,  and  other  service  facilities  and  pro.siiective  availability 
of  such  services  if  such  property  is  included  in  comprehemsive  planning. 

“acquisition  ok  change  of  use  of  real  property 

I 

“8ec.  804.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable,  prior  to  a  commitment  to  accpiire  any 
real  property  situated  in  an  urban  area,  the  Administrator  shall  notify  the  unit  of 
general  local  government  exercising  zoning  and  land-use  jurisdiction  over  the 
land  proposed  to  be  purchased  of  his  intent  to  accjuire  such  laud  and  the  pro- 
I>osed  u.se  of  the  projierty.  In  the  event  that  the  Administrator  determines  that 
!  such  advance  notice  would  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  proiwsed  purchase,  he 
shall,  upon  conclusion  of  the  acquisition,  immediately  notify  such  local  gov- 
i  eminent  of  the  acquisition  and  the  proposed  use  of  the  proi>erty. 

“(I))  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  any  real  property  situated  in  an 
I  urban  area  as  a  site  for  public  building,  the  Administrator  shall,  to  the  extent 
i  he  detennines  practicable — 

“(1)  comslder  all  objections  made  to  any  such  acquisition  or  change  u.se 
by  such  unit  of  government  upon  the  ground  that  the  proiK>.sed  acquisition  of 
use  conflicts  or  would  conflict  with  the  zoning  regulations  or  planning  ob¬ 
jectives  of  such  units ;  and 

i  “(2)  comply  with  and  conform  to  such  regulations  of  the  imit  of  general 

local  government  having  jurisdiction  with  respect  to  the  area  within  which 
such  property  is  situated  and  the  planning  and  development  objectives  of 
such  local  government. 

“Sec.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in  sections  803  and  804  ma.v  he  waived 
during  any  xieriod  of  national  emergency  proclaimed  by  the  Premdent. 
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“definitions 


“Sec.  806.  As  used  in  this  title — 

“(a)  ‘Unit  of  general  local  government’  means  any  city,  county,  town.  i>;irisli, 
village,  or  other  general-purpo.se  political  subdivision  of  a  State. 

“(b)  •Urban  area’  mean.s^ — • 

“(1)  any  geographical  area  within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  incorporated 
city,  town,  borough,  village,  or  other  unit  of  general  local  government,  except 
county  or  parish,  having  a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more  inhabitants : 

“(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area  within  tiie  jurisdiction  of  any 
comity,  town,  township,  or  similar  governmental  entity  which  contains  no 
incorporated  unit  of  general  local  government  but  has  a  population  density 
equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred  inhabitants'  jier  square  mile ; 
and 

“(3)  that  ixu'tion  of  any  geographical  area  having  a  population  density 
equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred  inhabitants  per  square  mile 
and  situated  adjacent  to  the  boundary  of  any  incoiqxirated  unit  of  general 
local  government  which  has  a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more 
inhabitants. 

“(c)  ‘Comprehensive  planning’  includes  the  following,  to  the  extent  directly 
related  to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  government : 

“(1)  preparation,  as  a  guide  for  long-range  development,  of  general 
physical  plans  with  respect  to  the  pattern  and  inten.sity  of  land  inse  and  the 
provision  of  public  facilities  including  transportation  facilities,  together  with 
long-range  fiscal  plans  for  such  development : 

“(2)  programing  of  capital  improvements  based  on  a  determination  of 
relative  urgency,  together  with  definitive  financing  plans  for  the  improve¬ 
ment  to  be  constructed  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  program ; 

“(3)  coordination  of  all  related  plans  of  the  department  or  subdivisions  of 
the  government  concerned ; 

“(4)  intergovernmental  coordination  of  related  planning  activities  among 
the  State  and  local  governmental  agencies  concerned ;  and 

“(5)  preparation  of  regulatory  and  administrative  measures  in  supiwrt 
of  the  foregoing.’’ 

TITLE  VIII— UNIFORM  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE 

DECLARATION  OF  POLICY 

Sec.  801.  The  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to  e.stablish  a  uniform  policy  for  the  fair 
and  equitable  treatment  of  owners,  tenants,  and  other  persons  di.splaced  by  the 
acquisition  of  real  property  in  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs.  Such  a 
policy  shall  be  as  uniform  as  practicable  as  to  (1)  relocation  payments,  (2) 
advisory  assistance,  (3)  assurance  of  availability  of  standai-d  housing,  and  (4) 
Federal  reimbursement  for  relocation  payments  under  federally  assisted 
programs. 

Part  a. — Federal  Programs 

RELOCATION  PAYMENTS 

Sec.  802.  (a)  If  the  head  of  any  Federal  agency  acquires  real  proi>erty  for 
public  use  in  a  State,  he  shall  make  fair  and  reasonable  relocation  payments  to 
displaced  persons  in  accordance  with  the  regulations  established  by  the  President 
under  section  805  of  this  Act. 

(b)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moves  or  di.scontinues  his  business  elects  to 
accept  the  payment  authorized  by  this  subsection  in  lieu  of  the  payment  author¬ 
ized  for  such  business  by  subsection  ( a )  of  this  section,  the  head  of  such  Federal 
agency  shall  make  a  fixed  relocation  payment  to  such  person  in  an  amount  equal 
to  the  average  amiual  net  earnings  of  the  busines.s,  or  $5,000,  whichever  is  the 
lesser.  No  payment  shall  be  made  under  this  subsection  unless  the  head  of  such 
agency  is  satisfied  that  the  business  (1)  cannot  be  relocated  without  a  sub¬ 
stantial  loss  of  its  existing  patronage,  and  (2)  is  not  part  of  a  commercial 
enterprise  having  at  least  one  other  establishment,  not  being  acquired  by  the 
United  States,  which  is  engaged  in  the  same  or  similar  busine.ss.  For  purposes 
of  this  subsection,  the  term  “average  annual  net  earnings”  means  one-half  of 
any  net  earnings  of  the  business,  before  Federal.  State,  and  local  income  taxes, 
during  the  two  taxable  years  immediately  preceding  the  taxable  year  in  which 
such  business  moves  from  the  real  property  acquired  by  the  United  States  and 
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iaclndes  any  coinpensiition  paid  l)y  the  business  to  the  oAvner,  his  spouse,  or  his 
deiKiiident  children  during  sucdi  two-year  i>eriod.  Such  earnings  and  compensation 
shall  be  established  by  Federal  income  tax  returns  filed  by  such  business  and 
its  owner  and  his  spouse  and  dependent  children  for  such  two  taxable  years. 

(e)  If  any  displaced  ijerson  who  moved  from  a  dwelling  eleet.s  to  accept  the 
payments  authorized  by  this  subsection  in  lieu  of  the  payments  authorized  by 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  for  moving  from  such  dwelling,  the  head  of  such 
Federal  agency  shall  make  the  following  fixed  relocation  payments  to  such 
l>erson : 

(1)  A  moving  exjiense  allowance,  determined  according  to  a  schedule 
established  by  the  head  of  such  agency,  not  to  exceed  $200 ; 

(2)  A  dislocation  allowance  equal  to  the  amount  paid  under  paragraph 

( 1 )  of  this  subsection  or  $100,  w'hichever  is  the  lesser ; 

(3)  An  additional  payment  of  $300  if  the  displaced  person  purchases  a 
dwelling  for  the  purpose  of  residence  within  one  s^ear  from  the  date  of  actual 
displacement  except  that  such  displaced  person  shall  only  be  eligible  for 
payment  under  this  subsection  when  the  dwelling  purchased  is  situated  uiwn 
real  estate  in  which  such  person  acquires  fee  title,  life  estate,  ninety-nine- 
year  lease,  or  other  type  of  long-term  lease  equivalent  to  fee  ownership ; 
and 

fd)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moves  or  discontinues  a  farm  oiieration  elects 
to  accept  the  payment  authorized  by  this  subsection  in  lieu  of  the  payment 
authoi'ized  for  such  farm  oi)eration  by  subsection  fa)  of  this  section,  the  head  of 
such  Federal  agency  shall  make  a  fixed  relocation  payment  to  such  i>erson  in  the 
amount  of  $1,000.  In  the  case  where  the  entire  farm  operation  is  not  acquired 
by  such  Federal  agency,  the  payment  authorized  by  this  subsection  shall  be  made 
only  if  the  head  of  such  agency  determines  that  the  remainder  propert.v  is  no 
longer  an  economic  unit. 

(e) (1)  In  addition  to  any  amount  under  .siibsections  (a),  (b),  (c),  and  (d) 
of  this  section,  the  head  of  such  Federal  a.gency  may  pay  to  or  on  behalf  of  any 
displaced  family,  displaced  elderly  individual,  or  displaced  handicapped  indi¬ 
vidual,  monthly  payments  oc'^er  a  period  not  to  exceed  twenty -four  months  in  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $.')00  in  the  first  twelve  months  and  $500  in  the  second 
twelve  months  to  assist  such  displaced  family  or  individual  to  secure  a  decent, 
safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling.  Subject  to  the  limitation  imposed  by  the  preceding 
sentence,  the  additional  payment  shall  be  an  amount  which,  when  added  to  20 
per  centum  of  the  annual  income  of  the  cli.splaced  individual  or  family  at  the 
time  of  displacement,  equals  the  average  annual  rental  required  for  such  a 
decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling  of  modest  standards  adequate  in  size  to 
accommodate  the  displaced  individual  or  family  in  areas  not  generally  less 
desirable  in  regard  to  public  utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities :  Prn- 
viflcd.  That  such  payment  shall  be  made  only  to  an  indiAudual  or  family  who  is 
unable  to  .secure  a  dAA’elling  unit  in  a  loAc^-rent  housing  project  assisted  under  the 
T’nited  States  Housing  Act  of  1037,  or  lender  a  State  or  local  program  found  by 
the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  to  have  the  same  general 
purpo.ses  as  the  Federal  program  under  such  Act,  or  a  dwelling  unit  assisted 
under  section  101  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1965. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  shall  make  the  deter¬ 
minations  under  this  .sub.section  on  the  amount  of  assistance  according  to  family 
size,  family  or  individual  income,  average  rents  required,  or  similar  considera¬ 
tions  for  all  agencies  making  such  payments. 

(3)  The  additional  payments  under  this  subsection  may  be  paid  on  a  lump 
sum  or  other  than  monthly  basis  in  cases  in  which  the  small  size  of  the  payments 
that  Avould  otherwise  be  required  do  not  warrant  a  number  of  separate  payments 
or  in  other  cases  in  which  other  than  monthly  payments  are  determined  war¬ 
ranted  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency. 

(4)  No  payment  received  under  this  subsection  shall  be  considered  as  income 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  eligibility  or  the  extent  of  eligibility  of  any 
Iverson  for  assistance  under  the  Social  Security  Act  or  any  other  Federal  act. 

(f)  All  functions  performed  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  the  oi>eration 
of  the  Act  of  .lune  11,  lb46  (60  Stat.  237),  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  1001-1011). 
Any  displaced  person  adversely  affected  or  aggrieved  b.v  the  operation  of  this 
section  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  may  institute  in  the  district  court  of 
the  Ignited  States  for  the  judicial  district  in  which  such  claimant  resides  or  in 
which  such  claim  first  arose  an  action  for  the  reAuew  of  such  determination. 
Upon  the  filing  of  .such  action,  such  court  .shall  have  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
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(loteriiiine  such  action  anrt  to  enter  therein  snch  jndgraent,  decree,  or  order  as  it 
shall  deem  appropriate  and  may  modify  snch  determination  upon  a  showing  that 
snch  determination  was  arbitrary,  capricious,  or  in  violation  of  standards  ap¬ 
plicable  to  snch  determinations  in  similar  cases. 

RELOCATIOX  ASSISTAI^CE  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  SO.3.  (a)  If  the  head  of  any  Federal  agency  acquires  real  property  for 
imblic  use  in  a  State,  he  .shall  provide  a  relocation  assi.stance  program  for  dis¬ 
placed  persons  which  shall  offer  the  services  described  in  subsection  (c)  of  this 
•section.  If  the  head  of  such  agency  detennines  that  other  per.sons,  occupying 
l)roiX‘rty  adjacent  to  the  real  propert.v  acquired,  are  caused  substantial  eco¬ 
nomic  injury  because  of  the  public  improvement  for  vdiich  such  proiierty  is 
ac(iuired,  he  may  offer  such  per.sons  relocation  services  under  such  program. 

(b)  Federal  agencies  administering  programs  which  may  be  of  assistance  to 
displaced  per.sons  covered  by  this  Act  shall  cooperate  to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible  with  the  Federal  or  State  agency  causing  the  displacement  to  assure  that 
such  displaced  persons  receive  the  maximum  assistance  available  to  them. 

(c)  Each  relocation  assistance  program  required  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  shall  include  such  measures,  facilities,  or  services  as  may  be  necessary  or 
appropriate  in  order  (1)  to  determine  the  needs  of  displaced  families,  individuals, 
luisiness  concerns,  and  farm  operators  for  relocation  a.ssistance;  (2)  to  assure 
that  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  prior  to  displacement,  there  will  be 
available,  in  areas  not  generall.v  less  desirable  in  regard  to  public  utilities  and 
public  and  commercial  facilities  and  at  rents  or  prices  within  the  financial  means 
of  the  families  and  individuals  displaced,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings 
equal  in  number  to  the  number  of,  and  available  to,  such  displaced  families  and 
individuals  and  reasonably  accessible  to  their  places  of  employment,  except  that 
such  assurance  may  be  waived  during  any  period  of  national  emergency  pro¬ 
claimed  by  the  President;  (3)  to  assist  owners  of  displaced  businesses  and  dis¬ 
placed  farm  operators  in  obtaining  and  becoming  established  in  suitable  business 
locations  or  replacement  farms;  (4)  to  supply  information  concerning  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Housing  Administration  home  acquisition  program  under  section  221(d)  (2) 
of  the  National  Housing  Act,  the  small  business  disaster  loan  program  under 
section  7(b)(3)  of  the  Small  Business  Act,  and  other  programs  offering  assist¬ 
ance  to  displaced  persons;  (5)  to  assist  in  minimizing  hardships  to  displaced 
lau'sons  in  adjusting  to  relocation;  and  (6)  to  assure,  to  the  greatest  extent 
practicable,  the  coordination  of  relocation  activities  with  other  project  activities 
and  other  planned  or  proposed  governmental  actions  in  the  community  or  nearby 
areas  which  may  affect  the  carrying  out  of  the  relocation  program. 

(d)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  7(b)  of  the  Small  Business  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“(3)  to  make  such  loan  (either  directly  or  in  cooi)eratiou  with  hanks  or 
other  lending  institutions  through  agreements  to  participate  on  an  imme¬ 
diate  or  deferred  basis)  as  the  Admini,«tration  may  determine  to  be  neces- 
.'■ary  or  appropriate  to  assist  any  small  Iwsiness  concern  in  continuing  in 
businesis  at  its  exi.sfing  location,  in  ree.stablishing  its  business,  in  purchasing 
a  busine.ss,  or  in  establishing  a  new  business,  if  the  Admini.stration  deter¬ 
mines  that  such  concern  lias  suffered  sidistantial  economic  injury  as  the 
result  of  its  displacement  b.v,  or  location  in,  adjacent  to,  or  near,  a  federally 
aided  urban  renewal  project  or  highwa.v  construction  progi’am  or  any  other 
public  improvement  program  conducteil  by  or  with  funds  provided  in  whole 
or  in  i>art.  by  the  Federal  Goveniment  or  by  the  States ;  and  the  pnipo.se  of 
a  loan  made  pursuant  to  such  project  or  program  may.  in  the  discretion  of 
the  Administration,  include  the  purchase  or  construction  of  other  premises 
whether  or  not  the  borrower  owned  tlie  premises  occupied  b.v  the  business 
and,” 

STATES  ACTING  AS  AGENTS  FOR  FEDERAL  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  804.  Whenever  real  proi>erty  is  acipiired  by  a  State  agency  for  a  Federal 
luiblie  improvement  project,  sucli  acquisition  shall,  for  purposes  of  this  Act. 
lie  deemed  an  acquisition  b.v  the  Federal  agency  having  authority  over  such 
project  and  such  Federal  agency  shall  make  relocation  payments,  provide  relo¬ 
cation  assistance,  and  provide  assurance  of  availabilit.v  of  housing  as  required 
in  the  case  of  acqui.sitions  of  real  proiiert.v  b.v  a  Federal  agenc.v. 
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AUTHOIUIY  OF  THE  PKESIUENT 

Sec.  so.-*,  (ii)  To  cjirry  into  effect  the  provision.s  of  this  title,  the  I’resident 
is  autliorized  to  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may  determine  to  he 
uecessiiry  to  assure — 

(1)  that  relocation  payments  authorized  hj'  section  Stl2  shall  be  fair  and 
reasonable  and  as  uniform  as  practicable ; 

(2)  tlmt  a  displaced  iierson  who  makes  proper  application  for  a  relocation 
payment  authorized  for  sucli  person  by  section  S02ta)  shall  be  reimbursed 
for  or  paid — 

(A)  his  actual  and  rea.sonable  expenses  in  moving  himself,  his  family, 
his  business,  farm  oia'ration,  or  other  personal  proiierty,  juul  in  the 
case  of  a  farm  oiieration,  for  his  actual  and  reasonable  expenses  in 
searching  for  a  replacement  farm  ; 

(B)  if  he  disposes  of  personal  property  on  moving  his  business  or 
farm  oi>eration  and  replaces  .^uch  jn-operty  at  the  new  location,  an 
amount  equal  to  the  reasonable  expenses  that  would  have  been  re(iuired 
in  moving  .such  personal  proi»erty  to  the  new  location  :  and 

(C)  such  other  expem^es  authorized  by  section  ,S(}2(a)  as  may  be 
provided  for  in  regulations  issued  under  this  .section ; 

(3)  that  a  displaced  i>ersou  who  makes  proper  application  for  a  reloca¬ 
tion  payment  authorized  for  such  i)erson  by  this  title  shall  be  paid  promptly 
after  a  move  or,  in  certain  hardship  cases,  the  Bresident  may,  by  regulation, 
authorize  advance  payment  of  certain  relocation  costs ; 

(4)  that  any  ix?rson  aggideved  b.v  a  determination  as  to  eligibility  for  a 
relocation  payment  authorized  by  this  title,  or  the  amount  of  a  payment, 
may  have  his  application  reviewed  by  the  head  of  the  agency :  and 

(,t)  that  a  displaced  person  shall  have  a  reasonable  time  in  which  to 
apply  for  a  relocation  payment  authorized  by  this  title. 

(b)  The  President  may,  by  regulation,  establish  a  limitation  on  the  amount 
of  a  relocation  iwryment  authorizetl  by  section  S02(a)  with  due  consideration  f(U- 
the  declaration  of  ixilicy  in  this  title  and  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  and  section  807  (b). 

(c)  In  order  to  prevent  unnecessary  expense  and  duplication  of  functions, 
and  to  promote  uniform  and  effective  administration  of  relocation  assistance 
programs  for  displacetl  persons,  the  President  is  authorized  to  re(iuire  that  any 
Fwleral  agenc.v  make  relocation  payments  or  provide  relcK*ation  seiuic-es,  or 
otherwise  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  title,  by  utilizing  the  facilities, 
personnel,  and  servic-es  of  any  other  Federal  agency,  or  by  entering  into  appro¬ 
priate  contracts  or  agreements  with  any  State  agency  having  an  established 
organization  for  c'onducting  relocation  assistance  programs. 

(d)  The  President  may  make  such  other  rules  and  regulations  consi.stent  with 
the  provisions  of  this  title  as  he  deems  necessary  or  appropriate  to  ca.rry  out 
this  title. 

FUND  AV.YILABII.ITY 

Sec.  800.  Funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  available  to  any  Federal  agency 
for  the  acqiiisitlon  of  real  proix^rty  or  any  interest  therein  slmll  l)e  available 
also  for  obligation  and  expenditure  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  tith'. 

Part  B. — Fedekali.y  Assisted  Programs 

RELOC.ATIOX  P.YYMEXTS  AND  ASSISTANCE;  ASSURAA'C'E  OF  AVAIEABILITY  OF  HOUSI.NC 

Sec.  807.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  on  and  after  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act,  no  grant  to,  or  contract  or  agreement  with  a  State 
agency,  under  which  Fc'deral  financial  assistance  will  be  available  to  pay  the  cost 
in  connection  with  the  acapiisition  of  real  property  or  of  a  public  improvement 
for  which  real  proi)ert.y  is  to  be  acaiuired  or  as  the  result  of  which  displacement 
will  otherwise  occur,  may  be  approved  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
re.sponsible  for  the  administration  of  such  Federal  financial  assistance  unless 
such  State  agency  has  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  head  of  such  Federal 
agency  to  provide  to  displaced  ihtsoiis  for  moves  from  such  real  proi)erty — 

(1)  fair  and  reasonable  relocation  payments  as  described  in  section  802 
ta)  of  this  title  and  in  accordance  with  regulations  established  by  the 
President  under  section  80,t  of  this  title ; 
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(2)  fixed  reloeatioii  payments  in  the  same  amounts  and  under  tlie  same 
terms  and  conditions  as  are  required  to  be  made  l>.v  a  Federal  agency  l)y 
subsections  802  (b),  (c),  (d).  and  (e)  of  this  title: 

(3)  relocation  assistance  programs  offering  the  services  described  in 
section  803(c)  of  this  title  ;  and 

(4)  a  feasible  method  for  the  temporary  relocation  of  families  and  in¬ 
dividuals  displaced  from  the  property  ac-quired,  and  assurance  that  within  a 
reasonable  period  of  time  prior  to  displacement,  there  will  be  available  in 
areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to  public  utilities  and  public  and 
commercial  facilities  and  at  rents  or  prices  within  the  financial  means  of 
the  families  and  individuals  displaced,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings 
e(pial  in  number  to  the  number  of  and  available  to  such  displaced  families 
and  individuals  and  rea.sonably  acces.sible  to  their  plar*es  of  employment. 

(b)  The  cost  to  a  State  agency  providing  the  payments  and  sendees  described 
ill  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec-tion  may  be  included  as  part  of  the  co.st  of  the  project 
for  which  Federal  financial  assi.stance  is  available  to  such  State  agency,  and 
siK-h  State  agency  shall  be  eligible  for  Federal  financial  assi.stance  wdth  resjiect 
to  .such  payments  and  services  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent 
as  wdth  respect  to  other  project  co.sts.  except  that  the  Federal  agency  providing 
such  assistance  shall  contribute  the  first  .$25,000  of  the  cost  of  providing  a  re¬ 
location  payment  to  any  displaced  person.  However,  no  State  agency  need 
agree  to  make  any  relocation  payment  in  excess  of  $25,000  to  any  displaced  per¬ 
son  in  order  to  receive  the  assistance  authorized  by  the  subsection. 

(c)  In  order  to  prevent  unnecessary  expenses  and  duplication  of  functions, 
and  to  promote  uniform  and  effective  administration  of  relocation  assistance 
programs  for  displaced  persons,  any  agreement  by  a  State  agency  under  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section  shall  provide  that  such  agency  may  make  reloca¬ 
tion  payments  or  provide  relocation  assistance  or  otherwdse  carry  out  its 
functions  under  this  title  by  utilizing  the  facilities,  personnel,  and  services 
of  any  other  State  agency  having  an  e.stablished  organization  for  conducting 
relocation  assistance  programs. 

(  d )  Any  grant  to,  or  contract  or  agreement  wdth  a  State  agency  executed  before 
the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  under  which  Federal  financial  assistance  is  avail¬ 
able  to  pay  the  cost  in  connection  wdth  the  acquisition  of  real  property,  or  of  the 
improvement  for  which  such  proi>erty  is  acquired,  may  be  amended  to  include  an 
agreement  as  described  in  subsection  (a )  of  this  section. 

(e)  If  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  determines  that  is  necessary  for  the 
exiieditious  completion  of  a  public  impi’ovement  for  which  a  State  agency  has 
entered  into  an  agreement,  as  described  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section, 
to  make  relocation  payments  to  displaced  i)ersons,  or  to  provide  the  funds 
necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  section  905(b)(1)  of  this  Act.  he  may 
advance  the  Federal  .«hare  of  such  reloc'ation  payments  and  an  amount  necessary 
to  make  the  required  payments  under  section  905(b)  (1)  to  such  State  agency. 
Upon  determination  by  the  head  of  such  Federal  agency  that  any  i>art  of  the 
funds  advanced  to  a  State  agency  under  this  sub.section  are  no  longer  required, 
the  amount  which  he  detennines  not  to  be  required  shall  be  rei>aid  upon  demand. 
Any  sum  advanced  and  not  repaid  on  demand  shall  be  deducted  from  sums 
otherwise  available  to  such  State  agency  from  Federal  sources. 

T)ISPLACEMEXT  BY  CERTAIX  PROGRAMS  RECEI\T:XG  ASSISTANCE  I^NDER  TITLE  I  OF 
THE  HOUSING  ACT  OF  1940,  AS  AMENDED 

Sec.  SOS.  A  per.son  who  moves  or  discontinues  his  busines.s,  or  moves  other 
personal  property,  or  moves  from  his  dw'elling  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of 
this  Act.  as  a  direct  result  of  any  i>roject  or  program  which  receives  F'ederal  finan¬ 
cial  as'^istance  under  title  I  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949.  as  amended,  shall,  for 
tlie  purposes  of  this  title,  be  deemed  to  l>e  a  displaced  person. 

severap.ility 

Sec.  Sfif).  If  any  provision  of  this  title,  or  the  application  thereof  to  any  person 
or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of  this  title  and  the  application 
of  the  provi.sion  to  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affeided  thereby. 

ACTS  repealed 

Sec.  810.  (a)  The  following  laws  and  parts  of  laws  are  hereby  repealed: 

(1)  The  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
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nMinl)urse  owners  of  lands  recjuire<l  for  developineiit  under  his  jurisdiction  for 
tlieir  nioviiif;  exixuist's,  and  for  other  puriioses,”  approved  Jlay  2t),  lt}r(<S  (43  U.S.('. 
i2;n-i2;’.4). 

(2)  Paragraph  14  of  section  20i{(h)  of  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Act  of  IhWS  (42  U.S.C.  2473  ). 

( 3 )  Setdion  21>S0  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

( 4 )  Se<-tion  133  of  title  23.  United  States  Code. 

(.1)  Se<-tion  7(b)  of  the  Urban  ^lass  Transiwrtatiou  Act  of  1004  (40  U.S.C. 
l()0()(b)  ). 

(0)  Section  10r>(c)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1049  (  42U.S.C.  14.7o(c)  ). 

( 7 )  Section  114  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1940  (  42  U.S.C.  14(>o  (a)-(d)  ). 

(8)  Paragraph  (8)  of  section  15  of  the  United  State.s  Hoiusing  Act  of  1937 
(42  U.S.C.  1415(8) ) ,  except  the  first  .sentence  of  such  paragraph. 

(0)  Se<-tioii  404  of  the  Housing  and  I'rhan  Development  Act  of  19(>5  (42  U.S.C. 

I  3071-3074). 

(10)  Section  107  of  the  Demonstration  Cities  and  ^Metropolitan  Development 
Act  of  1900. 

(h)  Any  rights  or  liabilities  now  existing  under  prior  Acts  or  portions  thereof 
shall  not  he  affe<*ted  by  the  repeal  of  such  prior  Acts  or  portions  thereof  under 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

TITLE  IX— UNIEORH  LAND  ACQUISITION  I’OLICY 
I’.KKT  A. — Fedek.vl  I'rogr.viis 

T'XIFORM  POI.ICY  O.X  I..\Xn  .\CQUISITION  PI!.\CTICES 

Si’.c.  901.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  the  acquisition  of  real  proi>erty  by 
aniicahle  agreements  with  owners,  to  relieve  congestion  in  the  courts,  to  assure 
consistent  treatment  for  owners  in  the  many  Federal  programs,  and  to  promote 
puiilic  confidence  in  Federal  land  acquisition  practices,  heads  of  Federal  agencies 
shall,  consistent  with  program  requirements,  be  guided  l>y  the  following  policies  : 

( 1 )  The  head  of  a  Federal  agenc.v  should  make  every  reasonable  effort  to  ac- 
(piire  real  pi-operty  by  negotiated  purchase. 

(2)  Real  property  should  he  appraised  before  the  initiation  of  negotiations, 
and  the  owner  or  his  desi.gnated  representative  should  he  given  an  opportunit.v 
to  accompany  the  a))praiser  during  his  inspection  of  the  propert.v. 

(3)  Before  the  initiation  of  negotiations  for  proi>ert.v,  the  head  of  the  Federal 
agency  concerned  should  establish  a  price  which  he  believes  to  l>e  a  fair  and  rea¬ 
sonable  consideration  therefor  and  should  make  a  prompt  offer  to  acquire  the 
proi)erty  for  the  full  amount  so  established. 

(4)  No  owner  should  he  recpured  to  surrender  posse.ssion  of  real  property  be¬ 
fore  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  pays  the  agreed  purchase  price,  or 
deposits  with  the  court,  in  accordance  with  sec-tion  1  of  the  Act  of  February  2(1. 
19,31  (4(1  8tat.  1421 ;  40  LLS.C.  2.58a),  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  an  amount  not 
less  than  the  appraised  fair  value  of  such  proi>erty  as  determined  b.v  such  agency 
head,  or  the  amount  of  the  award  of  compensation  in  the  condemnation  proceed¬ 
ing  for  such  property. 

( 5 )  The  construction  or  development  of  public  improvements  should  be  so 
.sche<luled  that  no  person  lawfull.v  occupying  real  propert.v  will  l>e  required  to 
move  from  a  dwelling,  or  to  move  his  business  or  farm  operation  without  at  least 
ninety  days’  written  notice,  if  consistent  with  project  requirements,  from  the 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned,  of  the  date  by  which  such  move  is  required. 

(6)  If  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  does  not  require  a  building, 
structure,  or  other  improvement  acquired  as  a  part  of  the  real  projierty,  he 
should  offer  to  permit  its  owner  to  remove  it.  As  a  condition  of  removal,  an  ap¬ 
propriate  agreement  should  be  required  whereby  the  fair  value  of  such  building, 
structure,  or  improvement  for  removal  from  the  real  property,  as  determined  by 
such  agency  head,  will  l)e  deducted  from  the  comi>ensation  otherwise  to  be  paid 
for  the  real  proi>erty,  however  such  comi>ensation  may  l>e  determined. 

(7)  If  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  permits  an  owner  or  tenant  to  occupy  the 
real  property  acciuired  on  a  rental  basis  for  a  short  term  or  for  a  period  subject 
to  termination  by  the  Government  on  short  notice,  the  amount  of  rent  required 
should  not  exceed  the  fair  rental  value  of  the  property  to  a  short-term  occupier. 

(8)  In  no  event  should  the  head  of  a  Federal  a,gency  either  advance  the  time 
of  condemnation,  or  defer  the  condemnation  and  the  deposit  of  funds  in  court 
for  the  use  of  the  owner,  in  order  to  compel  an  agreement  on  the  price  to  be  paid 
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for  the  proiK-rty.  If  an  asnuey  head  eaiinot  reach  an  asreeinent  with  tlie  owner, 
after  negotiations  have  continued  for  a  reasonable  time,  he  should  promptly  in¬ 
stitute  condemnation  proceedings  and,  at  the  same  time  or  a.s  soon  thereafter 
as  )>ractical)le,  tile  a  declaration  of  taking  and  deposit  funds  with  the  court  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  Act  of  February  26,  ]!)31  (46  ytat.  1421),  if  possession  is  re- 
(piired  prior  to  the  entry  of  the  judgment  in  the  condemnation  proceeding. 

(h)  If  an  interest  in  real  proix^rly  is  to  be  ae(iuired  by  exercise  of  the  power 
of  eminent  domain,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  should,  except  as 
to  property  to  be  acquired  under  section  2b  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Anthoilty 
Act  of  1!)33  (48  Stat.  70,  as  amended ;  16  U.S.C.  831  x),  reque.st  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  to  institute  formal  condemnation  proceedings.  Xo  Federal  agency  head  should 
intentionall.v  make  it  necessary  for  an  owner  to  institute  legal  proceedings  to 
prove  the  fact  of  the  taking  of  his  property. 

(10)  If  the  acquisition  of  only  part  of  a  property  would  leave  it.s  owner  with 
an  nneconomic  remnant,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  shouhl  ac¬ 
quire  the  entire  property. 

( 11)  In  determining  the  boundaries  of  a  projwsed  public  improvement,  the  head 
of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  should  take  into  account  human  considerations, 
including  the  economic  and  social  effects  of  such  determination  on  the  owners 
and  tenants  of  real  proi>erty  in  the  area,  in  addition  to  engineering  and  other 
factors. 

(b)  The  provisions  of  this  section,  being  general  iwlicies  for  the  guidance  of 
Federal  agencies,  shall  create  no  rights  or  liabilities  not  otherwise  existing  or 
available,  nor  alfect  the  validity  of  any  proi)erty  acquisitions  by  purchase  or 
condemnation. 

COMPENSATION  FOR  PROPERTIT  ACQUIRED 

Sec.  902.  If  the  head  of  any  Federal  agency  acquires  real  property  for  i)ublic 
use  in  any  State  or  the  District  of  Columbia,  by  purchase  or  condemnation,  the 
fair  market  value  of  such  property  shall  be  paid  as  compen-sation  therefor  unless 
it  is  the  intention  of  the  seller  to  convey  the  proiierty  for  less  than  fair  market 
value. 

BUILDINGS,  STRUCTURES,  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 

Sec.  903.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  law,  if  the  head  of  a 
Federal  agency  ac<iuires  land  or  any  interest  in  land  for  public  use  in  a  State,  he 
shall  acquire  a  like  interest,  or  greater  interest,  in  all  buildings,  structures,  or 
other  improvements  comprising  part  of  the  real  property  so  acquired  which  are 
required  to  be  removed  from  the  land  or  which,  in  the  opinion  of  such  agency 
head,  wdll  be  adversely  affected  by  such  public  use,  if  such  improvements  are  not 
required  to  be  removed. 

(b)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  “real  property”  means  land,  or  any  in¬ 
terest  in  land,  and  (1)  any  buildin.g,  structure,  or  other  improvement  imbedded 
in  or  affixed  to  land,  and  any  article  so  affixed  or  attached  to  such  building, 
.s-trncture,  or  improvement  as  to  be  an  essential  and  integral  part  thereof ;  (2)  any 
article  affixed  or  attached  to  such  real  proiierty  in  such  manner  that  it  cannot 
be  removed  without  material  injury  to  it.self  or  the  real  property;  and  (3)  any 
article  so  designed,  constructed,  or  siiecially  adapted  for  the  purpose  for  which 
such  real  property  is  used  that  (A)  it  is  an  es.sential  acces.sor.v  or  part  of  such 
real  property,  (B)  it  is  not  capable  of  use  elsewhere,  and  (C)  it  would  lose  .sub¬ 
stantially  all  its  value  if  removed  from  the  real  property. 

(c)  For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  extent  of  the  acquisition  of  real 
property  and  the  valuation  thereof,  no  building,  structure,  or  other  improve¬ 
ment  shall  be  deemed  to  be  other  than  a  part  of  the  real  property  solely 
because  of  the  right  or  obligation  of  a  tenant,  as  again.st  the  owner  of  any  other 
interest  in  the  real  property,  to  remove  such  building,  structure,  or  improvement 
at  the  expiration  of  his  term,  and  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  shall  pay  to  the 
tenant  the  fair  value  of  the  building,  structure,  or  improvement,  which  fair  value 
shall  be  determined  by  such  agency  head  as  the  greatest  of  (1)  the  contributive 
value  of  the  improvement  to  the  present  use  of  the  entirety,  (2)  the  current  cost 
of  reproduction  less  depreciation  of  the  impi’ovement,  or  (3)  the  value  of  the 
improvement  for  removal  from  the  property. 

EXPENSES  INCIDENTIAL  TO  TRANSFER  OF  TITLE  TO  UNITED  STATES 

Sec.  904.  (a)  The  head  of  a  Federal  agency,  not  later  than  the  date  of  payment  of 
the  purcha.se  price  or  the  date  of  deposit  of  funds  to  satisfy  the  award  of  com¬ 
pensation  in  a  condemnation  proceeding  to  acquire  real  property,  whichever  is 
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tli(‘  (‘Jirli('r.  shall  reimburse  the  owner,  to  the  extent  the  head  of  sneh  agency 
deems  fair  and  reasonable,  for  exiK-nses  neces.sarily  iiKMirred  for — 

( 1)  recording  fees,  transfer  taxes,  and  similar  expenses  in  conveying  such 
real  i)ropert,v  to  the  United  States: 

(2)  pi'iialty  costs  for  prepayment  of  mortgage  incident  to  such  real 
proiK'rty ;  and 

(8)  the  pro  rata  portion  of  real  property  taxes  allocable  to  a  period  snh- 
se(inent  to  the  date  of  vesting  title  or  the  effective  date  of  a  court  order  of 
l>osses.sion,  whichever  is  the  earlier, 

(h)  The  determination  as  to  such  payments  h.v  the  head  of  such  agency  shall 
he  final  and  no  provision  of  this  .section  shall  l.e  construed  to  give  any  per.sou  a 
cause  of  action  in  any  court,  nor  ma.v  any  violation  of  this  section  he  raised  as 
a  dcfen.se  by  such  person  in  an.v  action. 

Part  P>. — Federally  Assisted  Programs 

RI'.QriREMENTS  FOR  APPROVAL  OF  COATEACTS  OR  AGREEMENTS  FOR  FEDERAL 

FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  hOo.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  on  and  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act  no  grant  to  or  contract  or  agreement  with  a  State 
agency,  under  which  Federal  financial  assi.stance  will  he  available  to  jiay  in  whole 
or  in  part  the  cost  of  the  accpiisition  of  real  property  or  of  a  public  improvement 
for  whi'-h  real  property  is  to  he  acquired,  may  he  apiiroved  by  the  head  of  the 
Federal  agency  responsible  for  the  adiuiiu.strafion  of  such  Federal  financial 
assistance  unless  such  State  agency  has  entered  into  an  agreement  which  shall 
provide — 

(1)  that  every  reasonable  effort  shall  he  made  to  acquire  the  real  property 
by  negotiated  purchase ; 

(2)  that  the  construction  or  development  of  the  public  improvement  will 
so  scheduled  that,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  no  person  will  be  re- 
(juired  to  move  from  a  home,  farm,  or  business  location  without  at  least 
ninety  days’  written  notice,  if  consistent  with  project  requirements,  from 
such  State  agenc.v  of  the  date  bj’  which  the  move  is  required ;  and 

(3)  that  it  will  be  the  policy  of  the  head  of  the  State  agency,  before  initiat¬ 
ing  negotiations  for  real  projierty,  to  establish  a  price  which  he  believes  to  be 
a  fair  and  reasonable  consideration  therefor,  and  to  make  a  prompt  offer  to 
acipiire  the  property  for  the  full  amount  so  established. 

(b)  A’otwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  on  and  after  Januar.y  1,  1970, 
no  grant  to,  or  contract  or  agreement  with  a  State  agency,  under  which  Federal 
financial  assistance  will  be  available  to  pay  in  whole  or  in  part  the  cost  of  the 
actpiisition  of  real  property,  or  of  a  public  improvement  for  which  real  property 
is  to  acquired,  may  be  approved  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  responsible 
for  the  administration  of  such  Federal  financial  assistance,  unless  such  State 
agency  has  entered  into  the  agreements  described  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  and  has  agreed — 

(1)  that  no  owner  will  be  required  to  surrender  possession  of  real  property 
before  the  head  of  the  State  agency  (A)  i)ays  the  agreed  purchase  price, 
(R)  makes  available  to  the  owner,  by  court  deposit  or  otherwise,  an  amount 
not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  appraised  fair  value  of  such  property,  as 
approved  by  such  State  agency  head,  without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the 
owner  to  contest  the  amount  of  compensation  due  for  the  proi>ert.v,  or  (C) 
deposits  or  pays  the  final  award  of  compensation  in  the  condemnation  pro¬ 
ceeding  for  such  property ; 

(2)  that  any  decrease  in  the  value  of  real  property  prior  to  the  date  of 
valuation  caused  b.v  the  public  improvement  for  which  such  property  is 
ac(pured,  or  by  the  likelihood  that  the  property  would  be  acquired  for  the 
proixised  public  improvement,  other  than  that  due  to  physical  deterioration 
within  the  reasonable  control  of  the  owner,  will  be  disregarded  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  compensation  for  the  property ;  and 

U3)  that  for  the  purposes  of  determining  the  extent  of  the  acquisition  of 
real  property  and  the  value  thereof,  no  building,  .structure,  or  other  improve¬ 
ment  will  be  deemed  to  be  other  than  a  part  of  the  real  property  solely  be¬ 
cause  of  the  right  or  obligation  of  a  tenant,  as  against  the  owner  of  any 
other  interest  in  the  real  property,  to  remove  such  building,  structure,  or 
improvement,  and  that  an  amount  not  less  than  the  value  which  such  build¬ 
ing,  structure,  or  improvement  contributes  to  the  value  of  the  real  property 
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acquired,  or  the  value  of  such  building,  structure,  or  improvement  for  re¬ 
moval  from  the  real  proiierty,  whichever  is  the  greater,  will  be  paid  to  the 
tenant  therefor. 

PROVISIOiN'S  REPEALED 

Sec.  906.  Effective  on  January  1,  1970,  sections  401,  402,  and  403  of  the  Housing 
and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1965  are  hereby  repealed. 


[From  the  Congressional  Record.  Jan.  26,  1967] 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1967 — January  26, 1967 

Mr.  Muskie.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf  of  myself  and  Senators  Jackson,  Boggs, 
Mundt,  and  Moss,  I  submit,  for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill  entitled  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1967,  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and 
coordination  of  activities  among  the  levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the 
operation  of  our  Peileral  sy.stem  in  an  increasingly  complex  society  to  improve 
tile  administration  of  grants-in-aid ;  to  provide  technical  services  to  State  and 
local  governments;  to  esteblish  a  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and 
administration  of  grants  and  loans  for  urban  development ;  to  authorize  the 
President  to  submit  to  the  Congress  for  its  consideration  plans  for  the  consolida¬ 
tion  of  individual  categorical  grants  within  broad  functional  areas ;  to  provide 
for  conformity  in  Federal  acquisition,  use.  and  development  of  urban  land  with 
local  government  programs ;  to  provide  for  uniform  relocation  assi.stance  to 
persons  and  businesses  affected  ,by  federally  assisted  real  property  acquisition ; 
and  to  provide  for  a  uniform  land  acquisition  policy  in  Federal  and  federally 
assisted  programs. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  remain  at  the  desk  for  10  days  to  permit 
other  Senators  to  add  their  names  as  cosponsors. 

Mr.  Pi'esident,  developments  in  the  past  year  have  demonstrated  a  growing 
concern  for  the  administration  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  These  pro¬ 
grams,  which  have  been  described — and  correctly,  I  think — ^as  the  most  important 
vehicle  of  intergovernmental  relations,  now  number  around  220.  They  are  con¬ 
cerned  with,  and  critical  to,  the  development  of  the  resources  of  this  Nation. 
Their  growth  over  the  past  two  decades  is  a  testament  to  their  acceptance  by  a 
vast  majority  of  the  American  people.  Their  effects  on  the  development  of  our 
human  resources,  our  natural  resources,  and  our  community  environment  are  in¬ 
estimable.  They  are  critical  to  the  development  of  our  Great  Societ.v. 

However,  the  administration  of  this  multitude  of  programs  has  severely  taxed 
the  resources  of  all  levels  of  government.  And  the  proliferation  of  Federal  grants 
has  put  the  spotlight  on  the  Federal  system — 'that  durable,  but  delicate  balance 
of  jurisdictions  and  powers  that  has  evolved  throughout  our  history. 

Since  its  inception,  the  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  has  car¬ 
ried  on  a  continuing  study  of  the  problems  of  the  relationships  which  operate 
within  our  Federal  sy.stem.  In  the  89th  Congress,  the  subcommittee  considered 
a  num,ber  of  proposals  designed  to  resolve  the  problems  as.sociated  with  its 
findings.  Several  of  these  proposals  focused  on  the  grant-in-aid  device.  Others 
involved  the  problems  of  the  inequities  of  property  acquisition  for  public  devel¬ 
opment  programs,  and  the  relocation  of  jiersons  and  businesses  affected. 

The  Senate  approved  legisla.tion  in  both  of  these  areas  during  the  89tli  Congress. 

intergovernmental  cooperation 

First,  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  was  passed  by  the  Senate  on 
August  5,  1965.  This  proposal  was  designed  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation 
and  coordination  of  activities  between  the  levels  of  Government  in  order  to  im¬ 
prove  the  operation  of  our  federal  system.  As  passed  by  the  Senate,  the  meas¬ 
ure  would^ — 

First.  Authorize  full  information  for  the  Governors  on  grants  made  to  their 
States  and  would  provide  for  more  uniform  administration  of  Federal  grant 
funds  to  the  States.  It  would  also  improve  the  scheduling  of  fund  transfers  to 
the  States  and  permit  the  States  to  budget  Federal  grant  funds  in  much  the 
same  manner  as  they  budget  other  revenues ; 

Second.  Provide  for  Congressional  review  of  future  grant  programs  to  insure 
that  such  programs  are  re-examined  in  a  systematic  fashion  and  reconsidered  in 
the  light  of  changing  conditions ; 


Third.  Authorize  the  Federal  departments  and  ajjencies  to  render  technical 
assistance  and  training  services  to  State  and  local  governments  on  a  reimhursahle 
basis ; 

Rmrth.  Establish  a  coordinated  intergovernmental  urban  assistance  policy,  by 
re<iuiring  local  government  review  of  certain  applications  for  E^ederal  aid  in  urban 
programs.  This  provision  would  serve  to  strengthen  metroix>litan  planning  ma¬ 
chinery  and  encourage  more  orderly  metroi3olitan  growth  ;  and 

Fifth.  Prescribe  a  nniform  policy  of  procedure  for  urban  land  transactions 
and  Use  undertaken  by  the  General  Services  Administration,  l)y  recpiiring  consist¬ 
ency  of  that  agency’s  policies  with  local  zoning  regulations  and  development 
objectives. 

As  I  mentioned,  the  Senate  unanimou.sly  adopted  a  lull  which  containeil 
these  five  provisions.  That  bill  had  been  introduced  with  42  cosponsors,  and  had 
drawn  broad  suppoi't  from  many  sources,  including  national  organizations  and 
public  officials  at  all  levels  of  government.  Unfortunately,  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  did  not  take  final  action  on  this  measure. 

Therefore,  the  .bill  I  am  introducing  today  contains,  in  titles  I  through  and 
title  VII.  the  measure  which  received  the  unanimous  consent  of  the  Senate  in  the 
last  Ckrngress.  This  is  a  proiwsal  of  utmost  importance  in  the  improved  func¬ 
tioning  of  the  fedei’al  system,  particularly  as  grant-in-aid  programs  affect  that 
system.  It  contains  all  the  provisions  of  H.R.  ITffSo  of  the  89th  Congress,  which 
the  House  Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization  reported 
to  its  parent  committee  in  the  last  week  of  the  89th  Congress.  It  also  includes 
title  V — the  Senate-approved  provision  for  ijeriodic  review  of  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  by  the  Congress,  which  the  House  measure  omitted.  I  believe  this  pro¬ 
vision  is  a  .sound  management  technique  which  is  badly  needed  and  of  critical  im¬ 
portance  to  the  overall  grant  system. 

CO.NSOl.IUATION  OF  CATEGORICAL  GRANT  PROGRAMS 

Title  VI  of  the  bill  I  am  introducing  today  contains  a  new  proi)osal  designed  to 
improve  the  management  of  grant-in-aid  programs.  Briefly,  it  would  authorize 
the  President  to  submit  to  the  Congress  plans  for  the  consolidation  of  individual 
categorical  grants  within  broad  functional  areas  and  to  effect  the  interagency 
transfer  of  administrative  responsibility  for  .grant  programs,  subject  to  the  type 
of  co’iigre.s.sional  veto  provi.so  that  governs  exemitlve  reorganization  plans.  This 
I)roix)sal  would  involve  the  submission  to  Congi'ess  of  categorical  grant  consolida¬ 
tion  plans,  including  such  modifications  in  apportionment  formulas  and  alloca¬ 
tion  requirements  as  the  President  deems  necessary.  The  Congre.ss  would  accept 
the  plans  or  di.sapprove  them  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  provided  in  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 

Mr.  President,  Federal  grants-in-aid  are  unquestionably  essential  and  effective 
methods  of  financing  and  administering  essential  programs  to  achieve  national 
objectives.  But,  because  their  number  and  variety  have  increased  so  rapidly  in 
recent  years,  the  need  for  coordination  in  their  administration  is  per.sistently 
acute.  It  was  pointed  out,  in  recent  hearings  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Inter- 
, governmental  Relations,  that  over  220  Federal  grants-in-aid  to  assist  State  and 
local  governments  are  now  administered  by  16  of  the  21  dei>artments  and  agencies 
of  the  Federal  Government.  We  have  .50  different  programs  to  aid  general  educa¬ 
tion ;  57  programs  for  vocational  and  job  training;  35  programs  involved  in 
housing ;  more  than  20  programs  involving  transportation ;  27  for  utilities  and 
services ;  62  for  community  facilities ;  32  for  land  use ;  28  for  recreational  and 
cultural  facilitie.s. 

One  relatively  simple  example  of  the  problems  which  a  number  of  similar  cate¬ 
gorical  grants  produce  may  he  found  in  Federal  grant  programs  for  community 
water  supply,  sewer  and  sewage  treatment  facilities.  Five  agencies  of  the 
Feileral  Government  are  presently  involved  in  administering  such  grants : 

First.  The  Farmers  Home  Administration  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture  ; 

Second.  The  Department  of  the  Interior’s  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Administration ; 

Third.  The  Economic  Development  Administration  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce ; 

Fourth.  The  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  (for  communities  within  that 
Commission’s  jurisdiction)  ;  and 

Fifth.  The  Land  and  Facilities  Development  Administration  of  the  Department 
of  Housing  and  I'rban  Development. 
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111  this  particular  group  of  aids,  the  a.gciicics  coiiceriiKl  have  worked  out 
arrangements  which  are  designed  to  iniiiiinize  adiuinistrative  confu.sion.  But 
during  our  re<-ent  sulK-onimittee  hearings,  it  became  evident  that  confusion  con¬ 
tinues  to  characterize  the  admini.stration  of  these  programs.  The  simple  form  101. 
hy  whkdi  local  otticials  attempt  to  present  their  cas*e  for  Federal  aid.  cannot  be 
filled  out  until  the  local  official  has  carefully  read — and  understood — four  pages 
of  closely  typed  instructions.  Judging  from  a  number  of  examples  of  cases  of  grant 
applications  from  which  local  officials  have  had  no  respoii.se — for  sometimes  as 
long  as  2  years — I  think  it  can  safely  be  said  that  improvements  in  their  admini.s- 
tration  are  imperative.  This  may  require  action  beyond  voluntary  cooperation 
among  the  agencies  involved. 

Title  VI  of  my  proposed  bill  would  give  the  President  the  authority  he  needs  to 
consolidate  these  programs — subject  to  congres’Sional  review — if  he  determines 
such  action  would  improve  their  administration. 

IMr.  President,  this  proposed  title  has  been  suggesited  by  the  Advisory  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  It  has  Iveen  studied  cai'efully  h.v  the  ('om- 
mission’s  experts,  and  I  believe  it  merits  the  Senate’s  serious  consideration. 
I  believe  the  Congress  itself  provided  a  precedent  for  such  a  consolidation  of 
programs  when  it  enacted  the  Comprehensive  Health  Planning  and  Public  Health 
Service  Amendments  of  1066.  I  hope  this  proposal  will  be  seriou-sly  considered  as 
a  means  to  more  effe<-tive  management  of  these  imixirtant  grant  programs. 

UNIFORM  RELOCATION 

Hr.  President,  the  bill  I  am  introducing  today  contains  two  other  important 
titles.  The  first  of  these — title  YIII — is  concerned  with  a  program  of  uniform 
relocation  assistance  for  those  forced  to  relocate  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition 
of  real  inoperty  for  Federal  and  federally  aided  public  improi'ement  programs. 

Title  YIII  is  not  a  new  mea.sure  in  this  body.  I  introduced  it  as  S.  1681  in  the 
8bth  Congress.  It  was  pas.sed  unanimousl.v  by  the  Senate  in  July  1966  and  subse¬ 
quently  was  referred  to  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works,  where  no  action 
was  taken. 

Yery  briefly,  this  title  would  provide  a  policy  of  uniform  treatment  for  the 
thousands  of  individuals  who  are  affected  every  year  by  such  Government 
projects  as  urban  renewal  and  highways. 

Hr.  President,  relocation  is  a  serious  and  growing  problem  in  the  United  States. 
Federal  and  federally  aided  programs  are  di.splacing  approximately  111,000 
families  and  individuals,  18,000  busiue.sses  and  nonprofit  organizations,  and  4.000 
farm  operators  each  year.  The  pace  of  Federal  f)rograms  indicates  this  trend  will 
c-ontinue.  Federally  a.ssisted  programs  alone — mo.stly  urban  renewal  and  highway 
progranm — displace  about  96  percent  of  the  families  and  individuals,  96  iiercent 
of  the  businesse.s,  and  34  iiercent  of  the  farms  affec-ted  by  land  acquisition. 

The  uniform  relocation  bill  passed  by  the  Senate  in  the  last  Congress  was  the 
result  of  an  intensive  study  conducted  by  the  House  Select  Subcommittee  on 
Real  Property  Acquisition  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  and  by  the  Advi.sory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  in  cooiieration  with  the  U.S.  Con¬ 
ference  of  Jlayons,  as  well  as  by  our  own  Subcoimnittee  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations. 

These  studies  revealed  serious  inconsistencies  among  Federal  and  federally 
assisted  programs  with  respect  to  the  amount  and  scope  of  relocation  payments 
and  advisory  assistance.  For  instance,  a  houieow'iier  whose  property  is  taken  for 
a  federally  aided  urban  renewal  project  is  entitled  to  moving  costs  up  to  $2(X). 
His  neighbor,  whose  property  is  taken  for  a  federall.v  aided  highway  program, 
is  also  entitled  to  $200  but  only  if  the  State  has  authorized  particiimtion  in  the 
FtHeral  relocation  program.  Inconsistency  in  payments  for  business  moving  ex- 
l>enses  is  even  greater.  Here,  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  allows  such  dis¬ 
placement  by  a  federally  aided  urban  renewal  project  entitles  the  busines.sman 
up  to  $2o.000  for  moving  costs.  Finally,  urban  renewal  provides  fairly  compre¬ 
hensive  advice  and  counseling  to  business  and  individuals;  the  Federal  highway 
program  provides  no  such  service. 

Among  other  findings  in  the  studies  to  which  I  referred  is  the  fact  that  the 
single  greatest  problem  in  relocating  families  and  individuals  is  the  shortage 
of  standard  housing  for  low-income  group.s.  Small  businesses — particularly  tho.se 
owned  and  operated  by  the  elderly,  such  as  “IMom  and  Pop”  grocery  stores — 
are  major  casualties.  They  have  less  capital,  find  it  more  difficult  to  .secure  out¬ 
side  financing,  and  need  assistance  to  supplement  their  energy  or  .spirit  to  resume 
business  in  a  new  location. 
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Advisory  assistants  is  of  growing  importance  in  the  relocation  process.  The 
lK)or,  the  nonwhite,  the  elderly,  and  the  small  business  isojde  all  netal  intensive 
counseling  to  prepare  them  for,  and  to  help  them  carry  out,  their  move. 

With  the  continued  growth  of  Government  property  acquisition,  there  has 
been  more,  and  more  concern  that  relocation  programs  be  made  more  nnifonn, 
and  more  equitable.  Both  Presidents  Kennedy  and  Johmson  have  expres.sed  con¬ 
cern  over  the  human  costs  and  the  lack  of  uniformity  in  relocation  of  both  fami¬ 
lies  and  businesses. 

Title  Vm  of  the  bill  I  am  introducing  would  establi.sh  uniform  I’elocation 
payments,  and  advisory  assistance  pix)graius  for  those  displaced  by  Federal  and 
federally  assisted  programs.  Compliance  with  these  relocation  requirements 
would  be  a  condition  in  Federal  grants  to  State  and  local  governments.  The  bill 
would  impo.se  on  all  federally  a.ssisted  programs  the  present  urban  renewal  re¬ 
quirement  that  no  proi>erty  acquisition  project  may  proceed  until  there  is  as¬ 
surance  of  available  standard  housing  for  those  displaced. 

It  would  provide  full  Federal  reimbxirsement  of  relocation  payments  up  to  a 
maximum  of  $25,000;  and  above  that.  Federal  sharing  ac*cording  to  the  project’s 
cost-sharing  formula.  Urban  renewal  and  public  housing  now  pay  up  to  $25,000, 
fully  reimbursed  by  the  Federal  Government,  for  business  moving  exx)enses.  The 
Federal  highway  program  now  allows  only  up  to  $3,000  for  businesses  reimbursed 
by  the  Federal  Government  on  a  90-10  basis  for  interstate,  and  50-!)0  for  priinaiy- 
secondary  highways.  Today’s  measure  would  thus  make  Federal  reimbursement 
100  iicrcent  up  to  .$25,000,  and  would  assure  that  relocation  payments  will  be 
made  by  those  States  where  highway  displacees  are  not  now  entitled  to  such 
imyments. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  the  features  of  this  relocation  assistance  title  of  the 
hill  I  am  introducing  today,  which  were  pas.sed  unanimously  by  this  body  last 
summer,  are  of  utmost  importance  to  the  welfare  of  those  who  are  adver.sely 
affected  by  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs. 

URBAN  LAND  ACQUISITION  POLICY 

The  final  title  of  this  legislation — title  IX — provides  for  the  establishment  of  a 
uniform  policy  for  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  Federal  Government  agen¬ 
cies  and  by  State  agencies  using  Federal  funds  for  public  improvement  programs. 

Mr.  President,  this  title  follows  the  legislative  recommendation  introduced  by 
Senator  Sparkman  in  the  last  Congress  as  S.  1201.  Ills  original  proposal  com¬ 
bined  both  a  relocation  a.ssistance  program  and  one  dealing  with  a  uniform 
acquisition  policy  for  real  e.state  in  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs.  It 
is  the  latter  of  these  two  proposals  by  Senator  Sparkman  that  is  incorimrated 
in  title  IX.  Hearings  were  held  on  this  pro]iosal  laTore  the  Subcommittee  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  in  late  June  and  early  July  of  1905.  Title  IX  was 
drafted  to  include  most  of  the  recommendations  made  to  the  subcommittee  by 
the  Departments  of  Defense,  Commerce,  and  Justice,  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget. 

As  I  mentioned  in  my  di.scussion  of  the  need  for  uniform  relocation  assistance 
policy  in  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs,  growing  activity  in  develop¬ 
ment  programs  aided  by  Federal  funds  will  continue  to  affect  large  numbers  of 
proi>erty  owners  each  year. 

Studies,  particularly  the  one  conducted  by  the  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real 
Property  Acquisition,  reveal  that  widespread  and  serious  inequities  are  found 
in  the  acquisition  of  real  property  in  public  development  programs.  The  select 
subcommittee’s  study  revealed  that,  in  many  cases.  Federal  agencies  acquired 
land  at  less  than  the  agency-approved  appraisals.  This  is  true  of  some  acquisi¬ 
tions  by  States  and  localities  u.sing  Federal  funds. 

In  some  jurisdictions,  it  was  found  that  property  owners  are,  in  effect,  penal¬ 
ized  for  lowered  market  values  which  result  from  jmeliminary  announcement 
of  a  proposed  project ;  in  other  in.stances,  the  public  is  compellkl  to  pay  higher 
prices  for  properties  whose  values  are  increased  by  announcements  of  a  pi-oposed 
project. 

Mr.  President,  title  IX  of  this  bill  would  institute  a  uniform  policy  to  guide 
Federal  and  federally  aided  land  acquisitions.  This  is  a  matter  of  equity  which 
ought  to  be  an  overriding  consideration  in  such  acquisitions. 

I  should  say  that  this  title,  so  far,  has  not  yet  been  formally  endorsed  by  the 
Senate  as  have  most  of  the  other  titles  in  the  bill.  But  I  believe  it  is  of  utmost 
importance  in  restoring  a  measure  of  assurance  to  property  owners  faced  with 
9  0-620 — o.s - 3 
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acquisition  of  their  property  by  tlie  Government.  They  should  be  able  to  exi)ect 
equitable  treatment. 

Mr.  President,  I  realize  that  the  bill  I  am  introducing  is  long  and,  at  fir.st 
glance,  complicated.  But  as  I  have  said,  most  of  its  provisions  have  already  been 
accepted — unanimously — by  this  body.  Only  titles  VI  and  IX  are  new,  and  I 
hope  they  will  be  thoroughly  studied  by  all  IMembers. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  reprinted  in 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

The  Presiding  OFEicEai.  The  bill  will  be  received  and  appropriately  referred ; 
and,  without  ob.iection,  the  bill  will  lie  printed  in  the  Record,  and  held  at  the  desk, 
as  requested  by  the  Senator  from  Maine. 

The  bill  (S.  698)  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activi¬ 
ties  among  the  levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the  operation  of  our 
federal  system  in  an  increasingly  complex  society,  to  improve  the  administration 
of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States,  to  provide  for  periodic  Congressional  review  of 
Federal  grants-in-aid,  to  permit  provision  of  reimbursable  tecdinical  services 
to  State  and  local  government,  to  establish  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy 
and  administration  of  grants  and  loans  for  urban  development,  to  authorize  the 
administration  of  grants  and  loans  for  urban  development,  to  authorize  the 
consolidation  of  certain  grant-in-aid  programs,  to  provide  for  the  acquisition, 
use,  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conformity 
with  local  government  programs,  to  establish  a  uniform  relocation  assistance 
polic.v,  to  establish  a  uniform  land  acquisition  policy  for  Federal  and  federally 
aided  programs,  and  for  other  purposes,  introduced  by  Mr.  Muskie  (for  himself, 
Mr.  Boggs,  Mr.  Jackson,  Mr.  Mundt,  and  Mr.  Moss),  was  received,  read  twice  Iiy 
its  title,  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  and  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

[S.  698,  90th  Cong.,  second  sess.] 

AMENDMENTS  Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Muskie  to  S.  698,  a  bill  to  achieve  the 
fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities  among  the  levels  of  government  in  order 
to  improve  the  operation  of  our  federal  system  In  an  increasingly  complex  society,  to 
improve  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States,  to  provide  for  periodic  con¬ 
gressional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid,  to  permit  provision  of  reimbursable  technical 
services  to  State  and  local  government,  to  establish  coordinated  Intergovernmental  policy 
and  administration  of  grants  and  loans  for  urban  development,  to  authorize  the  consoli¬ 
dation  of  certain  grant-in-aid  programs,  to  provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposi¬ 
tion  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conformity  with  local  government 
programs,  to  establish  a  uniform  relocation  assistance  policy,  to  establish  a  uniform  land 
acquisition  policy  for  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs,  and  for  other  purposes 

On  page  2,  line  4,  strike  out  “1967”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “1968”. 

On  page  2,  line  19,  strike  out  “title  VIII  and  title  IX”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“tities  VIII,  IX,  and  X.”. 

On  page  59,  after  line  4,  insert  the  following  new  title : 

“TITLE  X— ACCOUNTING,  AUDITING,  AND  REPORTING  OF  FEDERAL 

ASSISTANCE  FUNDS 

“statement  of  purpose 

“Sec.  1001.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  encourage  simplification  and  im¬ 
proved  coordination  of  accounting,  auditing,  and  financial  reporting  require¬ 
ments  of  Federal  assistance  progi’ams,  to  survey  the  adequacy  and  effectiveness 
of  the  accounting  and  auditing  systems  of  recipient  jurisdictions,  and  to  author¬ 
ize  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  to  prescribe  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  for  using  State  and  political  subdivision  accounting  and  auditing  in  meeting 
financial  management  requirements  of  such  programs. 

“more  uniform  financial  reporting 

“Sec.  1002.  Notwith.etanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the  President  shall 
have  authority  to  promulgate  rules  and  regulations  simplifying  and,  to  the 
extent  feasible,  unifying  financial  reporting  requirements  of  Federal  assistance 
programs. 

“acceptance  of  accounting  and  auditing  of  states  and  their  political 

SUBDIVISIONS 

“Sec.  1003.  (a)  The  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  shall  conduct  a 
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joint  study  of  the  principles,  standards,  and  related  recpiireiuents  of  executive 
agencies,  as  delined  in  chairter  1  of  title  5,  United  States  CV»de,  for  accoiuiting 
and  auditing  of  Federal  assistance  programs.  Such  study  shall  empliasize  ways 
and  means  of  developing  governmentwide  accounting  and  auditing  procedures 
that  foster  closer  cooperation  and  coordination  among  the  financial  management 
otlicials  of  the  different  levels  of  tlie  executive  agencies,  avoid  unnecessary 
duplication,  and  minimize  the  amounts  of  time  required  to  perform  the  account¬ 
ing  and  auditing  functions.  Such  study  with  recommendations  shall  be  submitted 
to  Congress  not  later  than  twelve  months  after  tlie  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

“(b)  The  Comptroller  General  shall  study  and  review  the  accounting  and 
auditing  systems  of  States  and  ix)litical  subdivisions  receiving  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  in  order  to  determine  (1)  the  adequacy  and  effectiveness  of  such  .systems, 
and  (2)  the  nature  of  any  changes  in  the  accounting  and  auditing  procedures 
employed  in  such  systems  which  would  be  required  for  compliance  with  the 
principles,  .standards,  and  related  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Comptroller 
General  for  protecting  the  interests  of  the  United  States  with  i-egard  to  account¬ 
ing  for  exi)enditures  of  Federal  assistance  funds  by  States  and  their  political 
subdivisions. 

“(c)  The  Comptroller  General,  after  consulting  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
and  the  Director  of  the  Eureau  of  the  Budget  concerning  their  accounting  and 
auditing  neecLs,  and  considering  statutory  requirements  and  the  needs  of  executive 
agencies  responsible  for  administering  Federal  assistance  programs,  shall 
prescribe  rules  and  regulations  whereby  .such  agencies  may  substitute  for  their 
accounting  and  auditing  the  accounting  and  auditing  performed  by  States  and 
political  subdivi.sions  receiving  Federal  a.ssistance,  when  such  accounting  and 
auditing  meet  the  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Comptroller  General  applicable 
to  the  administration  of  such  assistance  received  by  such  States  and  political 
subdivisions.  The  Comptroller  General  shall  make  a  report  to  Congress  on  the 
operations  of  this  subsection  at  tbe  end  of  each  fiscal  year,  beginning  with  the 
first  full  fiscal  year  following  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act.” 


[From  the  Congressional  Record,  May  8,  1968] 

Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1967 — Amendments  (Mat  8,  1968) 

AMENDMENT  NO.  748 

Mr.  Muskie.  Mr.  President,  I  submit,  for  appropriate  reference,  amendments 
which  I  intend  to  propose  to  S.  698,  the  intergovernmental  cooperation  bill,  now 
pending  in  the  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Committee  on 
Government  Operations. 

The  amendments  I  will  offer  are  intended  to  encourage  simplification  and 
improved  coordination  of  accounting,  auditing,  and  financial  reporting  require¬ 
ments  of  Federal  assistance  programs. 

Every  Federal  agency  administering  Federal  assistance  programs  to  State 
and  local  governments  is  charged  by  the  Congress  and  by  the  regulations  of  the 
Comptroller  General  with  assuring  proper  legal  use  of  Federal  funds  made  avail¬ 
able  to  State  and  local  governments  through  such  programs.  As  a  result  each 
administering  agency  and  each  major  bureau  engaged  in  grant-in-aid  adminis¬ 
tration  deploys  a  number  of  fiscal  auditors  throughout  the  States  at  various 
times  to  audit  grant-in-aid  accounts.  The  General  Accounting  Office  has  its  own 
field  operations  with  its  “spot  audit”  program,  which  is  geared  to  ascertaining  the 
effectiveness  of  agency  audits  of  Federal  exiienditures  and  which  also  involves 
audits  of  grant  expenditures  at  the  State  and  local  levels. 

Yet,  Federal  agency  auditing  and  accounting  activities  have  had  to  keep  pace 
with  the  growth  in  the  number  and  variety  of  Federal  assistance  programs. 
Moreover,  State  governments  in  recent  years  and  many  local  governments  have 
made  strenuous  efforts  to  improve  the  capability  of  their  own  accounting  and 
auditing  system.s — thanks  to  the  rapid  growth  of  State  and  local  programs  and 
expenditures. 

Federal  assistance  programs  differ  in  objectives,  magnitude,  governments,  and 
governmental  agencies  involved,  and  the  clientele  .served  and  in  many  other  char¬ 
acteristics.  Such  programs  then  can  hardly  be  expected  to  yield  completely  to 
uniform  accounting  and  auditing  requirements.  Nevertheless,  there  remains 
the  question  as  to  whether  the  existing  financial  reporting,  accounting,  and 
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auditing  requirements  are  reasonable  in  their  demands.  Most  State  and  local  of¬ 
ficials  feel  they  are  not.  Some  Federal  aid  administrators  feel  they  are  not.  The 
recent  experience  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  the 
Oilice  of  Eco-nomic  Opportunity  in  placing  reliance  on  State  and  local  auditing, 
accounting,  and  reporting  systems  suggests  that  a  rigid  adherence  to  the  statirs 
quo  is  not  the  best  way  to  improve  intergovernmental  relations  in  this  area.  To 
help  correct  this  condition,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  in  its  fiscal  balance  report  adopted  a  three-pronged  recommendation  urg¬ 
ing  enactment  of  general  legislation  by  the  Congress  applicable  to  Federal  grants- 
iu-aid  to  States  whereby :  first,  the  Comptroller  General  would  study  and  review 
the  accounting  and  auditing  systems  of  the  States  receiving  Federal  grants-in- 
aid  and  ascertain  their  general  adequacy  and  integrity ;  second,  for  those  States 
certified  by  the  Comptroller  General  as  meeting  standards  of  adequacy  and 
integrity,  the  results  of  State  audits  of  expenditures  of  Federal  grant  funds 
would  be  accepted  by  the  administering  Ferleral  agencies  in  lieu  of  their 
own  fiscal  audits  with  such  acceptance  to  cease  if  the  Comptroller  General  finds 
that  the  accounting  and  auditing  system  of  a  particular  State  no  longer  meets 
prescribed  standards;  and,  third,  this  authorization  would  be  extended  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Comptroller  General  to  units  of  local  government  receiving  siz¬ 
able  grant-in-aid  funds  from  Federal  agencies. 

The  amendments  I  intend  to  propose  are  based  on  this  recommendation.  First, 
they  would  assign  authority  to  the  President  to  promulgate  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  on  a  Government-wide  basis  for  simplifying  and,  to  the  extent  prac¬ 
ticable.  unifying  the  financial  reporting  requirements  in  Federal  grant-in-aid 
programs.  At  the  present  time — thanks  to  diverse  enabling  legislation,  appro¬ 
priation  acts,  departmental  regulations  and  various  other  factors — the  proce¬ 
dures.  format,  frequency,  and  intensity  of  financial  reporting  requirements  dif¬ 
fer  greatly  from  department  to  dearptment  and  frequently  from  program  to  pro¬ 
gram  within  a  department.  The  amendments  are  designed  to  provide  the  Presi¬ 
dent  with  sufficient  authority  to  achieve  greater  consistency,  simplicity,  and 
order  in  an  area  of  grant-in-aid  administration  that  thus  far  largely  has  also 
been  ignored. 

The  amendments  also  provide  the  basis  for  acceptance  of  the  accounting  and 
auditing  system  in  certain  States  and  certain  political  subdivisions  in  lieu  of 
Federal  efforts  in  these  fields.  The  Comptroller  General,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  are  mandated  to  conduct 
a  joint  study  of  the  principles,  standards,  and  related  requirements  of  executive 
agencies  as  they  relate  to  the  accounting  and  auditing  of  Federal  grants-in-aid 
with  a  view  to  identify  ways  and  means  of  developing  Government-wide 
accounting  and  auditing  procedures  that  foster  greater  interdepartmental  co¬ 
ordination  among  financial  management  officials  in  the  various  Federal  agencies 
administering  grant  programs.  These  provisions  are  designed  then  to  reduce 
unnecessary  duplication  and  excessive  time  required  to  perform  these  vital 
fiscal  functions. 

The  Comptroller  General  is  authorized  to  study  and  review  the  accounting  and 
auditing  systems  of  the  States  and  their  political  subdivisions  in  order  to 
determine  the  adequacy  and  effectiveness  of  their  respective  systems  and  what 
changes,  if  any,  would  be  required  in  them  to  comply  with  the  principles, 
standards,  and  related  requirements  prescribed  by  him  in  the  area  of  grant-in-aid 
financial  accountability.  After  consulting  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  after  assessing  the  statutory 
requirements  and  the  administrative  needs  of  executive  agencies  administering 
grants-in-aid,  the  Comptroller  General  is  authorized  to  prescribe  rules  and 
regulations  that  would  permit  such  agencies  to  substitute  the  accounting  and 
auditing  systems  of  States  and  local  governments  when  their  systems  meet 
standards  prescribed  by  him  as  they  relate  to  the  administration  of  Federal 
assistance  programs. 

The  intent  of  these  amendments  is  not  to  shortcut  in  any  way  the  exercise 
of  fiscal  prudence  and  accountability  at  all  levels  of  government.  But  they  seek 
to  develop  new  intergovernmental  arrangements  in  the  accounting  and  auditing 
field  which  would  lead  to  a  significant  saving  in  time  and  energy  and  would 
provide  the  impetus  for  significant  improvements  in  the  whole  area  of  inter¬ 
governmental  fiscal  management. 
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[S.  735,  90th  Cong.,  first  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  provide  for  perio<lie  review  of  Federal  programs  of  grant-ln-ald  assistance  to 

the  States 

Be  it  enacted  iy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assemhlcd,  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal 
Grant-iu-Aid  Review  Act  of  li>67”. 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  2.  (a)  It  is  the  purpose  and  intent  of  this  Act  to  establish  a  uniform 
policy  and  procedure  whereby  programs,  which  may  be  enacted  hereafter  by 
tlie  Congress,  for  grant-in-aid  assistance  from  the  Federal  Government  to  the 
States  or  to  their  political  subdivisions  shall  be  made  the  subject  of  sufflcient 
subsequent  review  by  the  Congress  to  insure  that  (1)  the  effectiveness  of 
grant-in-aid  programs  as  instruments  of  Federal-State-local  cooperation  is  im¬ 
proved  and  enhanced;  (2)  grant-in-aid  programs  are  revised  and  redirected  as 
nece.s.sary  to  meet  the  new  conditions  arising  subsequent  to  their  original  enact¬ 
ment;  and  (3)  grant-in-aid  programs  are  terminated  when  they  have  substan- 
tiall.v  achieved  their  purpose. 

(b)  It  is  further  the  purpo.se  and  intent  of  this  Act  to  provide  for  a  continuing 
review  by  Congress  of  existing  Federal  programs  for  grant-in-aid  assistance  to 
the  States  or  their  political  subdivisions  with  a  view  to  develoi>ing  legi.slation 
tenninating  tho.se  grant-in-aid  programs  whose  purposes  clearly  have  been 
achieved  and  revising  or  redirecting  all  other  existing  grant-in-aid  programs  to 
improve  and  enhance  their  effectiveness  as  instruments  of  Federal-State-local 
cooi>eration  or  to  meet  new  conditions  arising  .subsequent  to  their  original 
enactment. 

expiration  of  GRANT-IN-Ain  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  3.  Whenever  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  in  the  Ninetieth  or  any  subse¬ 
quent  Congress  authorizes  any  program  for  grant-in-aid  assistance  to  two  or 
more  States  or  to  political  subdivisions  of  two  or  more  States  and  there  is  no 
termination  date  otherwise  specified  for  such  authority,  the  authority  to  make 
any  grant-in-aid  under  such  Act  to  any  State,  political  subdivision,  or  other 
beneficiary  from  funds  not  theretofore  obligated  shall,  unless  the  provisions  of 
this  section  are  specifically  excepted  from  application  to  such  program,  expire 
not  later  than  June  30  of  the  fifth  calendar  year  which  begins  after  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  effective  date  of  such  Act  occurs. 

COMMITTEE  STUDIES  OF  GRANT-IN-AID 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Whenever  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  in  the  Ninetieth  or  any 
subsequent  Congress  authorizes  tlie  establishment  of  any  program  for  grant-in- 
aid  assistance  over  a  period  of  three  or  more  years  to  two  or  more  States  or  to 
political  subdivi.sions  of  two  or  more  States,  each  standing  committee  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  which  exercises  legislative  jurisdiction 
and  oversight  with  respect  to  such  program  shall,  during  the  period  beginning 
not  later  than  twelve  months  immediately  preceding  the  date  on  which  the 
authority  by  such  program  is  to  expire,  separately  or  jointly,  conduct  studies 
and  appraisals  of  such  program.  Each  such  committee  shall  report  the  result.s  of 
its  study  and  appraisal  to  its  respective  House,  together  with  recommendations 
for  such  legislation  as  it  deems  appropriate,  not  later  than  one  hundred  and 
twenty  days  before  the  authority  for  such  program  is  due  to  expire. 

ri>)  tl)  In  the  ca.se  of  any  existing  statute  authorizing  the  establishment  of 
any  program  for  grant-in-aid  assistance  over  a  period  of  three  or  more  years  to 
two  or  more  States  or  to  ixilitical  subdivisions  of  two  or  more  States,  each 
standing  committee  of  the  Senate  and  Hou.se  of  Representatives  which  exercises 
legi.stative  juri.sdiction  and  oversight  over  such  program  shall  review  and  .study, 
on  a  continuing  ba.sis,  the  application,  operation,  administration,  and  execution 
of  such  program. 

t2)  To  assist  it  in  carr.ving  out  this  review  and  study  function,  each  stand¬ 
ing  committee  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  is  entitled  to  employ 
a  review  specialist  as  a  member  of  the  professional  .staff  of  .such  committee  in 
addition  to  the  number  of  members  of  such  professional  staff  to  which  .such 
committee  otherwise  is  entitled.  Such  review  specialist  shall  be  selected  and 
appointed  b.v  the  chairman  of  .such  committee,  witli  the  prior  approval  of  the 
ranking  minority  memla^r,  in  a  permanent  basis,  without  regard  to  political 
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affiliation,  and  solely  on  the  basis  of  fitness  to  iierforni  the  duties  of  the  i>osition. 

(8)  Kach  standing  committee  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
shall  submit,  not  later  than  March  31  of  each  year,  to  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives,  respectively,  a  report  on  its  activities  under  this  subsection 
during  the  immediately  preceding  calendar  year. 

fc)  The  studies  referred  to  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  with  respect  to  any 
program  of  grant-in-aid  assistance  shall  be  conducted  by  each  standing  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  involved  with  a  view  to 
ascertaining,  among  other  matters  of  concern,  the  following : 

(1)  The  extent  to  which  the  purposes  for  which  such  grants-in-aid  are 
authorized  have  been  met : 

(2)  The  extent  to  which  the  iiurposes  for  which  such  program  can  be 
carried  on  without  additional  financial  assistance  from  the  United  States; 

I  3)  The  extent  to  which  such  program  is  adequate  to  meet  any  growing  and 
changing  needs  related  to  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  originaliy  designed ; 
and 

(4)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  purpose,  direction,  or  administration 
of  the  original  program,  or  in  procedures  and  requirements  applicable  thereto, 
should  be  made. 

DEFINITIONS 


Sec.  4.  As  used  in  this  Act — 

(al  The  term  “State”  means  any  of  the  several  States  of  the  United  States, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  any  territory  or 
possession  of  the  United  States,  or  any  agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State,  but 
does  not  include  any  political  subdivision  of  a  State ; 

(b)  The  term  “political  subdivision  of  a  State”  means  any  local  unit  of 
government  of  a  State,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  a  county,  parish,  munic¬ 
ipality,  city,  town,  township,  village,  or  school  or  other  special  district  created 
by  or  pursuant  to  State  law  ;  and 

(c)  The  term  “grant-in-aid”  means  money,  or  property  provided  in  lieu  of 
money,  paid  or  furnished  by  the  United  States  under  a  fixed  annual  or 
aggregate  authorization — 

(1)  to  a  State ;  or 

(2)  to  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State ;  or 

(3)  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  State-administered  plan  or  program  which 
is  subject  to  approval  by  a  Federal  agency 

if  such  authorization  (A)  requires  such  State  or  political  subdivision  to 
expend  non-Federal  funds  as  a  condition  for  the  receipt  of  money  or  property 
from  the  United  States:  or  (B)  specifies  directly,  or  establishes  by  means  of 
a  formula,  the  amounts  which  may  be  paid  or  furnished  to  such  State  or 
political  subdivision,  or  the  amounts  to  be  allotted  for  use  in  such  State  by 
such  State  or  political  subdivision;  but  such  term  does  not  include  fi)  shared 
revenues,  (ii)  payments  of  taxes  (iii)  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes,  fiv)  loans  or 
repayable  advances,  (v)  surplus  property  or  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
furnisheil  as  such,  (vi)  payments  under  research  and  development  contracts 
or  grants  which  are  awarded  directly  and  on  similar  terms  to  all  qualifying 
organizations,  whether  public  or  private,  or  (vii)  payments  to  States  or 
political  subdivisions  as  full  reimbursement  for  the  costs  incurred  in  paying 
benefits  or  furnishing  services  to  persons  entitled  thereto  under  Federal  laws. 

[S.  458,  90th  Cong.,  first  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  provide  for  periodic  congressional  review  of  Federal  grants-ln-ald  to  States  and 

to  local  units  of  government 

Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Section  1.  It  is  the  purpose  and  intent  of  this  Act  to  establish  a  uniform 
policy  and  procedure  whereby  programs  for  grant-in-aid  assistance  from  the 
Federal  Government  to  the  States  or  to  their  political  subdivisions  which  may 
be  enacted  hereafter  by  the  Congress  shall  be  made  the  subject  of  sufficient  sub¬ 
sequent  review  by  the  Congress  to  insure  that  (1)  the  effectiveness  of  grants-in-aid 
as  instruments  of  Federal-State-local  cooperation  is  improved  and  enhanced ; 
(2)  grant  programs  are  revised  and  redirected  as  necessary  to  meet  new 
conditions  arising  subsequent  to  their  original  enactment;  and  (3)  grant 
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progninis  are  teniiinated  when  they  have  substantially  ac•hie^•e(l  their  purpose. 
It  is  further  the  purpose  and  intent  of  this  Act  to  provide  for  ooutiuuiug  review 
of  existing  Federal  programs  for  grant-in-aid  assistance  to  the  t^tates  or 
their  political  subdivisions  hy  the  Comptroller  (leneral  with  a  vic'W  to  the' 
formulation  of  recommendations  to  assist  the  Congi-ess  in  making  changes  in 
requirements  and  procedures  applicable  to  such  programs  in  the  intc'rest  of 
eliminat  ing  areas  of  contlict  and  duplication  in  program  operations  and  achieving 
more  efficient,  effective,  and  economical  administration  of  such  programs,  and 
greater  uniformity  in  the  operation  thereof. 

EXl'IliATION  OF  GUAXT-IX-AIl)  PUOGliAJIS 

Sec.  2.  Where  any  Act  of  Congre.ss  enacted  in  the  Eighty-ninth  or  any  sub¬ 
sequent  Congress  authorizes  the  making  of  grauts-in-aid  to  two  or  more  States 
or  to  political  subdivisions  of  two  or  more  States  and  no  expiration  date  for 
such  authority  is  specified  by  law,  then  the  authority  to  make  grants-in  aid  by 
reason  of  such  Act  to  States,  political  siibdivisions,  and  other  beneficiaries 
from  funds  not  theretofore  obligated  shall  expire  not  later  than  .June  30  of  the 
fifth  calendar  year  which  begins  after  the  effective  date  of  such  Act. 

COMMITTEE  STUDIES  OF  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  3.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  in  the  Eighty-ninth  or  any  sub¬ 
sequent  Congre.ss  authorizes  the  making  of  grants-in-aid  over  a  period  of  three 
or  more  years  to  two  or  more  States  or  to  political  subdivisions  of  two  or 
more  States,  then  during  the  period  of  not  less  than  twelve  months  or  more 
than  twenty-four  months  immediately  preceding  the  date  on  ivhich  such  authority 
is  to  expire  the  committees  of  the  House  and  of  the  Senate  to  which  legislation 
extending  such  authority  would  be  referred  shall,  separately  or  jointly,  con¬ 
duct  studies  of  the  program  under  which  such  grants-in-aid  are  made  with 
a  view  to  ascertaining,  among  other  matters  of  concern  to  the  committees, 
the  following : 

(1)  The  extent  to  which  the  purpo.ses  for  which  the  grants-in-aid  are 
authorized  have  been  met. 

(2)  The  extent  to  which  such  programs  can  be  carried  on  without 
further  financial  assistance  from  the  United  States. 

(3)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  purpose,  direction,  or  administration 
of  the  original  program,  or  in  procedures  and  requirements  applicable 
thereto  to  conform  to  recommendations  by  the  Comptroller  General  under 
section  4,  should  be  made. 

(4)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  purpose,  direction,  or  administration 
of  the  original  program  should  be  made  in  the  light  of  reports  and  recom¬ 
mendations  submitted  on  request  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations. 

Each  such  committee  shall  report  the  re.sults  of  its  inve.stigation  and  .study  to 
its  respective  House  not  later  than  one  hundred  and  twenty  days  before  such 
authority  is  due  to  expire. 

STUDIES  BY  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  OF  FEDERAL  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  4.  The  Comptroller  General  shall  make  continuing  .studies  of  pres'ently 
exi.sting  and  all  future  programs  for  grant-in-aid  a.ssistanoe  from  the  Federal 
Government  to  the  States  or  their  xmlitical  snbili visions  concerning  the  extent 
to  which  program  conflict  and  duplication  can  be  eliminated  and  more  effective, 
efficient,  economical,  and  uniform  administration  of  such  programs  could  be 
achieved  by  changing  certain  requirements  and  proc-edures  applicable  thereto. 

In  reviewing  such  programs  the  Comptroller  General  shall  consider,  among 
other  relevant  matters,  the  equalization  formulas,  and  the  budgetary,  account¬ 
ing,  reporting,  and  administrative  procedures  applicable  to  such  programs. 
Reports  on  such  studies,  together  with  recommendations,  shall  be  submitted 
by  the  Comptroller  General  to  the  Congre.ss.  Reports  on  expiring  programs 
should,  to  the  extent  practicable,  be  submitted  in  the  year  prior  to  the  date 
set  for  their  expiration. 

studies  by  advisory  COMMISSION  ON  INTERG0\T:RNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

Sec.  5.  Upon  request  of  any  committee  referred  to  in  section  3,  the  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  (e.stablished  by  Public  Law  86-380) 
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shall,  during  the  same  i>eriod  referi''e(.l  to  in  such  section,  conduct  studies  of 
the  intergovernmental  relations  aspects  of  programs  which  are  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  such  section,  including  (1)  the  imiaict  of  such  prograjiis,  if  any, 
on  the  structural  organization  of  State  and  local  governments  and  on  Federal- 
State-loc^il  fiscal  relations,  and  (2)  the  coordination  of  Federal  administration 
of  such  programs  with  State  and  local  administration  thereof,  and  shall  reiiort 
its  findings  and  recommendations  to  such  committee. 

KECOEDS  AND  AUDIT 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Each  recipient  of  assistance  under  (1)  any  Act  of  Congress 
euacted  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  which  provides  for  a  grant-in-aid 
from  the  United  States  to  a  State  or  a  political  subdivision  thereof,  or  (2)  any 
new  grant-in-aid  agreement,  or  extension,  modification  or  alteration  of  any 
existing  grant-in-aid  agreement  pursuant  to  existing  law  shall  keep  such  records 
as  th'e  Federal  agency  administering  .such  grant  .shall  prescribe,  including  records 
which  fully  disclose  the  amount  and  disposition  by  such  recipient  of  such  grant- 
in-aid,  the  total  cost  of  the  project  or  undertaking  in  connection  wdth  which 
such  grant-in-aid  is  given  or  used,  and  the  amount  of  that  portion  of  the  cost 
of  the  project  or  undertaking  supplied  by  other  sources,  and  such  other  records 
as  will  facilitate  an  effective  audit. 

(b)  The  head  of  the  Federal  agency  administering  such  grant  and  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  of  the  Uniteil  States,  or  any  of  their  duly  authorized  repre.senta- 
tives,  shall  have  access  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  examination  to  any  books, 
documents,  papers,  and  records  of  the  recipients  that  are  pertinent  to  the  grant 
received. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  7.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

(1)  The  term  “State”  means  the  government  of  a  State,  or  any  agency 
or  instrumentality  of  a  State. 

(2)  The  term  “political  subdivision”  means  a  local  unit  of  government, 
including  specifically  a  county,  municipality,  cit.v,  town,  town.ship,  or  a  school 
or  other  special  district  created  by  or  pursuant  to  State  law. 

(3)  The  term  “grant-in-aid”  means  money,  or  property  provided  in  lieu  of 
money,  paid  or  furnished  by  the  United  States  under  a  fixed  annual  or  aggre¬ 
gate  authorization — • 

(A)  to  a  State  or  political  subdivision  of  a  State ;  or 

(B)  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  State-administered  plan  or  program  which 
is  subject  to  approval  by  a  Federal  agency  ; 

if  such  authorization  either  (i)  requires  the  States  or  political  sulxlivi.sions 
expend  non-Federal  funds  as  a  condition  for  the  receipt  of  money  or  proiierty 
from  the  Uinted  States,  or  (ii)  specifies  directly,  or  e.stablishes  by  means  of  a 
formula,  the  amounts  which  may  be  paid  or  furi.shed  to  States  or  political  .sub-  i 
divisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be  allotted  for  use  in  each  of  the  States  by  the 
State,  political  subdivisions,  or  other  beneficiaries.  The  term  dotes  not  include 
Cl)  shared  revenues,  (2)  payments  of  taxes,  (3)  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes,  (4) 
loans  or  repayable  advances,  (5)  surplus  property  or  surplus  agricultural  com-  | 
modifies  furnished  as  such,  (6)  payments  under  research  and  development  j 
contracts  or  grants  which  are  awarded  directly  and  on  similar  terms  to  all  quali-  ; 
fying  organizations,  whether  public  or  private,  or  (7)  payments  to  States  or  poli-  ! 
tical  subdivisions  as  full  reimbursement  for  the  costs  incurred  in  paying  benefits  j 
or  furnishing  services  to  persons  entitled  thereto  under  Federal  laws. 


[S.  2981.  Obth  Cong.,  second  sess.]  j 

A  BILL  To  provide  temporary  authority  to  expedite  procedures  for  consideration  ,md  I 
approval  of  projects  drawing  upon  more  than  one  Federal  assistance  program,  to  simplify  ' 
requirements  for  the  operation  of  those  projects,  and  for  other  purposes  ; 

Be  it  enacted  h?/  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  1 
States  of  America  in  Uonfjress  assemhled,  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ^ 
“Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of  196.S”. 

i 

PURPOSE  : 

Sec.  2.  The  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to  enable  States,  local  governments,  and  ; 
other  public  or  private  organizations  and  agencies  to  use  Federal  assistance  more  | 
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effectively  and  efficiently,  to  adapt  that  assistance  more  readily  to  their  particular 
needs  through  the  wider  use  of  projects  drawing  upon  resources  available  from 
more  than  one  Federal  agency,  program,  or  appropriation  and  to  acquire  experi¬ 
ence  which  would  load  to  the  development  of  legislative  proposals  respecting  the 
consolidation,  simplification,  and  c<x>rdination  of  J''ederal  assistance  programs. 
It  Ls  the  further  purjwse  of  this  Act  to  encourage  Federal-State  arrangements  im- 
der  which  local  governments  and  other  public  or  private  organizations  and 
agencies  may  more  effectively  and  efficiently  combine  State  and  Fedei-al  resources 
in  support  of  projects  of  common  Lnterest  to  the  governments,  agencies,  and 
organizations  concerned. 

BASIC  BKSPONSIBILITIES  OF  THE  HEADS  OF  FEDERAE  AGENCIES 

Sec.  3.  (a)  In  order  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act  and  subject  to 
.such  regulations  as  the  President  may  prescribe,  the  heads  of  Federal  agencies 
may  take  actions,  by  internal  agency  order  or  interagency  agreement,  including 
but  not  limited  to ; 

(1)  identification  of  related  programs  likely  to  be  particularly  suitable 
or  appropriate  for  providing  joint  support  for  specific  kinds  of  projects ; 

(2)  development  and  promulgation  of  guidelines  model  or  illustrative 
projects,  joint  or  common  application  forms,  and  other  materials  or  guidance 
to  assist  in  the  planning  and  development  of  projects  drawing  support  from 
different  programs ; 

(3)  review  of  administratively  established  program  requirements  in 
order  to  determine  which  of  those  requirements  may  impede  joint  support 
of  projects  and  the  extent  to  which  these  may  be  appropriately  modified,  and 
making  modifications  accordingly ; 

(4)  e.stablishment  of  common  technical  or  administrative  rules  among 
related  programs  to  assist  in  the  joint  use  of  funds  in  the  supiiort  of  specific 
projects  or  classes  of  projects :  and 

(5)  creation  of  joint  or  common  application  processing  and  project  super¬ 
vision  pr(x*edures  or  mechanisms  including  procedures  for  designating  lead 
agencies  to  assume  responsil)ilities  for  processing  on  behalf  of  several 
agencies  and  for  designation  of  managing  agencies  to  assume  responsibilities 
for  project  supervision  on  behalf  of  several  agencies. 

lb)  The  head  of  each  Federal  agency  shall  be  responsible  for  taking  actions, 
to  the  maximum  extent  feasible  under  applicable  law,  which  will  further  the  pur- 
lR>ses  of  this  Act  with  respect  to  Federal  assistance  programs  administered  by  his 
agency.  Each  Federai  agency  head  shall  also  consult  and  cooperate  with  the  heads 
of  other  Federal  agencies  in  order  similarly  to  promote  the  purposes  of  this  Act 
with  respect  to  Federal  assistance  programs  of  different  agencies  which  may  be 
used  together  or  jointly  in  support  of  projects  imdertaken  by  State  or  local  govern¬ 
ments  or  other  public  or  private  agencies  and  organizations. 

APPLICATION  PROCESSING 

Sec.  4.  Actions  taken  by  Federal  agencies  pursuant  to  this  Act  which  relate  to 
the  processing  of  applications  or  requests  for  assistance  under  two  or  more 
Federal  programs  in  support  of  any  project  shall  be  designed  to  assure,  so  far  as 
reasonably  possible  (1)  that  all  required  reviews  and  approvals  are  handled 
expeditiously;  (2)  that  full  account  is  taken  of  any  special  considerations  of 
timing  that  are  made  known  by  the  applicant  that  would  affect  the  feasibility 
of  a  jointly  funded  project :  (3)  that  the  applicant  is  required  to  deal  with  a  mini¬ 
mum  number  of  Federal  representatives,  acting  separately  or  as  a  common  board 
or  panel;  (4)  that  the  applicant  is  promptly  informed  of  decisions  with  respect 
to  his  application  and  of  any  special  problems  or  impediments  which  ma.v  affect 
the  feasibility  of  Federal  provision  of  a.ssistance  on  a  joint  basis ;  and  (5)  that  the 
applicant  is  not  required  by  representatives  of  any  one  Federal  agency  or  pro¬ 
gram  to  obtain  information  or  assurances  concerning  the  requirements  or  actions 
of  another  Federal  agency  which  could  better  and  more  appropriately  be  secured 
through  direct  communication  among  the  Federal  agencies  involved. 

SPECIAL  .AUTHORITIES — B.ASIC  CONDITIONS 

Sec.  5.  Where  appropriate  to  further  the  pui’iioses  of  this  Act.  and  subject 
to  the  conditions  prescribed  in  this  .section,  heads  of  Federal  agencies  may  use 
the  authorities  described  in  sections  (i,  7.  and  8  (relating  to  the  establi.sliment 
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of  uniform  technical  or  administrative  requirements,  delegation  of  powers  and 
responsibilities,  and  establishment  of  joint  management  funds)  with  respect  to 
projects  assisted  under  more  than  one  Federal  assistance  program.  These  au¬ 
thorities  shall  be  exercised  only  pursuant  to  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
President.  Those  regulations  shall  include  criteria  or  procedures  to  assure  the 
authorities  are  limited  in  use  to  problems  that  cannot  be  adequately  dealt  with 
through  other  actions  pursuant  to  this  Act  or  other  applicable  law ;  that  they 
are  applied  only  as  neces.«ary  to  promote  exijeditious  processing  or  efjfec*tive 
and  efficient  administration  ;  and  that  they  are  applied  consistent  with  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  interest  and  with  program  purposes  or  statutory  requirements 
of  a  substantive  nature. 

ESTABLISHMENT  OF  UNIFOBM  TECHNICAL  OR  ADMINISTRATIVE  REQUIREMENTS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  projects  which  would  otherwise  be  subject 
to  varying  or  conflicting  technical  or  administrative  provisions  of  law,  the  heads 
of  Federal  agencies  may  adopt  uniform  provisions  re.specting ; 

(1)  inconsistent  or  conflicting  requirements  relating  to  financial  ad¬ 
ministration,  including  accounting,  reporting  and  auditing,  and  maintaining 
separate  bank  accounts,  but  only  to  the  extent  consistent  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  section  8 ; 

(2)  incon.sistent  or  conflicting  requirements  relating  to  the  timing  of  Fed¬ 
eral  payments  where  a  single  or  combined  schedule  is  to  be  established  for 
the  project  as  a  whole ; 

(3)  inconsistent  or  conflicting  requirements  that  assistance  be  extended 
in  the  form  of  a  grant  rather  than  a  contract,  or  a  contract  rather  than  a 
grant; 

(4)  inconsistent  or  conflicting  requirements  for  merit  personnel  systems, 
but  only  to  the  extent  that  the  combination  of  assistance  contemplated  would 
cause  those  requirements  to  be  applied  to  portions  of  projects  administered 
by  agencies  not  otherwise  subject  to  such  requirements ; 

(5)  inconsistent  or  conflicting  requirements  relating  to  accountability  for. 
or  the  disposition  of,  property  or  structures  acquired  or  constructed  with 
Federal  assistance  where  common  rules  are  to  be  established  for  the  project 
as  a  whole ;  and 

(6)  other  inconsistent  or  conflicting  requirements  of  an  administrative  or 
technical  nature,  as  defined  in  regulations  of  the  President  and  subject  to 
such  conditions  as  he  may  prescribe. 

(b)  In  order  to  permit  processing  of  applications  in  accordance  with  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  Act,  Federal  agency  heads  may  provide  for  review  of  proposals  for 
projects  by  a  single  panel,  board  or  committee  in  lieu  of  review  by  separate 
panels,  boards,  or  committees  when  such  review  would  otherwi.se  be  required 
by  law. 

(c)  In  promoting  the  more  effective  and  efficient  u.se  of  Federal  assistance 
resources.  Federal  agency  heads  may  waive  requirements  that  a  single  or  specified 
public  agency  be  utilized  or  designated  to  receive,  supervise,  or  otherwise  admin¬ 
ister  a  part  of  the  Federal  assistance  drawn  upon  by  any  jointly  funded  project 
to  the  extent  that  administration  by  another  public  agency  is  determined  to  be 
fully  consistent  with  applicable  State  or  local  law  and  with  the  objectives  of 
the  Federal  assistance  program  involved.  This  authority  may  be  exercised  only 
upon  (1)  request  of  the  head  of  a  unit  of  general  government,  with  respect 
to  agencies  which  he  certifies  to  be  under  his  jurisdiction,  or  (2)  with  the  agree¬ 
ment  of  the  several  State  or  local  public  agencies  concerned. 

DELEGATION  OF  POWERS 

Sec.  7.  With  the  approval  of  the  President,  agency  heads  may  delegate  to 
other  Federal  agencies  any  powers  relating  to  the  approval,  under  this  Act.  of 
projects  or  classes  of  projects  under  a  program  if  such  delegation  will  promote 
the  purposes  of  that  program.  Agency  heads  may  also  delegate  to  other  Federal 
agencies  powers  and  functions  relating  to  the  supervision  of  administration  of 
Federal  assistance,  or  otherwise  arrange  for  other  agencies  to  perform  such 
activities,  with  re.spect  to  projects  or  classes  of  projects  subject  to  this  Act.  Delega¬ 
tions  under  this  section  shall  be  made  only  on  such  conditions  as  may  be  appro¬ 
priate  to  assure  that  the  powers  and  functions  delegated  are  exercised  in  full  con¬ 
formity  with  applicable  statutory  provisions  and  policies. 
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FUNDING  arrangements  AND  PROCEDURES 

Sec.  8.  (a)  In  order  to  provide  for  the  more  effective  admiiii.stration  of  funds 
drawn  from  more  than  one  Fetleral  program  or  appropriation  in  .support  of  proj¬ 
ects  under  this  Act.  there  may  be  established  joint  management  funds  with 
respect  to  such  projects.  The  total  amount  approved  for  such  a  project  may  be 
accounted  for  through  a  joint  management  fund  as  if  the  funds  had  been  derived 
from  a  single  Federal  assi.stance  program  or  appi-opriation.  There  will  be  ad¬ 
vanced  to  the  joint  management  fund  from  each  affected  appropriation,  from 
time  to  time,  its  proportionate  share  of  amounts  needed  for  payment  to  the 
grantee.  Any  amounts  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  grantee  at  the  completion 
of  the  project  shall  be  returned  to  the  joint  management  fund. 

(b)  Any  account  in  a  joint  management  fund  shall  be  subject  to  such  agree¬ 
ments,  not  inconsi.stent  with  this  section  and  other  applicable  law,  as  may  be 
entered  into  by  the  Federal  agencies  concerned  with  respect  to  the  discharge  of 
the  re.sponsibilities  of  those  agencies  and  shall  assure  the  availability  of  necessary 
information  to  those  agencies  and  to  the  Congress.  These  agreements  shall  also 
provide  that  the  agency  administering  a  joint  management  fund  shall  be  respon¬ 
sible  and  accountable  for  the  total  amount  provided  for  the  purposes  of  each 
account  established  in  the  fund ;  and  may  include  procedures  for  determining, 
from  time  to  time,  whether  amounts  in  the  account  are  in  excess  of  the  amounts 
required,  for  returning  that  excess  to  the  participating  Fedei*al  agencies  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  a  formula  mutually  acceptable  as  providing  an  equitable  distribu¬ 
tion,  and  for  effecting  returns  accordingly  to  the  applicable  appropriations, 
subject  to  fiscal  year  limitations.  Excess  amounts  applicable  to  expired  appropria¬ 
tions  will  be  lapsed  from  that  fund. 

(c)  For  each  project  financed  through  a  joint  management  fund  e.stablished 
pur.suant  to  this  sertion,  the  recipients  of  moneys  drawn  from  the  fund  shall 
keep  such  records  as  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  responsible  for  administering 
the  fund  will  prescribe.  Such  records  shall,  as  a  minimum,  fully  disclose  the 
amount  and  disposition  by  such  recipient  of  Federal  assi.stance  received,  the  total 
cost  of  the  project  in  connection  with  which  such  Federal  assistance  was  given  or 
used,  the  amount  of  that  portion  of  the  cost  of  the  project  supplied  by  other 
sources,  and  such  other  records  as  will  facilitate  an  effective  audit. 

(d)  The  head  of  the  Federal  agency  responsible  for  administering  such  joint 
management  fund  and  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  or  any  of 
their  duly  authorized  representatives,  shall  have  access  for  the  purpose  of  audit 
and  examination  to  any  books,  documents,  papers,  and  records  of  such  recipients 
that  are  pertinent  to  the  moneys  received  from  such  fund. 

(e)  In  the  ease  of  any  project  covered  in  a  joint  management  fund,  a  single 
non-Federal  share  may  be  established  according  to  the  Federal  share  ratios 
applicable  to  the  several  Federal  assistance  programs  involved  and  the  proportion 
of  funds  transferred  to  the  project  account  from  each  of  those  programs. 

AUXILIARY  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  9.  (a)  Appropriations  available  to  any  Federal  assistance  program  for 
technical  assistance  or  the  training  of  personnel  may  be  made  available  for  the 
provision  of  technical  assistance  and  training  in  connection  with  projects  pro¬ 
posed  or  approved  for  joint  or  common  funding  involving  that  program  and  any 
other  Federal  assistance  program. 

lb)  Personnel  of  any  P^ederal  agency  may  be  detailed  from  time  to  time  to 
other  agencies  as  neces.sary  or  appropriate  to  facilitate  the  processing  of  applica¬ 
tions  under  this  Act  or  the  administration  of  approved  projects. 

federal-state  assistance  AND  AGREEMENTS 

Sec.  10.  Subject  to  such  regulations  as  the  President  may  prescribe.  Federal 
agencies  may  enter  into  agreements  with  States  or  State  agencies  as  appropriate 
to  extend  the  benefits  of  this  Act  to  projects  involving  assistance  from  one  or  more 
Federal  agencies  and  one  or  more  State  agencies.  These  agreements  may  include 
arrangements  for  the  processing  of  requests  for,  or  the  administration  of,  assist¬ 
ance  to  such  projects  on  a  joint  basis.  They  may  also  include  provisions 
covering  the  establishment  of  uniform  technical  or  administrative  requirements, 
as  authorized  by  this  Act. 
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AUTHORITY  OF  THE  PRESIDENT  I 

Sec.  11.  In  addition  to  powers  and  authority  otherwise  conferred  upon  him  by  i 
this  Act  or  other  law,  the  President  may  take  such  action,  prescribe  such  x>roce-  , 
dures,  and  promulgate  such  rules  as  may  be  neces.sary  or  appropriate  to  assure  I 
that  this  Act  is  applied  by  all  Federal  agencies  in  a  consistent  manner  and  in  i 
accordance  with  its  purposes.  He  may,  for  this  purpose,  require  that  Federal  j 
agencies  adopt  or  prescribe  procedures  that  will  assure  that  ai>plicants  for 
assistance  to  projects  under  this  Act  make  appropriate  efforts  (1)  to  secure  the 
views  and  recommendations  of  non-Federal  agencies  that  may  be  significantly 
affected  by  such  projects,  including  units  of  general  government,  and  (2)  to 
resolve  questions  of  common  interest  to  those  agencies  prior  to  submission  of  any  ■ 
application.  The  President  shall  also,  from  time  to  time,  make  reports  to  the  | 
Congress  on  actions  taken  under  this  Act  and  make  such  recommendations  for 
additional  legislative  action  as  he  may  deem  appropriate,  including  recommenda¬ 
tions  for  the  consolidation,  simplification,  and  coordination  of  Federal  assistance 
programs.  ' 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  12.  As  used  in  this  Act — 

U)  “Federal  assistance  programs”  are  programs  that  provide  assistance 
through  grant  or  contractual  arrangements,  and  include  technical  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  or  programs  providing  assistance  in  the  form  of  loans,  loan  guarantees  or 
insurance. 

(2)  “Applicant”  includes  one  or  more  State  or  local  governments  or  other 
public  or  private  agencies  or  organizations  acting  separately  or  together  in  seek¬ 
ing  assistance  with  respect  to  a  single  project. 

(3)  “Project”  includes  any  undertaking,  however  characterized  and  whether 
of  a  temporary  or  continuing  nature,  which  includes  components  proposed  or 
approved  for  assistance  under  more  than  one  Federal  program,  or  one  or  more 
Federal  and  one  or  more  State  programs,  if  each  of  those  componeiits  contributes 
materially  to  the  accomplishment  of  a  single  purpose  or  closely  related  purposes. 

(4)  “Federal  agency”  includes  any  agency  in  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government. 

(5)  “State”  means  any  of  the  several  States  of  the  United  States,  the  District 
of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and 
American  Samoa. 

EFFECTIVE  DATE  AND  EXPIRATION 

Sec.  13.  This  Act  shall  become  effective  one  hundred  and  twenty  days  follow¬ 
ing  the  date  of  enactment  and  shall  expire  three  years  after  it  becomes  effective, 
but  its  expiration  shall  not  affect  the  administration  of  projects  previously 
approved. 


S.  2981 — Introduction  of  Bile  To  Expedite  Procedures  for  Certain  Federal 
Assistance  Programs  (February  16,  1968) 

Mr.  McClellan.  Mr.  President,  I  introduce,  by  request,  a  bill  to  provide  tem¬ 
porary  authority  for  expediting  procedures  for  consideration  and  approval  of 
projects  drawing  upon  more  than  one  Federal  assistance  program,  to  simplify 
requirements  for  the  operation  of  thos'e  projects,  and  for  other  pui-poses. 

This  bill  was  drafted  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  submitted  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Senate  for  introduction,  in  order  that  the  objectives  enumerated  in  the 
President’s  message  of  March  17,  1967,  on  the  quality  of  American  Government 
may  be  fulfilled.  The  President  of  the  United  States  recommended  that  legislation 
be  enacted  to  permit  “Federal  agencies  to  combine  related  grants  into  a  single 
financial  package,  thus  simplifying  the  financial  and  administrative  procedures — 
without  disturbing,  however,  the  separate  authorization,  appropriations,  and 
substantive  requirements  for  each  grant-in-aid  program.” 

The  puri>ose  of  the  proposed  legislation  is  to  remove  or  simplify  certain  ad¬ 
ministrative  and  technical  impediments  which  hamper  or  prevent  the  considera¬ 
tion,  processing,  approval  and  administration  of  projects  which  draw  upon 
resources  available  from  more  than  one  Federal  agency,  program  or  appropria¬ 
tion.  This  bill  would  enable  the  State  and  local  governments  and  other  public 
or  private  agencies  to  use  Federal  financial  assistance  under  two  or  more  pro¬ 
grams  in  support  of  multiple-puri>ose  projects.  Under  this  bill — 
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Federal  agency  heads  would  be  authorized  to  establish  uniform  reciuireinents 
of  certain  provisions  of  law  so  that  jointly  funde<l  projects  would  not  have  to  be 
subject  to  conflicting  rules  and  regulations ; 

In  appropriate  cases,  Fedenil  agencies  would  have  authority  to  delegate  to  other 
agencies  ix)wer  to  approve  portions  of  projects  in  their  behalf ; 

Federal  agency  heads  could  establish  joint  management  funds  in  their  agencies 
to  linance  multiple-purpose  projects  drawing  upon  appropriations  from  several 
different  accounts ; 

The  President  would  prescribe  appropriate  regulations  for,  and  approve  agency 
delegations  of  i)<)wer  and  functions  under  this  act.  He  would  make  reiMjrts  to  the 
Congress  on  action  taken,  and  make  recommendations  for  additional  legislative 
action,  including  propo.sals  for  consolidation,  simplification  or  coordination  of 
grant  programs. 

The  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of  1948,  would  not,  except  as  specifically 
provided,  affect  substantive  provisions  of  law  relating  to  Federal  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  but  would  provide  a  legal  basis  for  consolidating  some  of  the  financial 
procedures  under  centralized  direction  and  control. 


S.  2981,  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of  19G8  Explanatory  Statement 

In  his  March  17.  19d7.  message  on  the  Quality  of  American  Government,  the 
President  instructed  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  develop  a  legis¬ 
lative  proposal  that  would  provide  for  the  simplification  of  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs.  This  statement  constitutes  a  brief  summary  of  the  problem  and  an 
outline  of  the  proi>osal  that  has  been  developed  in  response  to  the  Pre.sident's 
directive. 

PROBLEM 

A  number  of  Federal  assistance  programs  wbich  finance  different  activities 
could  be  brought  together  in  a  .single  project  to  support  similar  or  directly  re¬ 
lated  purposes.  Such  combinations  of  relateil  programs  would  encourage  a  com¬ 
prehensive  approach  to  certain  problems  and  enable  State  and  local  governments 
and  other  grantees  to  use  Federal  assistance  more  effectively  and  efficieiitly.  (At¬ 
tached  are  several  examples  of  projects  which  are  being,  or  might  l.>e,  jointly 
financed. ) 

However,  existing  laws  and  regulations  often  make  these  combinations  some¬ 
what  difficult  to  “package”  and  administer.  Each  Federal  grant  program  may 
have  different  requirements  in  such  matters  as  application  forms,  accounting 
procedures,  advisory  panels,  reporting  dates,  etc.  Further,  the  grantees  often  must 
work  with  several  Federal  agencies  ( or  constituent  elements  of  a  single  agency  — 
each  with  its  own  distinct  administrative  practices.  (Attached  is  an  example  of 
a  jointly  funded  multipurpose  neighborhood  center  which  illustrates  some  of 
the  complexities  involved.) 

The  purpose  of  this  proposal  is  to  remove  or  simplify  certain  administrative 
and  technical  impediments  which  hami>er  or  prevent  the  consideration,  process¬ 
ing,  approval  and  admini.stration  of  projects  which  draw  upon  resources  avail¬ 
able  from  more  than  one  Federal  agency,  program  or  appropriation. 

PROPOSAL 

The  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of  1968  wmuld  achieve  this  objective 
by  (1)  authorizing  the  removal  or  modification  of  certain  .statutory  require¬ 
ments  ;  (2)  authorizing  agency  heads  to  delegate  the  approval  and  administration 
of  Federal  assistance  programs  to  other  agencies;  (3)  providing  for  a  .siiecial 
fund  in  each  agency  to  finance  joint  projects;  (4)  describing  the  actions  which 
Federal  agency  heads  should  take  to  further  joint  projects;  and  (5)  authorizing 
the  President  to  establish  .standards  and  procedures  to  implement  the  Act.  ( Ex¬ 
cept  as  specifically  provided,  the  Act  would  not  change  substantive  provisi<»ns  of 
law  relating  to  Federal  as.sistance  programs  such  as  eligibility  criteria,  main¬ 
tenance  of  effort,  matching  ratios,  authorization  levels,  program  availal)ilif.v, 
etc.  Such  questions  will  be  the  focus  of  a  later  study.) 

WAIVER 

Feileral  agency  heads  would  be  authorized  to  waive  or  modify  certain  techni(  :il 
and  administrative  statutory  provisions  with  re.spect  to  joint  projects,  e.g..  re- 
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quirements  relating  to  reporting  and  auditing,  merit  ijersonnel  systems  (under 
certain  conditions) ,  the  timing  of  Federal  payments,  etc.  Agency  heads  could  al.so 
waive  the  requirement  that  a  single  public  agency  be  designated  or  utilized  to 
administer  a  specific  program  when  that  program  was  part  of  a  joint  project  but 
only  with  the  agreement  of  the  public  agencies  concerned.  Such  waiver.s  would 
have  to  be  consistent  with  applicable  State  or  local  law  and  with  the  objectives 
of  the  program  involved. 

delegation 

With  the  approval  of  the  President,  Federal  agency  heads  would  be  authorized 
to  delegate  to  other  agencies  powers  or  functions  relating  to  the  approval  of  pro¬ 
grams  of  their  agencies  which  were  component  parts  of  a  joint  project  if  such 
delegation  was  necessary  to  accompli.sh  the  purposes  of  the  Act.  Such  delega¬ 
tions  would  have  to  be  exercised  in  full  conformity  with  applicable  .statutoi’y 
provisions.  Authority  to  supervise  the  administration  of  projects  could  also  be 
delegated. 

FUNDING 

Federal  agency  heads  would  be  authorized  to  establish  joint  management  funds 
to  finance  joint  projects. 

AGENCY  ACTIONS 

The  head  of  each  Federal  agency  would  be  responsible  for  taking  actions  to 
facilitate  joint  funding  and  to  expedite  the  processing  of  applications  for  joint 
projects.  Such  actions  might  include  development  of  common  application  forms, 
establishment  of  common  administrative  rules,  designation  of  “project  man¬ 
agers”  in  one  agency  to  supervise  joint  projects,  etc.  (The  possible  administrative 
procedures  are  developed  in  more  detail  below.) 

PRESIDENTIAL  AUTHORITY 

The  President  would  be  authorized  to  (a)  approve  the  agency  delegation  of 
powers  and  functions  noted  above;  (b)  presciube  regulations,  procedures  and 
rules  to  assure  that  Federal  agencies  apply  the  provisions  of  this  Act  in  a  uniform 
manner;  and  (c)  require  that  Federal  agencies  adopt  procedures  which  assure 
that  applicants  for  joint  projects  imder  this  Act  make  reasonable  efforts  to  secure 
the  views  and  recommendations  of  agencies  that  may  be  significantly  affected  by 
the  project,  including  units  of  general  local  government  to  the  fullest  extent 
appropriate. 

In  summary,  this  proposal  would  enable  Federal  agencies  and  grantees  more 
readily  to  “package”  and  administer  a  project  whose  constituent  elements  were 
funded  under  different  assistance  programs  and  to  operate  it  as  a  single,  inte¬ 
grated  project  with  common  requirements,  funding  and  procedures. 

PROPOSED  ADMINISTRATIVE  OPERATION 

1.  President. — As  noted  above,  the  proposed  legislation  would  grant  the  Presi¬ 
dent  broad  authority  to  make  rules  and  regulations  for  its  implementation.  Those 
rules  and  regulations  might  deal,  for  example,  with  the  format  and  content 
of  application  forms  for  joint  funding,  the  processing  of  such  forms,  procedures 
for  determining  lead-agency  or  project-manager  assignments,  conditions  under 
which  various  waivers  of  statutory  provisions  would  occur,  and  the  manner  in 
which  joint  funds  will  be  obligated  and  accounted  for.  There  would  probably  also 
have  to  be  a  Presidential  effort  to  bring  agency  rules,  regulations  and  procedures 
into  line  with  the  needs  of  the  joint  funding  process. 

The  President  would  establish  methods  and  procedures  by  which  the  represent¬ 
atives  of  the  major  grant-in-aid  agencies  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  would 
assist  him  in  carrying  out  his  regulatory  functions.  The  agencies  would  lie  ex¬ 
pected  to  work  cooperatively  to  harmonize  their  regulations,  develop  procedures 
for  disseminating  information  about  the  joint  funding  approach  and  consider 
problems  that  develop  in  implementation  of  the  concept. 

2.  Agencies. — Each  agency  will  have  to  develop  certain  new  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions,  or  modify  its  existing  rules  and  regulations  as  necessary  to  facilitate  the 
joint  funding  concept.  Its  regulations  will  also  have  to  be  in  harmony  with  those 
issued  by  the  President. 

As  experience  is  gained  and  if  patterns  of  applications  for  certain  types  of  joint 
funding  emerge,  it  is  expected  that  agencies  will  enter  into  agreements  involving 
specific  joint  application  forms,  the  processing  of  those  forms,  lead-agency  or 
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project-manager  assignments  and  possible  delegations  of  approval  antliority  and 
allocations  of  funds.  If  possible,  typical  grant  packages  will  Im?  identified,  and 
certain  highly  desirable  ones  may  be  given  priority  treatment. 

3.  Grant  recipients. — Under  the  proposal,  grantees  will  fall  into  two  broad 
categories:  (a)  any  eligible  grantee  will  be  able  to  apply  for  joint  funding  of  any 
or  all  grants  for  which  he  is  otherwise  eligible;  and  (b)  the  head  of  a  unit  of 
general  government  (e.g.,  a  governor,  mayor,  or  county  chief  executive)  will  be 
able  to  apply  for  joint  funding  of  any  or  all  grants  for  which  the  agencies  and 
the  unit  of  general  goveniment  under  his  jurisdiction  are  eligible. 

The  grantee  would  be  faced  with  several  possibilities  once  he  determines 
what  sort  of  a  joint  funding  proposal  he  wishes  to  make:  (a)  in  tlie  simplest 
situation,  in  which  his  proposal  involves  only  grants  from  one  Federal  agency 
for  which  he  is  directly  eligible,  the  grantee  would  simply  apply  to,  and  deal  with 
that  agency;  (b)  if  his  proposal  involves  grants  from  more  than  one  Federal 
agency  but  only  grants  for  which  he  is  directly  eligible,  the  grantee  would  prob¬ 
ably  apply  initially  to  one  of  those  agencies  pursuant  to  instructions  and  regula¬ 
tions  as  to  which  agency  had  the  lead  role  in  processing  the  particular  type  of 
proposal;  and  (c)  if  his  proposal  involves  grants  from  Federal  agencies  for 
which  he  is  both  directly  and  indirectly  eligible  (e.g.,  if  a  mayor’s  pi'oposal  in- 
volv'es  both  direct  grants  to  his  city  and  grants  which  are  made  to  the  State  and 
then  passed  on  by  the  State),  the  grantee  would  have  to  apply  not  only  to  the 
Federal  lead  agency  but  to  the  State  or  otlier  jurisdiction  involved.  In  any 
case  (except  as  expressly  provided  otherwi.se  in  the  bill)  the  proposal  would  have 
to  meet  the  substantive  requirements  of  each  one  of  the  grants  involved  in  the 
package.  That  is,  tlie  planning,  eligibility,  and  matching  requirements  of  each  one 
of  the  component  grants  in  the  package  woidd  have  to  be  observed.  In  additio:i. 
tlie  proposal  would  have  to  provide  for  separate  accounting  for  construction  and 
nonconstruction  components.  However,  it  could  involve  the  waiver  of  certain 
technical  and  administrative  provisions  as  described  in  the  bill. 

Under  the  draft  bill  it  is  also  contemplated  that  a  combined  application  by  two 
or  more  eligible  grantees  could  be  made.  Thus,  a  State  having  a  direct  federally- 
funded  community  projec‘t  might  combine  vith  a  community  also  applying  sepa¬ 
rately  for  a  Federal  grant  in  a  related  area  for  a  multigrant  project  to  be  jointl.v 
funded  by  the  Federal  Government.  Similarly,  a  county  and  a  city  might  submit 
a  combined  project  application  for  joint  funding. 

At  the  Federal  level,  several  alternatives  for  handling  applications  for  joint 
funding  are  possible.  First,  the  agency  receiving  the  application  may  simply  send 
copies  to  the  other  agencies  involved  or  to  the  various  program  units  within  its 
own  jurisdiction  for  processing,  approval  and  granting  of  necessary  waivers 
with  an  effort  to  coordinate  approval  of  the  overall  proposal.  Second,  pur.suant 
to  interagency  agreements,  the  agency  might  establish  a  project  manager  for  cer¬ 
tain  types  of  proposals  who  would  play  an  active  role  in  coordinating  the  process¬ 
ing  of  the  proposal.  Third,  again  pursuant  to  interagency  agreements,  the  agency 
might  have  allocated  to  it  certain  funds  from  other  agencies  and  be  delegated 
the  authority  to  obligate  those  funds  for  use  in  certain  joint  funding  proiwsals. 

[Attachment] 

Examples  of  Application  of  the  Grant  Simplification  Proposal  to 

Hypothetical  Projects 

A  state  recreation  project 

The  State  desires  to  acquire  and  develop  a  historical  site  and  the  immediately 
surrounding  property  for  a  reci’eation  project  in  a  metropolitan  area.  It  has  de¬ 
cided  to  apply  for  the  following  Federal  grants-in-aid  which  could  be  elements  of 
the  project : 

1.  A  grant  for  acquisition  and  rehabilitation  of  a  historically  significant  build¬ 
ing,  under  the  Historic  Properties  Pre.servation  Act  of  1966  (P.L.  89-665).  The 
Federal  share  may  be  up  to  50%,  providing  the  project  is  included  in  an  approved 
State  plan  for  historic  preservation,  and  is  coordinated  with  the  State  outdoor 
recreation  plan.  The  grant  application  is  made  to  the  National  Park  Service  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior.  The  project  grant  is  approved  within  an  annual 
allotment  made  to  the  State  by  the  Secretary  of  Interior. 

2.  A  grant  for  acquisition  of  surrounding  property  for  park  purposes,  under 
the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  Act  (P.L.  88-578).  The  Federal  shaye 
may  be  up  to  50%,  providing  the  project  is  included  in  the  approved  State  plan 
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for  outdoor  recreation.  The  grant  application  must  he  reviewed  and  commented 
upon  by  a  metropolitan  review  agency,  pursuant  to  Title  II  of  the  Demonstration 
Cities  Act.  The  grant  application  is  made  to  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Re<-reation 
of  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  The  project  grant  is  made  within  an  annual 
allotment  made  to  the  State  by  the  Secretary  of  Interior. 

3.  A  metroiwlitan  development  supplemental  grant  to  increase  the  Federal 
share  of  the  park  land  acquisition  element  by  20%  under  Title  II  of  the  Demon¬ 
stration  Cities  and  Metroiwlitan  Development  Act  of  1960  (P.L.  89-754).  This 
will  increase  the  Federal  share  in  item  (2)  to  70%.  The  supplemental  grant  may 
be  obtained  from  the  Land  and  Development  Facilities  Administration  of  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  provided  that  the  initial  park 
land  acquisition  proposal  is  found  to  contribute  signilicantly  to  the  planned  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  metropolitan  area  by  the  metropolitan  review  agency  and  HUD. 
The  supplemental  grant  is  a  project  grant. 

4.  A  grant  for  urban  beautification  of  the  groiinds  of  the  project  under  the 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1965  (P.L.  89-117).  The  Federal  share 
may  be  up  to  50%  of  the  costs  of  beautification.  The  grant  application  must 
be  submitted  for  review  and  comment  to  the  designated  metropolitan  review 
agency.  The  application  is  made  to  the  Land  and  Development  Facilities  Admin¬ 
istration  of  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development.  It  is  a  project 
grant,  executed  as  a  contract  between  the  grantee  and  HUD. 

5.  A  grant  for  landscaping  the  Federal-aid  highway  right-of-way  adjacent  to 
the  overall  project.  It  is  a  project  grant  financed  from  the  three  i)ercent  of  Federal- 
aid  highway  funds  allotted  to  the  State  annually  which  is  available  for  land¬ 
scaping  purposes.  The  grant  application  is  made  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
of  the  Department  of  Tran.sportation.  The  Federal  share  is  100%.  A  continuing 
cooperative  comprehensive  transiwrtation  planning  process  is  required  in  any 
metropolitan  area  in  which  Federal-aid  highway  funds  are  expended. 

Under  the  current  legislative  and  administrative  regulations,  the  applications 
process  for  the  recreation  project  would  look  like  this : 
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The  hypothetical  recreation  project  application  process  has — 

1.  Four  bureaus  in  three  Federal  agencies  administering  five  grant 
programs. 

2.  Five  separate  grant  appropriations,  obligations,  and  five  separate  ac¬ 
counting  requirements. 

3.  Five  separate  applications  (two  straight  project  grants,  and  three 
grants  which  are  approved  within  annual  State  allotments  by  the  relevant 
Federal  agency). 

4.  Two  State  agencies  as  separate  grantees. 
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Under  the  proposed  grant  simplification  mechanism,  whicli  encourages  tli(> 
comhination  of  separate  grants  into  an  application  for  joint  funding  by  the  several 
Federal  grantor  agencies,  the  application  process  wouid  look  like  this : 
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The  hypothetidal  project,  under  the  grant  simplification  proposal  has — 

1.  A  single  Pedei'al  lead  agency  and  project  manager  coordinating  all  the 
Federal  agencies  approvals. 

2.  A  single  project  account  from  which  the  grantee  may  draw  funds. 

3.  A  single  combined  application. 

4.  Two  State  agencies  as  grantees  coordinated  under  the  Governor. 

CONCENTRATED  (SLUM)  EMPLOYMENT  PROGRAM 

I.  Statement  of  Purpose. — To  provide  useful  job  training,  exi>erience,  and  em¬ 
ployment  in  urban  ghettos. 

II.  Brief  History. — The  Concentrated  (slum)  Employment  Program  will  be 
launched  in  1967  in  19  cities.  Funds  from  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity’s 
Nelson,  Scheuer,  and  other  “Special  Impact”  programs  will  be  used  as  the  nu¬ 
cleus  of  the  program,  with  other  programs  added  as  appropriate  and  feasible. 
Under  current  proposals  these  three  programs  would  be  replaced  by  a  single 
Concentrated  Employment  Program  (CEP)  in  1968,  when  it  will  be  extended 
to  a  total  coverage  to  30-45  cities  by  1968. 

III.  Outline  of  Grant  Programs  To  Be  Utilized. — Since  the  Concentrated  Em¬ 
ployment  Program  is  a  new  venture,  the  ex'act  composition  of  grants  to  be  em¬ 
ployed  is  not  known  in  advance.  However,  the  grants  listetl  below  ai-e  likely 
candidjates  for  being  grouped  together.  A  brief  description  of  their  operation  is 
included  in  each  case. 

A.  Concentrated  employment  program  (Office  of  Economic  OpiK>rtunity ; 
delegated  to  Department  of  Eabor) . — This  will  be  the  so-called  “glue  money” 
for  bringing  together  the  various  con^ituent  elements  of  the  program.  The 
program  operates  through  project  grants  largely  to  local  community  action 
agencies. 

B.  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  (Office  of  Economic  Opportunity;  delegated 
to  Department  of  Labor). — This  program  provides  work  and  training  for 
out-of-school  youths  in  the  16-21  age  bracket.  It  operates  through  project 
grants  largely  to  local  community  action  agencies. 

C.  Community  Action  (Office  of  Economic  Opportunity). — Project  grants 
will  be  available  to  loc*al  community  action  agencies  to  pur.sue  this,  and  other 
community  action,  projects. 

95-626 — 68 - 4 
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D.  Manpoivcr  Development  and  Training  (Dep.artment  of  T^abor). 

1.  Institutional  training  is  prov'ided  through  a  bewildering  maze 
which  starts  with  the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  and  follows  two 
separate  paths  to  actual  implementation.  The  U.S.  Employment  Service 
idehtifles  the  need  and  people  to  receive  training,  and  pays  living  al¬ 
lowances  to  the  trainees.  The  Labor  Department  makes  use  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  handle  the  actual  train¬ 
ing,  in  cooperation  with  State  vocational  education  agencies. 

2.  On-the-joh  training  is  handled  by  the  Bureau  of  Apprentice.ship  and 
Training  either  through  direct  negotiation  with  employers,  or  by  using 
a  national  or  community  organization  as  an  intermediary. 

E.  Work  eacperience  (Office  of  Economic  Opportunity;  delegated  to  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare). — This  program  is  designed  to  help 
recipients  of  public  assi.stance  and  other  needy  persons  acquire  the  job 
.skills  needed  to  become  self-supporting. 

1.  Currently,  the  State  welfare  agency  arranges  for  training,  pays  the 
allowances,  etc. 

2.  Under  new  procedures  which  mil  take  effect  on  .Tuly  1,  1067.  the 
Department  of  Labor  will  take  on  the  responsibility  for  the  training 
aspects  of  the  program.  The  new  path  will  be  a  circuitous  one.  The  OEO 
delegation  to  HEW  will  continue  in  effect.  However,  while  the  payment 
of  allowances  will  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  Federal  and  State  welfare 
agencies,  the  training  will  be  .shifted  to  the  Department  of  r^abor — 
which  will,  in  turn,  make  use  of  HEW’s  vocational  education  complex 
to  provide  the  actual  training.  Hence,  on  the  training  side,  the  flow  of 
funds  goes  from  OEO  to  HEW  (Welfare  Administration)  to  Labor  to 
HEW  again  (OE)  to  actual  implementation. 

F.  Community  work  and  training  (Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare). — The  purposes  and  process  are  much  the  same  as  in  “E”  above, 
except  that  the  funds  are  appropriated  directly  to  HEW. 

IV.  Administrative  and  Technical  ProMems. — Many  of  the  administrative  and 
technical  obstacles  to  joint  funding  which  would  be  anticipated  in  the  tangled 
skein  above  are  partially  overcome  by  two  factors:  (1)  as  in  most  grant  pro¬ 
grams,  the  ob.stacles  are  not  statutory  in  nature,  but  are  lodged  in  adminis¬ 
trative  regulations;  and  (2)  the  extensive  pattern  of  delegation  puts  the  actual 
admini.stration  of  many  of  the  programs  in  the  hands  of  one  agency. 


Funding  an  Urban  Comprehensive  Health  Center 

The  i)urpose  of  this  example  is  to  delineate  the  variety  of  Federal  funding 
sources  potentially  available  to  a  community  organization  desiring  to  establish 
a  comprehensive  health  center  which  will  provide  a  comprehensive  program  of 
diagno.stic  and  treatment  services  for  the  poor  in  an  urban  community.  While  a 
substantial  number  of  grant  programs  are  potentially  available  to  con.struct,  staff, 
and  operate  a  health  center,  the  de.scription  below  is  limiteil  to  those  programs 
Avhich  apiiear  most  susceptible  to  utilization  and  some  form  of  consolidation. 

A.  Facilities  Construction 

1.  Community  Mental  Health  Center  Construction  (National  Institute  of  Men¬ 
tal  Health,  PHS).  Formula  grants  are  available  for  construction  of  new  fa¬ 
cilities  or  remodeling  or  expansion  of  existing  facilities  to  provide  the  mental 
health  component  of  the  community  health  center.  The  project  must  conform  to 
the  State  mental  health  facility  plan.  Funds  are  made  available  by  the  State 
agency  administering  the  plan  upon  determination  that  the  project  meets  a  com¬ 
munity  need. 

B.  Staffing 

1.  Community  Mental  Health  Staffing  (NIMH,  PHS).  Project  grants  are 
available  to  cover  a  portion  of  the  costs  of  professional  and  technical  personnel 
serving  in  a  comprehensive  community  mental  health  center.  The  program  of  the 
center  must  be  in  consonance  with  the  State  mental  health  plan. 

C.  Operations 

1.  Comprehensive  health  services  (PHS).  Block  formula  grants  are  available 
under  the  “Partnership  for  Health”  program.  Funds  are  allocated  to  the  State 


45 


hfaltli  planning  agency  for  distribution.  The  community  project  must  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  State  comprehensive  health  plan. 

J.  Medicaid  (Title  XIX)  (Welfare  Administration,  HEW),  Formula  grants 
are  i>rovided  by  the  Bureau  of  Family  Services  to  the  State  agency  responsible 
for  administering  the  State  Title  XIX  plan.  Reimbur.sements  would  be  made 
to  the  community  health  center  for  services  rendered  to  i^ersons  eligible  under 
the  plan. 

8.  Children  and  Youth  and  Maternal  and  Infant  Care  projects.  (Welfare  Ad¬ 
ministration,  HEW).  Project  grants  are  available  from  Children’s  Bureau  to 
public  or  private  sponsors  for  the  operation  of  comprehensive  children  and  youth 
aud/or  maternal  and  infant  care  projects.  The  sponsors  must  prepare  a  project 
plan  for  approval  by  Children’s  Bureau. 

4.  Basic  Support  Grants  (Vocational  Rehabilitation  Administration,  HEW). 
Formula  grants  are  available  through  VRA  to  assist  States  in  meeting  the  costs 
of  providing  services  to  eligible  individuals.  These  may  include  diagnosis,  physical 
restoration,  as  weU  as  vocational  guidance  and  job  training.  Additional  funds 
may  be  made  available  to  local  health  centers  in  the  form  of  “expansion  grants’’ 
obtained  directly  from  VRA.  Such  grants  must  have  the  prior  approval  of  the 
appropriate  State  vocational  rehabilitation  agency. 

5.  Headstart  Program  (CEO).  Project  grants  are  available  through  the  com¬ 
munity  action  program  of  OEO  for  diagnostic  and  treatment  programs  for 
preschool  children. 

d.  Neighborhood  Health  Centers  (OEO).  Project  grants  are  available  for  such 
services  as  family  planning,  prenatal  care,  and  preventative  medicine  in  centers 
providing  comprehensive  family  care.  The  projects  are  funded  through  local 
community  actions  groups. 


A  Special  School  for  Dropouts  (Based  on  an  Actual  Multifunded, 

Multiagency  Project) 

A  non-profit  agency  with  experience  in  manpower  training  programs  proposes 
a  new  kind  of  residential  school  for  school  dropouts  in  big  city  slums.  Some 
students  will  take  up  residence  in  the  school  and  others  not,  but  all  will  remain 
in  their  own  community  environment,  thus  preserving  home  ties. 

The  program  is  to  include  not  only  training  in  occupational  skills  and  appren¬ 
ticeship.  but  a  new  basic  curriculum  integrated  with  the  skill  training  as  well 
as  activities  designed  to  lead  the  students  to  profound  changes  in  life  style  and 
attitudes,  hopefully,  to  break  out  of  the  ghetto.  Moreover,  the  presence  of  the 
institution  in  the  commimity  is  intended  to  induce  changes  in  the  community 
and  the  students’  families. 

The  whole  project  is  experimental  initially,  but  if  .sueces.sful,  might  be  repli¬ 
cated  in  many  places.  It  is  not  wholly  supportable  by  any  single  agency  or 
appropriation.  It  would  require  participation  of  at  least  the  following : 

Office  of  Education;  Vocational  Education  Research — Research,  evalua¬ 
tion,  curriculum  development 

Office  of  Economic  Opportunity — Residential  costs,  health  services,  and 
recreation 

Department  of  Labor;  Manpower  Development  and  Training  experimental 
and  demonstration  project.S' — Recruitment  of  trainees,  job  counseling,  and 
development  of  new  occupational  lines. 

Office  of  Education ;  Manpower  Development  and  Training — In.stitutional 
training  costs 

Department  of  Labor;  Manpower  Development  and  Training — Student 
stipends  and  on-the-job  training  costs 

Some  of  the  problems  of  packaging  such  a  grant  concern  the  designation  of  a 
“lead”  agency  to  carry  the  main  burden  of  contracting;  allocation  of  costs  to 
appropriations;  limitations  (administrative  or  legal)  on  some  agencies  “buying 
into”  another  agency’s  project ;  maintenance  of  continuity  in  agency  review, 
approval  and  monitoring  so  that  a  good  project  is  not  allowed  to  falter  merely 
because  of  staff  turnover;  securing  State  approval  for  release  of  MDTA  funds 
which  ordinarily  are  reserved  for  public  schools ;  and  arranging  for  transfer  of 
funds  to  the  contracting  agency. 
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A  University  Instructional  Improvement  Program 

A  large  university  proposes  a  “package”  of  activities  to  support  a  center  to 
help  the  faculty  find  new  and  better  ways  to  maintain  high  quality  instruction. 
Center  staff  could  consult  with  and  conduct  workshops  for  faculty  members  who 
need  technical  information  and  skills  in  such  areas  as  programmed  instruction, 
testing  and  grading,  and  computer  assisted  instruction  in  improving  classroom 
instructional  techniques.  In  cooperation  with  several  university  departments  the 
Center  could  help  prepare  graduate  students  for  positions  as  teaching  feliovvs. 
In  addition  to  serving  the  university,  the  services  of  the  Center  could  be  made 
available  to  a  group  of  smaller  and  weaker  colleges  that,  alone,  cannot  keep 
apace  of  fast  moving  developments  in  higher  education  and  technology. 

Building  on  a  group  currently  receiving  National  Science  Foundation  supiwrt 
for  the  development  of  new  college-level  science  curricula  and  an  OB  supported 
language  laboratory,  a  university  submits  a  package  of  proposals  which  would 
create  a  center  to  improve  college-level  instruction  in  science  and  non-science 
fields.  The  ingredients  proposed  and  sources  of  funding  are — 

Research  on  the  learning  process — OB  research  funds  (or  NIH-NIMH)  ; 

Science  curriculum  development — continued  support  from  NSF ; 

Non-science  curriculum  development — OE  research  program; 

Language  teaching — continued  OE  language  and  area  study  support ; 

Exploring  the  effective  use  of  computers — NSF’s  program  designed  for 
this  purpose ; 

Science  teacher  training- — NSF’s  institutes ; 

A  subsidiary  program  for  upgrading  of  teachers  from  small,  weak  colleges 
at  this  center — OE  developing  colleges  program ; 

Research  participation  support  to  enable  teacher.s  to  work  on  outstanding 
re.search  projects  receiving  funds  from  AEG,  NASA,  DOD,  NIH,  or  NSF — 
NSF  funds; 

Library  books — OE’s  college  library  grant  program. 

Some  of  the  problems  of  packaging  such  a  grant  include — 

The  designation  of  a  “lead”  agency ; 

Allocation  of  costs  to  appropriations ; 

Arranging  for  joint  agency  review  and  monitoring ; 

Arranging  for  a  single  set  of  outside  consultants  in  connection  with  the 
review ; 

Transfer  of  funds  to  contracting  agency. 


JOINTLY  FUNDLD  MULTIPURPOSE  NEIGHBORHOOD  CENTER 
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Agency  Reports  on  S.  698 

Admsory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 

Washington,  D.C.  April  6,  ISti’i. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Subco^nmittee  on  Intergovernmental  Itclations,  Committee  &n  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations,  U.8.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  February  28  requesting 
the  Advisory  Commission's  views  on  S.  698,  the  “Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  of  1967.’’  The  basic  purpose  of  this  legislation,  as  stated  in  its  preamble,  is 
to  “achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities  among  the  levels 
of  government  in  order  to  improve  the  operation  of  our  federal  system  in  an 
increasingly  complex  society.” 

iThe  proposed  measure  contains  a  number  of  the  most  significant  recommen¬ 
dations  for  Federal  action  advanced  by  this  Commis.sion  over  the  past  seven 
years.  Equally  significant,  it  represents  a  distillation  of  the  thinking  and  ex[>eri- 
ence  of  a  great  many  departments  and  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government, 
of  State  arid  local  officials  throughout  the  country,  and  of  various  national 
organizations  of  public  interest  groups  on  how  some  of  the  more  severe  imi)e(li- 
ments  to  effective  intergovernmental  collaboration  and  adminisitration  can  be 
removed. 

These  proposals  include;  more  uniform  administration  of  Federal  grants  to 
State  governments;  strengthening  the  hand  of  the  governor  in  the  administration 
of  Federal  grants  going  to  State  agencies;  and  Congressional  review  of  new 
grant  programs  at  a  fairly  early  stage  in  their  development.  At  the  local  level, 
they  include  favoring  cities  and  counties  over  special  districts  as  applicants  for 
Federal  grants;  strengthening  local  and  metropolitan  planning;  and  providing 
more  information  and  greater  authority  to  local  governments  with  respect  to 
Federal  land  development  decisions.  Finally,  the  legislation  would  help  to  achieve 
greater  equity  and  consistency  in  the  treatment  of  the  mounting  number  of 
families  and  businesses  displaced  by  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs. 

The  Commission  strongly  supports  this  legislation.  Titles  V  and  VIII  imple¬ 
ment  key  recommendations  advanced  in  the  Commission  reports,  Periodic  Con¬ 
gressional  Reassessment  of  Federal  Qrants-in-Aid  to  State  and  Local  Govern¬ 
ments  (June  1961)  and  Relocation:  Unequal  Treatment  of  People  and  Rusinesses 
Displaced  by  Governments  (January  1965).  Title  IV  implements  recommenda¬ 
tions  advanced  in  the  ACIR  reports.  Impact  of  Federal  Urban  Development 
Programs  on  Local  Government  Organization  and  Planning  (January  1964)  and 
The  Problem  of  Special  Districts  in  American  Government.  All  told,  some  12 
separate  ACIR  recommendations  are  incorimrated  in  S.  698. 

IS.  698  contains  two  new  titles  relating  to  grant  consolidation  plans  and  to 
land  acquisition  ■  practices  which  the  Commission  has  not  had  an  opportunity 
to  consider.  Permit  me,  then,  to  explain  in  more  detail  the  purposes  of  the  titles 
that  the  Commission  has  considered  and  endorsed  and  to  document  the  extent 
to  which  these  provisions  either  represent  current  practice  in  certain  grant 
programis  or  ^seek  to  correct  significant  deficiencies  in  present  intergovernmental 
administration. 

Title  I  of  S.  698  is  limited  to  standardized  definitions  covering  the  remaining 
titles  and  functions.  In  effect,  it  combines  and  makes  uniform  the  definitions 
used  in  S.  1681  (89th  Congress)  and  S.  561  (89th  Congress). 

Title  II  provides  for  more  uniform  administration  of  Federal  grants  to  the 
States.  Federal  grantsln-aid  now  total  over  175  general  programs  and  are 
covered  by  more  than  400  separate  authorizations.  Despite  the  increase  in  the 
number  and  size  of  direct  Federal-local  grants  in  recent  years,  approximately 
$10.8  billion  out  of  a  total  of  $14.6  billion  for  fiscal  1967  were  accounted  for  by 
Federal  grants  going  to  the  States. 

This  title  effects  a  number  of  basic  changes  in  the  procedural  asptaOs  of 
Federal-State  grant-in-aid  administration.  It  provides  that,  when  requested,  the 
governor  will  be  informed  by  Federal  departments  and  agencies  of  the  pur¬ 
poses  and  amounts  of  actual  grants  being  received  in  the  State.  Tliis  procedural 
innovation  w'ould  permit  the  governor  to  prepare  a  more  suitable  budget  by 
giving  him  fuller  information  on  the  State’s  financial  resources  and  needs 
and  would  enable  him  to  more  effectively  coordinate  his  executive  departments 
and  agencies.  Further,  it  would  facilitate  State  legislative  assessment  of  the 
impact  of  Federal  programs  on  the  State’s  budgetary  and  administrative  proc¬ 
esses.  The  title  would  make  more  uniform  the  handling  of  grant  funds  by  eiimi- 
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Dating  any  requirement  that  such  funds  be  deposited  in  separate  bank  aceouuts- 
apart  from  other  funds  administered  by  the  State.  Another  section  of  Title  II 
would  simplify  Federal  accounting  requirements  of  Federal  funds  and  schedule 
their  transfer  to  better  accord  with  their  actual  use  by  the  State.  This  woulcL 
eliminate  a  long-standing  controversy  over  the  State’s  accountability  for  interest 
earned  on  Federal  grant  funds  prior  to  their  actual  expenditure  and,  in  effect,, 
would  provide  a  legislative  basis  for  Treasury  Circular  107.5  whereby  a  line  of 
credit  is  established  for  the  State  or  other  recipient  unit  of  government  with  the 
area  Federal  Reserve  Board,  permitting  States  to  draw  upon  grant  funds  as- 
they  are  needed. 

The  last  section  of  Title  II  would  alleviate  another  major  point  of  Federal- 
State  friction  by  authorizing  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  waive  the 
requirement  for  “a  single  State  agency”  and  to  approve  other  forms  of  adminis¬ 
trative  organization,  providing  the  objectives  of  the  grant  program  are  not 
endangered.  The  “single  agency”  requirement  is  found  in  about  a  quarter  of 
the  Federal  grant  programs  and  in  certain,  concrete  instances,  it  has  been  used 
to  shackle  the  States  in  their  efforts  to  achieve  administrative  reorganizatioiu 

Title  III  authorizes  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  provide  specialized 
technical  assistance  and  services  to  State  and  local  governments  on  a  reimbur.s- 
able  basis.  This  concept  was  formulated  first  and  approved  by  the  Commi-ssiom 
in  response  to  the  expressed  interest  of  individual  Federal  agencies  and  organi¬ 
zations  of  governmental  officials.  The  title  would  establish,  as  a  general  authority, 
a  practice  of  intergovernmental  comity  already  enjoyed  by  several  Federal 
agencies,  including  the  Census  Bureau,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  Internal 
Revenue  Service  of  the  Treasury  Department. 

This  discretionary  authority  would  in  no  way  modify  the  ability  or  practice- 
of  Federal  agencies  to  provide  special  technical  assi.stance  and  consultation; 
services  as  a  direct  activity  without  reimbursement  as  might  be  authorized  in 
their  substantive  legislation  and  appropriations.  Further,  the  title  is  wholly 
permissive ;  under  it,  the  requesting  State  or  local  agency  and  the  affected! 
Federal  agency  would  have  to  agree  on  the  scoije  and  class  of  the  services- 
to  -be  performed.  Finally,  the  services  provided  would  include  only  those  that 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  through  rules  and  regulations  deter¬ 
mines  may  be  provided  by  such  Federal  agencies  and  these  rules  must  be  in 
harmony  with  the  government’s  policy  of  relying  on  the  private  enterprise  to- 
provide  those  services  that  are  reasonably  and  expeditiously  available  through 
ordinary  business  channels.  The  Commission  is  of  the  opinion  that  this  title 
would  encourage  intergovernmental  cooperation  in  the  conduct  of  specialized 
and  technical  services  and  enable  State  and  local  governments  to  avoid  unnec¬ 
essary  duplication  of  special  service  functions  and  to  achieve  genuine  economies.. 

Title  IV  establishes  a  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  regarding  ad¬ 
ministration  of  grants  for  uhban  development.  The  first  section  of  this  title  (1) 
authorizes  the  President  to  establish  governmentwide  guides  in  the  formulation,, 
evaluation  and  review  of  urban  development  programs  and  projects;  (2)  estab¬ 
lishes  as  a  matter  of  Congressional  policy  that  agencies,  to  the  extent  feasible,, 
take  into  account  all  viewpoints — national,  regional.  State  and  local — in  the 
planning  and  administration  of  such  programs;  (3)  declares  it  to  be  the  intent 
of  Congress  that  Federal  departments  and  agencies  consult  with  and  .seek  ad\  ice- 
from  one  another  through  interagency  and  other  mechanisms  in  order  to  achieve 
fuller  coordination  in  this  critical  area;  and  (4)  requires,  insofar  as  possible, 
that  systematic  planning  stipulated  under  various  individual  Federal  programs 
be  geared  to  local  and  regional  comprehensive  planning.  This  section  then  .seeks 
to  come  to  grips  with  some  of  the  basic  difficulties  impeding  a  more  effective 
Federal  role  with  respect  to  metropolitan  America,  including  fragmented  de¬ 
cisionmaking  with  respect  to  Federal  aid  for  various  urban  facilities  and 
projects,  the  absence  of  effective  interagency  coordinating  machinery  for  such 
programs,  and  the  failure  to  consider  State,  regional,  and  local  comprehensive 
planning  efforts  that  might  relate  to  such  projects.  Regarding  the  planning 
problem,  it  might  be  noted  that  of  the  many  Federal  programs  relating  to  plan¬ 
ning,  physical  facilities  and  construction,  a  considerable  number  have  no  require¬ 
ment  for  conformance  with  areawide  or  local  comprehensive  planning. 

Total  Federal  aid  to  urban  areas  (using  the  standard  metropolitan  statistical 
area  as  the  basis  for  definition  here)  increased  by  nearly  billion  or  16-5 

percent  since  1961.  Approximately  $10.3  billion  of  the  $17.4  billion  total  for- 
fiscal  1968  will  be  spent  in  SMSA’s  to  help  meet  the  mounting  demand  for 
increased  services  in  these  areas.  If  these  funds  are  to  be  used  wisely — especially 
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those  relating  to  physical  development — ^the  mechanisms  provided  in  this  title 
will  be  needed. 

Section  402  of  this  title  gives  general  units  of  local  government  preference 
as  recipients  of  Federal  grants  and  loans,  in  the  ahsence  of  substantial  reasons 
to  the  contrary.  It  would  not  affect  the  authority  of  special  districts  to  receive 
such  funds,  however. 

This  provision  is  in  full  accord  with  the  Commission’s  position  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  like  the  States,  has  a  basic  responsibility  for  helping  to  curb 
the  growing  fragmentation  of  local  governmental  jurisdictions  and  that  part 
of  this  responsibility  involves  an  unfreezing  of  the  jurisdictional  status  quo. 

Title  V  of  S.  698  provides  for  uniform  policy  and  procedure  for  systematic 
Congressional  review  of  any  grant  program  established  subsequent  to  the  en¬ 
actment  of  the  legislation.  In  addition,  it  provides  that  new  grant  programs 
enacted  without  a  designated  termination  date  shall  expire  on  .Tune  30  of  the 
fifth  calendar  year  which  begins  after  the  effective  date  of  the  Act,  and  that 
each  grant  of  three  or  more  years,  authorized  in  the  90th  or  any  subsequent 
Congress,  shall  be  reviewed  by  the  Congress  during  the  two  years  preceding  the 
date  upon  which  the  program  is  to  toe  terminated.  As  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  Advisory  Commission  has  found  that  the  grants-in-aid  to  State  and  local 
governments  thus  far  have  been  and  are  the  National  Government’s  principal 
mechanism  for  securing  intergovernmental  collaboi-ation  in  achieving  national 
legislative  objectives.  Reliance  on  the  grant-in-aid  mechanism  has  increased 
significantly  during  the  past  three  years,  with  the  passage  of  more  than  56  new 
programs  covered  by  more  than  165  separate  authorizations.  With  this  have 
come  mounting  problems  of  manageability,  coordination  and  fragmentation. 
In  view  of  the  paramount  position  of  categorical  grants  in  the  American  system 
of  intergovernmental  relations,  the  Commission  has  adhered  to  the  position  that 
the  efficacy,  value  and  public  acceptability  of  this  mechani.sm  must  be  safe¬ 
guarded  and  its  usefulness  as  a  collaborative  device  should  be  .strengthened. 
The  Commission’s  1961  report  entitled  “Periodic  Congressional  Reassessment  of 
Federal  Grants-in-Aid  to  State  and  Local  Governments’’  spelled  out  in  depth  the 
Commission’s  recommendations  for  systematic  review  and  these  proposals  will 
be  implemented  by  enactment  of  this  title.  The  Commission  endorsed  the  stand 
that  there  is  a  general  need  for  providing  systematic  reassessment  of  new 
gi’ant  programs,  having  found  that  the  review  and  redirection  of  grants  thus 
far  has  been  treated  on  an  irregular,  uncoordinated  basis.  The  findings  of  the 
Joint  Committee  on  the  oganization  of  the  Congress  in  this  area  only  confirm  the 
Commi.ssion’s  earlier  recommendations. 

The  Commis.'sion’s  position  then  is  that  the  proix)sed  title  would  be  beneficial 
on  a  number  of  counts.  It  would  stimulate  development  of  more  uniform  criteria 
with  w'hich  Congressional  committees  could  critically  assess  the  effectiveness 
of  grants-in-aid  in  important  subject  fields.  Further,  the  provision  for  sy.stematic 
committee  review  would  give  State  and  local  governments  a  regular  forum  for 
expressing  their  views  concerning  problems  that  have  arisen  in  connection  with 
the  administration  of  individual  programs.  Finally,  the  five-year  termination 
provision  relating  to  certain  future  grants  is  a  salutory  feature  of  the  legislation 
although  much  confusion  has  arisen  concerning  this  point.  In  this  connection,  it 
should  be  noted  that  this  section  obviously  would  in  no  way  affect  those  grants 
tliat  have  a  termination  date  or  those  that  are  si)ecifically  exempted  from  its 
application.  This  means  that  the  termination  provision  merely  affects  those  few 
programs  each  session  that  Congress  fails  to  designate  as  short-term  or  long-term 
joint  undei’ta kings.  In  such  cases,  this  provision  along  with  the  review  process 
that  in  most  instances  would  result  are  needed  safeguards  of  Congress’  legisla¬ 
tive  oversight  role. 

With  respect  to  Sections  504,  505,  and  506,  the  Advisory  Commission  has  not 
taken  a  formal  position.  These  embody  amendments  which  w^ere  adopted  by  the 
Senate  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  during  its  deliberations  on 
S.  2114,  88th  Congress,  and  which  api>eared  in  Title  II  of  S.  -561,  89th  Congress, 
as  enacted  by  the  Senate. 

The  Commission  also  has  not  had  an  opportunity  to  consider  the  new  Title  VI, 
relating  to  con.solidation  of  grant-in-aid  programs. 

Title  VII  amends  the  Federal  Administrative  Property  Services  Act  of  1949 
and  provides  a  uniform  policy  and  procedure  for  the  General  Services  Adminis¬ 
tration  relating  to  its  acquisition,  use  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas 
in  conformance  Avith  local  governments’  land  utilization  programs.  This  tltie  car¬ 
ries  out  specific  resolutions  of  major  organizations  repre.senting  the  municipali¬ 
ties.  including  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  and  the  National  I.eague  of  Cities. 
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Further,  it  is  consistent  with  the  findings  and  the  recoinmeiidatiniis  of  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  report  on  the  “Impact  of  Federal  frban  L)eveloi>meiit  on  Local  Govern¬ 
ment  Organization  and  Planning.” 

The  language  of  this  title  is  in  large  part  based  on  legislation  enacted  by  the 
89th  Congress  establishing  similar  procedures  for  the  s'ale  and  disi>osition  of 
public  lauds  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  (78  Stat.  986).  Further,  it  in¬ 
corporates  suggestions  of  the  Comptroller  General  regarding  predecessor  legisla¬ 
tion  whereby  Federal  interests  are  protected  in  the  acquisition  and  di.sposal  by 
giving  the  Administrator  the  authority  to  shorten  the  period  of  advanced  notice 
or  to  eliminate  it  entirely  when  in  his  judgment  such  action  is  needed  to  avoid 
such  things  as  land  si>eculation,  payment  by  the  Government  of  higher  prices,  or 
time  consuming  and  costly  condemnation  proceedings.  In  short,  this  title  would 
apiK'ar  to  strike  a  good  balance  between  the  administrative  needs  of  GSA  and 
the  planning  and  development  objectives  of  the  loc*alities  affected. 

Title  VIII  of  the  proi>osed  legislation  establishe.s  a  uniform  ixdicy  of  relocation 
payments  and  assistance  for  all  persons,  businesses,  nonprofit  organizations,  and 
farm  operations  displaced  by  direct  Federal  programs  and  by  programs  con¬ 
ducted  through  Federal  grants-in-aid  to  State  and  local  governments.  It  requires 
all  such  grant-in-aid  programs  to  a.ssure  that  standard  housing  is  provided  or  is 
being  provided  for  those  displac-ed  and  provides  for  full  Federal  reimbursement 
of  the  first  $25,000  of  any  relocation  payment  and  Federal  sharing  of  any  costs 
beyond  that  amount  on  the  basis  of  the  regular  cost-sharing  formula  of  the  in¬ 
dividual  grant  programs. 

During  the  latter  part  of  1964,  the  Advisory  Gommi.s.sion  probed  the  general 
topic  of  Federal  relocation  policies  and  the  intergovernmental  problems  generated 
by  their  lack  of  consistency  and  equity.  In  its  January  11)65  report  on  “Rebjca- 
tion :  Unequal  Treatment  of  People  and  Businesses  Displaced  by  Governments” 
the  Commis-sion  reached  certain  major  conclusions : 

It  found  that  governmental  displacement  of  persons  and  businesses  is 
substantial  and  that  all  indicators  suggest  that  the  pace  of  the  displacement 
will  accelerate  with  increased  urbanization  and  the  accompanying  mounting 
demands  for  more  urban  services. 

It  found  that  over  the  next  four  to  eight  years  displacement  under  Fed¬ 
eral  and  federally  aided  programs  will  affect  annually  an  average  of  111,000' 
families  and  individuals  and  18,000  bu.siness  and  nonprofit  organizations. 

It  discovered  great  inconsistencies  among  Federal  and  federally  assisted 
programs  with  respect  to  the  amount  and  scoi^e  of  relocation  payments,  ad¬ 
visory  assistance  and  assurance  of  standard  housing. 

As  your  Subcommittee  heai’ings  on  S.  1681  (S9th  Congress)  again  demon¬ 
strated,  even  a  cursory  examination  of  the  existing  progi’ams  indicates  that  the 
quality  and  quantity  of  relocation  assi.stance  and  payments,  both  figuratively  and 
literally,  depend  on  what  development  program  hits  the  displacee. 

The  Commission  report  documented  the  fact  that  the  adverse  effects  of  reloca¬ 
tion  hit  most  .severely  those  families  and  individuals  least  able  to  with.stand  it. 
The  worst  problem  in  relocating  families  and  individuals  is  the  shortage  of 
standard  hou.sing  for  low  income  groups.  ^Minority  groups  have  the  greatest  re¬ 
location  problems  in  terms  of  population  classifications.  Large  families  and  the 
elderly  present  other  special  housing  problems  and  among  business  displacees,. 
small  businesses,  particularly  those  owned  and  operated  by  the  elderly,  are  the 
main  relocation  casualties. 

On  the  basis  of  these  findings  the  Commi-ssion  made  14  recommendations  for 
State,  local,  and  Federal  action  to  meet  the  problems  of  those  di.-iplaced  by 
government.  Title  VIII  of  this  legislation  carries  out  most  of  those  recom¬ 
mendations  for  remedial  action  at  the  Federal  level.  It  provides  that  Congress 
establish  a  uniform  policy  of  relocation  payments  and  advisory  a.ssistance  for 
persons  and  businesses  displaced  by  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs. 
Hence,  under  Section  802,  heads  of  Federal  agencies  are  required  to  make  reloca¬ 
tion  payments  in  direct  Federal  programs  causing  displacement,  such  as  those 
of  the  Post  Office  Department,  GSA,  or  the  Defense  Department,  in  accordance 
with  regulations  established  by  the  President. 

Section  801  requires  the  same  agencies  to  provide  advisory  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  and  .specifies  that  these  include  determining  the  needs  for  assistam-e: 
as.sisting  businesses  and  farm  operators  in  relocating;  supplying  information  re¬ 
garding  Federal  Housing  Administration,  Small  Business  Administration  and 
other  a.s.s'istance  programs ;  helping  to  minimize  readjustment  problems :  ami 
coordinating  relocation  with  other  project  activities  and  governmental  efforts  in 
the  community  or  nearby  areas. 
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Section  807  extends  the  requirements  of  Sections  802  and  803  coveriiiK  pay¬ 
ments  and  advisory  assistance  to  federally  assisted  programs  conducted  by  State 
and  local  governments.  Section  S05(c)  carries  out  the  t'ominission  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  Executive  Branch  encourage  Federal  agencies  causing  displacement 
in  urban  areas  to  establish  in  each  major  urban  jurisdiction  a  focal  point  of 
responsibility  for  relocation  administration ;  it  provides  that  the  President  may 
require  any  Federal  agency  to  make  relocation  payments  or  provide  other  reloca¬ 
tion  services  by  entering  into  contracts  or  agreements  with  any  State  or  local 
agency  for  use  of  its  relocation  facilities,  personnel,  and  services. 

Section  807(a)  (4)  carries  out  the  ACIR  recommendation  that  Congress  apply 
to  all  federally  aided  programs  a  requirement  as  strict  as  that  in  the  xirban 
renewal  and  public  housing  programs  that  States  and  local  governments  ad¬ 
ministering  Federal  grant  programs  assure  the  availability  of  standard  housing 
before  proceeding  with  any  property  acquisition  that  displaces  people.  The 
language  here  is  comparable  to  that  pre.sently  contained  in  Federal  urban  re¬ 
newal  legislation.  Section  807(b)  provides  that  the  Federal  Government  fully 
reimburse  State  and  local  governments  for  relocation  payments  up  to  $25,000 
in  federally  aided  programs  and  on  a  formula  cost-sharing  basis  for  any  portion 
above  $25,000  per  displacement.  The  Federal  reimbursement  would  be  contingent 
on  the  State  or  local  agency’s  agreeing  to  provide  relocation  payments  and  ad¬ 
visory  assistance  as  prescribed  by  Federal  law  and  regulation.  The  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Act  of  1965  and  the  administrative  practices  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  covering  such  programs  as  urban 
renewal,  public  housing,  mass  transit,  community  facilities,  and  open  space, 
along  with  the  relocation  provisions  of  the  Model  Cities  legislation,  now  utilize 
the  cost-sharing  formula  for  relocation  payments  up  to  and  above  $25,000  as 
provided  in  this  title.  This  title,  then,  merely  extends  these  standards  to  other 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs. 

The  various  pi’ovisions  of  Title  VIII  constitute  a  meaningful  answer  to  tho.se 
who  call  for  a  more  uniform,  fair,  and  equitable  treatment  of  owners,  tenants 
and  others  displaced  by  the  government’s  acquisition  of  real  property.  Equally 
important,  they  will  not  necessitate  huge  outlays  of  Federal  dollars.  Ba.sed  on  the 
annual  displacement  figures  cited  earlier,  the  total  cost  would  come  to  approxi¬ 
mately  $136  million  annually  or  only  $63  million  more  than  the  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  authorized  under  present  legislation — a  small  price  to  pay  for  the  benefits 
of  this  title. 

Like  other  provisions  of  S.  698,  this  relocation  title  is  a  good  management 
measure.  It  clarifies  a  confusing  condition,  simplifies  the  administration  of 
existing  relocation  programs,  and  promulgates  rules  that  can  be  easily  applied. 
Equally  important,  it  humanizes  government  at  a  stage  when  it  appears  most 
cold  and  calculating. 

Title  IX  which  establishes  a  uniform  land  acquisition  policy  for  Federal  and 
federally  assisted  programs  is  a  new  feature  in  the  legislation,  and  the  Commis¬ 
sion  has  not  yet  had  an  opportunity  to  develop  a  formal  position  on  the  subject, 

S.  698  is  designed  to  correct  obvious  weaknesses  in  our  federal  system  and  to 
round  out  our  national  policies  as  they  relate  to  regional  and  local  planning, 
urban  development,  and  relocation.  The  legislation  seeks  these  objectives,  because 
the  largest  unit  of  government  in  our  federal  system  has  a  prime  responsibility 
for  assisting  and  strengthening  the  smaller  units  and  for  instituting  needed 
reforms  in  the  area  of  intergovernmental  administration. 

Simplified  and  more  flexible  administration  of  Federal  grants  to  the  States, 
strengthening  the  traditional  services-innaid  device,  promulgation  of  a  co¬ 
ordinated  intergovernmental  urban  assistance  policy,  systematic  review  by 
Congre.ss  of  new  federal  grant  programs,  establishment  of  a  uniform  GSA  policy 
and  procedure  for  urban  land  transactions  and  use,  and  provision  for  a  uniform 
relocation  assistance  policy — these  are  among  the  critical  concerns  of  this 
legislation.  The.se  implement  concrete  recommendations  of  the  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission.  When  viewed  separately,  each  appears  to  be  a  modest  attempt  to  cope 
with  s'ome  of  the  difficulties  facing  us  in  certain  confiiot  areas.  But  when  com¬ 
bined.  as  they  are  in  this  omnibus  bill,  they  constitute  a  meaningful  move  towards 
achieving  greater  productivity  and  rationality  in  intergoveramental  relation¬ 
ships,  better  administrative  use  of  Federal  grants-in-aid,  more  meaningful  metro- 
ix>litan  and  local  planning,  and  a  more  equitable  relocation  program. 

These  are  basic  needs  that  must  be  met  now  if  the  vitality  of  our  federal  sys¬ 
tem  is  to  be  sustained.  These  are  goals  that  have  been  endorsed  by  the  National 
League  of  Cities,  the  National  Association  of  Counties,  the  Council  of  State 
Governments,  U.S.  Conference  of  Ma,vors,  the  Governors’  Conference,  and  the 
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viir'nins  individual  siwkesnuui  for  State  and  local  governments.  Finally,  enact- 
iiicni  of  this  legislation,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Oouimission,  will  implement  the 
I’n  sident’s  request,  stated  in  his  Budget  Message  of  last  January,  that  Congress 
‘•take  favoral)le  action  on  general  legislation  to  improve  and  strengthen  inter¬ 
governmental  cooperation.” 

Keserving  its  pttsition  regarding  the  two  new  titles  of  the  bill,  the  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  urges  enactment  of  S.  698,  the 
projxvsed  Intergovernmental  Cooiteration  Act  of  1967,  as  a  vital  means  of  devel¬ 
oping  more  constructive  relationships  between  the  levels  of  government  and  of 
curbing  some  of  the  confusion  that  characterizes  the  administration  of  certain 
joint  action  programs. 

The  Commission  hopes  these  comments  will  assist  the  Subcommittee  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  in  its  deliberations  on  the  proposed  legislation.  I  should 
like  to  make  it  clear  that  in  the  submission  of  these  comments,  I  am  si>eaking 
only  for  the  Advisory  Commission  and  not  for  the  President  or  the  Admin¬ 
istration. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Farris  Bryant, 

Chah'man. 


Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 

Wanhington,  D.O.  April  20, 1967. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chwirman,  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Committee  on  Oovern- 
mcnt  Operations,  V.S.  Senate. 

r>EAR  Mr.  Chairman  ;  By  letter  dated  February  28,  1967,  you  requested  our 
conunents  on  S.  698,  90th  Congress,  the  proposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  of  1967. 

The  growing  size  and  complexity  of  Federal  grants  to  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  have  presented  to  an  increasing  degree  difficult  problems  of  administra¬ 
tion.  The  general  objective  of  the  bill,  designed  to  simplify  and  improve  the 
administration  of  grant-in-aid  programs,  is  one  which  we  fully  .support.  While 
we  do  not  express  a  substantive  opinion  Muth  resi>ect  to  all  of  the  provisions  in 
the  bill,  we  strongly  support  the  idea  of  a  periodic  congressional  review  of  the 
effec-tiveness  of  the  grant  programs. 

Section  102  of  the  bill  includes  “any  agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State”  in 
the  definition  of  the  term  “State.”  It  is  iKissihle  that  the  proposed  legislation 
cfiuld  be  construed  as  applying  to  any  new  authorizations,  or  changes  in  existing 
authorizations,  for  Federal  payments  to  the  National  Guard  enacted  by  the  91st 
«or  subsequent  Congresses,  since  the  National  Guard  is  an  instrumentality  of  the 
various  States.  However,  hearings  on  similar  bills  do  not  indicate  that  such 
legislation  is  intended  to  apply  to  Federal  funds  appropriated  for  the  National 
Guard.  Moreover,  since  the  National  Guard  has  l)een  in  existence  since  the  forma¬ 
tion  of  our  country  and  apparently  will  continue  in  existence  for  the  foreseeable 
future,  we  do  not  believe  that  Federal  aid  in  supiwrt  thereof  will  be  terminated, 
or  that  the  Congress  intends  to  require  the  authority  for  such  Federal  support  to 
terminate  automatically  every  five  yeai’s  as  provided  by  title  V  and  hence  require 
new  .sfudy  and  authorization  periodically.  Hence,  it  is  our  opinion  that  S.  698 
is  not  intended  to  apply  to  Federal  payments  to  the  National  Guard.  It  would  be 
preferable,  however,  if  the  bill  itself  or  its  legislative  history  would  clearly  so 
indicate. 

Section  20.3  requires  Federal  agencies  administering  grant-in-aid  programs  to 
schedule  the  transfer  of  funds  to  the  recipients  .so  as  to  minimize  the  length  of 
time  elapsing  between  such  transfer  and  the  disbursement  of  such  funds  by  the 
State.  This  is  desirable.  However,  the  last  sentence  of  section  203  would  free  the 
States  of  accoimtability  for  interest  earned  on  grant-in-aid  funds  pending  their 
di.sbursement  for  program  purjwses.  This  is  a  broadening  of  the  principle  set  out 
in  section  20.5  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act,  1965,  approved  September  19,  1964,  Pub.  L.  88-605,  78  Stat.  979,  which 
relieved  recipients  of  certain  types  of  grants  of  liability  to  pay  to  the  United 
States  interest  earned  on  payments  of  such  grants  made  before  July  1,  1964. 
The  legislative  history  of  that  section  is  not  very  extensive.  However,  it  would 
appear  that  at  least  part  of  the  rea.son  for  enacting  the  cited  section  was  the 
fact  that  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  had  for  years  been 
making  excessive  advances  to  grantees  without  requiring  payment  of  the  interest 
or  other  income  earned  thereon,  and  it  was  considered  imfair  to  the  grantee  to 
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retroactively  require  such  payment.  We  believe  consideration  should  be  given  to 
deleting  the  last  .'■'entenc-e  of  section  203  since  there  appear  to  bo  no  valid  reasons 
for  extending  this  principle  for  future  application. 

Section  303  provides  that  payments  received  by  Federal  departments  or  agencies 
for  furnishing  specialized  or  technical  services  to  a  State  or  iwlitical  subdivision 
under  section  302  shall  be  deposited  to  the  credit  of  the  principal  appropriation 
from  which  the  cost  of  providing  such  services  has  been  paid  or  is  to  be  charged, 
or  to  the  current  appropriation  available  for  the  co.st  of  similar  servuees.  We 
question  such  procedure  on  the  grounds  that  appropriations  may  thereby  lie  aug¬ 
mented  without  congressional  review  and  approval.  We  suggest  that  congres¬ 
sional  control  would  be  strengthened  if  the  reimbursements  were  required  to 
be  deposited  as  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury  and  the  costs  of  such 
services  are  included  in  the  various  budgets  and  appropriations. 

Title  V  of  S.  698  provides  for  congressional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  and 
for  the  axitomatic  expiration  of  such  grants-in-aid.  We  are  in  accord  with  the 
objectives  of  this  title,  which  would  appear  to  be  beneiicial  not  only  as  an  addi¬ 
tional  device  for  .strengthening  congi*essional  control  over  Federal  grant-in-aid 
funds  but  also  as  an  additional  requirement  for  acquii'ing  current  information  as 
a  ba.sis  for  legislation  in  the  complex  and  fast-changing  area  of  Federal-State- 
local  relationships. 

Section  504  of  title  V  would  require  the  Comptroller  General  to  make  con¬ 
tinuing  studies  of  present  and  future  grant-in-aid  programs  concerning  the 
extent  to  which  conflict  and  duplication  can  be  eliminated  and  improvement  in 
the  administration  of  such  programs  can  be  achieved  by  changing  certain  re¬ 
quirements  and  procedures  applicable  thereto,  and  to  make  reports  on  such 
studies,  with  recommendations,  to  the  Congres.s.  The  Comptroller  General  would 
be  required,  in  making  such  studies,  to  consider,  among  other  relevant  matters, 
the  equalization  formulas  and  the  budgetary,  accounting,  reporting,  and  admin¬ 
istrative  procedures  applicable  to  such  programs. 

It  is  our  view  that  section  504  neither  grants  any  authority  to  nor  inqwses 
any  recpiirements  on  our  OfHce  in  addition  to  those  we  believe  now  exist  for 
reviewing  and  reporting  to  the  Congress  on  Government  programs,  including 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  Reviews  of  grants-in-aid  are  presently  made  by 
our  Office  pursuant  to  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act,  1921,  and  the  Accounting 
and  Auditing  Act  of  19.50.  Under  these  statutes,  we  have  been  inialdng  reviews  of 
grant-in-aid  programs  and  have  been  reporting  to  the  Congres.s  on  the  results  of 
these  reviews,  lx)th  as  part  of  our  regular  audit  work  and  pursuant  to  spe<'ific 
requests  of  congressional  committees.  Our  existing  reporting  policy  is  to  invite 
the  attention  of  the  Congress  to  any  signiflcant  information  obtain^  during  our 
work  which  we  believe  or  know  to  be  of  interest  to  it.  Inherent  in  this  policy  is 
the  inclusion  in  our  rex)orts  of  recommendations  and  suggestions  which  are  made 
to  the  Congress  or  the  executive  departments  for  consideration,  on  the  basis  of 
the  information  in  the  reports,  as  to  whether  program  changes  of  a  sub.stantive 
or  policy  nature  should  be  made.  We  consider  that  reporting  on  sulxstantive  and 
policy  matters  is  an  existing  responsibility  of  our  Office,  and  we  believe  that 
our  reiwrts  on  Federal  programs,  including  grant-in-aid  programs,  clearly  evi¬ 
dence  that  we  have  been  cari-ying  out  this  resiwnsibility  for  many  years.  How¬ 
ever,  enactment  of  this  section  would  emphasize  congressional  interest  in 
achieving  more  effective,  efficient,  economical,  and  uniform  administration  of 
such  programs  through  continuing  reviews  by  the  General  Accounting  Office. 

There  is  enclosed  a  copy  of  our  letter  to  you,  B-146285,  .lanuary  24, 1964,  which, 
in  greater  detail,  explains  our  view  that  language  along  the  lines  of  section  504 
would  neither  impose  nor  grant  any  additional  authority  to  our  Office.  Our  letter 
of  .Tanuary  24,  1964,  was  prompted  by  testimony  of  officials  of  the  Executive 
branch  during  the  hearings  on  a  similar  hill  S.  2114,  88th  Congress. 

The  word  “therefore”  in  line  14,  page  19.  should  be  “theretofore.” 

With  regard  to  section  506.  the  “records  and  audit”  jirovision,  we  consi.-tently 
have  been  calling  attention  in  our  reports  to  congressional  committees  on  pro- 
po.sed  new  grant  programs  to  the  desirability  of  including  in  the  authorizing  legis¬ 
lation  specific  provisions  requiring  grantees  to  keep  adequate  cost  records  of  the 
projects  or  undertakings  receiving  Federal  financial  contributions  and  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  administrative  agencies  involved  and  the  Comptroller  General  to  have 
access  to  the  grantees’  records  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  examination.  In 
view  of  the  increase  in  grant  programs  over  the  past  several  years,  we  feel  rhat 
such  reqTiirement  and  authority  are  neces.sary  in  order  to  determine  whether 
grants  have  been  applied  or  expended  for  the  purpose  for  which  the  grant  was 
made.  We  most  strongly  urge  that  this  provision  (  section  506)  be  include<l  in 
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Avliatever  version  of  the  “Intergovernmental  Oooi>eration  Act  of  19G7”  that  may 
be  enacted. 

Title  IX  provides  for  the  uniform  acqui.sition  of  real  property  for  Federal  and 
fetlerally  assisted  programs.  Under  section  902,  applicable  to  Federal  programs, 
and  section  905,  applicable  to  federally  assisted  programs,  the  acquisition  of  real 
property  is  to  be  made  at  not  less  than  the  fair  value  of  such  property  as  deter¬ 
mines!  by  the  agency  head,  but  there  may  be  a  question  as  to  whether  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  901  offer  sufficiently  definite  criteria  for  establishing  the  value 
of  siK-h  property  to  be  acquired.  Section  903(c),  applicable  to  Federal  programs, 
provides  certain  criteria  for  establishing  fair  value  for  buildings,  structures,  and 
improvements.  Section  905(b)(2),  applicable  to  federally  assisted  programs, 
provides  that  decreases  in  value  of  the  proi)erty  attributable  to  the  public  im¬ 
provements  will  be  disregarded,  but  is  silent  with  i-espect  to  disregarding 
increases  in  vaiue  of  the  property  attributable  to  the  public  improvement. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Elmer  B.  Staats, 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 

[Enclosure] 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 

Washington,  D.C.,  January  24, 1964- 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

•Chairman,  Suhcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations,  U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  January  15,  1964, 
reque.sting  detailed  information  on  questions  arising  from  conflicting  testimony 
presented  at  your  Subcommittee’s  hearings  on  Senate  bill  2114.  The  conflicting 
testimony,  presented  by  representatives  of  several  executive  departments,  con¬ 
cerns  the  impact  on  the  General  Accounting  Office  of  Senator  Karl  E.  Mundt’s 
l>roi«>sed  amendment  to  Senate  bill  2114. 

As  stated  by  our  Mr.  Arthur  Schoenhaut,  in  his  testimony  before  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  January  14,  1964,  except  for  certain  time  provisions  for  reix)rting, 
we  do  not  view  the  proposed  amendment  as  imposing  any  requirements  on  our 
( )ffice  in  addition  to  those  we  believe  now  exist  for  reporting  to  the  Congress  on 
the  residts  of  our  reviews  of  Government  programs,  including  Federal  grant-in- 
aiil  programs.  Reviews  of  grant-in-aid  programs  by  our  Office  are  made  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act,  1921  (31  U.S.C.  53),  and  the  Accounting 
and  Auditing  Act  of  1950  (31  U.S.C.  67).  Under  these  statutes,  we  have  been 
making  reviews  of  grant-in-aid  programs  and  have  been  reporting  to  the  Congress 
and  its  committees  on  the  results  of  these  reviews,  both  as  part  of  our  regular 
audit  work  and  pursuant  to  specific  requests  from  congressional  committees. 

During  his  testimony,  Mr.  Schoenhaut  invited  the  attention  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  to  a  listing  of  90  reports  which  have  been  made  by  this  Office  to  the 
Congress  over  the  last  five  years  covering  a  wide  variety  of  subjects  concerning 
various  grant-in-aid  programs.  In  resiionse  to  the  question  raised  in  your  letter 
of  January  15,  1964,  as  to  the  extent  to  which  studies,  rejairts,  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  General  Accounting  Office — under  our  existing  authority — have  gone 
beyond  financial,  administrative,  and  management  matters  and  have  suggested 
changes  of  a  substantive  or  policy  nature,  we  have  compiled,  and  are  enclosing 
herewith,  a  summary  of  selected  significant  findings  and  recommendations 
included  in  these  90  reports  on  grant-in-aid  programs.  These  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  deal  with  matters  related  to  basic  concepts  of  particular  grant  pro¬ 
grams,  which  were  called  to  the  attention  of  the  Congress  and  the  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  involved  for  consideration  as  to  whether  these  matters  were  consonant  with 
the  intended  purpose  and  direction  of  the  grant  programs.  We  have  reiwrteil 
findings  and  recommendations  of  a  similar  nature  on  many  other  Federal  pro¬ 
grams,  but  we  have  limited  the  enclosed  compilation  to  those  of  particular 
interest  to  your  Subcommittee — that  is,  those  involving  grant-in-aid  programs. 

Witnesses  appearing  before  your  Subcommittee  on  behalf  of  executive  depart¬ 
ments  of  the  Government  presented  testimony  relating  to  Senator  Mundt’s  amend¬ 
ment  which  indicated,  generally,  that  the  amendment  would  require  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  to  (1)  depart  significantly  from  his  historical  function  and 
present  responsibilities,  (2)  make  continuing  reviews  of  grant-in-aid  programs, 
which  are  unnecessary  (particularly  with  respect  to  the  Federal-aid  highway 
progi-am),  (3)  evaluate  the  effectiveness,  efficiency,  and  economical  administra- 
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tinn  of  the  g:rant  progrrams,  foi'  wliich  he  floes  not  hare  the  jirofessional  anil 
technical  resources,  and  (4)  submit  reports  to  committees  of  the  Congress  widch 
would  tend  to  duplicate  those  avaiiable  from  existing  sources.  As  previously 
stated,  it  is  our  view  that  the  proi>osetl  amendment  would  not  impose  any  re¬ 
quirements  on  our  Office  that  are  not  now  contained  in  our  basic  legislation 
whii-h  is  summarized  below.  Further,  we  have  been  making  continuing  reviews 
of  many  of  the  grant-in-aid  programs  for  many  years — the  Federal-aid  highway 
program  has  been  under  review  since  1953  and  37  reports  thereon  have  been 
issued  to  the  Congress,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  and  the  Department  of 
Commerce  since  1955 — and  we  consider  that  our  reviews  and  reports  must  deal 
with  the  effectiveness,  efficiency,  and  economical  administration  of  the  progr.-ims 
to  be  of  maximum  use  to  the  Congress  and  the  executive  departments.  We  do 
not  believe  that  any  of  our  reports  to  the  Congress  on  grant  programs  have  dupii- 
cated  those  made  by  the  executive  departments. 

Auditing  authority  and  resiwnsibilities  have  been  placed  on  tbe  General  .Ac¬ 
counting  Office  by  a  number  of  laws,  the  principal  one  being  the  Budget  and 
Accounting  Act,  1921. 

Section  305  of  this  act  provides  that : 

“All  claims  and  demands  whatever  by  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  or  against  it,  and  all  accounts  whatever  in  which  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  is  concerned,  either  as  debtor  or  creditor,  shall  be  settlefl 
and  adjusted  in  the  General  Accounting  Office.”  (31  U.S.C.  71) 

Section  312(a)  provides  that ; 

“The  Comptroller  General  shall  investigate,  at  the  seat  of  government  or 
elsewhere,  all  matters  relating  to  the  receipt,  disbursement,  and  appiication 
of  public  funds,  and  shall  make  to  the  President  when  requested  by  him,  and 
to  Congress  at  the  beginning  of  each  regular  session,  a  report  in  writing 
of  the  work  of  the  General  Accoimting  Office,  containing  recommendations 
concerning  the  legislation  he  may  deem  necessary  to  facilitate  the  prompt 
and  accurate  rendition  and  settlement  of  accounts  and  concerning  such  other 
matters  relating  to  the  receipt,  disbursement,  and  application  of  public  funds 
as  he  may  think  advisable.  In  such  regular  report,  or  in  special  reports  at 
any  time  when  Congress  is  in  .session,  he  shall  make  recommendations  look¬ 
ing  to  greater  economy  or  efficiency  in  public  expenditures.”  (31  U.S.C.  63) 
This  latter  provision  directs  the  General  Accounting  Office  to  examine  into  and 
report  to  the  Congress  on  matters  of  economy  and  efficiency  as  w’ell  as  on  the 
legality  of  public  exi>enditures.  In  explanation  of  this  section,  particularly  with 
respect  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  “application”  (of  public  funds),  which  was 
added  by  amendment  to  the  bill  that  became  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act, 
1921,  Congressman  Luce  of  Massachusetts,  who  offered  the  amendment,  stated ; 

“♦  *  *  It  is  contemplated  that  the  Comptroller  General  shall  make  it  his 
duty,  his  constant  unremitting  duty,  to  search  for  methods  of  economy  *  *  *. 

“It  is  in  this  particular  section  that  we  can  make  this  clear.  The  section 
was  worded,  I  fear,  in  a  way  that  might  have  led  some  occupant  of  this  office 
to  imagine  that  his  functions  were  purely  clerical ;  that  is,  the  functions  im¬ 
plied  by  the  word  ‘accountant.’  The  words  used  have  the  savor  of  the  book- 
keei^er,  of  the  cashier,  of  the  treasurer,  not  of  the  investigator  of  the  way 
the  money  is  spent,  not  of  the  man  who  goes  out  and  looks  for  trouble,  not 
of  the  man  who  attempts  of  his  own  initiative  to  find  places  to  save  money. 
Therefore  I  make  the  suggestion  that  we  add  to  the  words  of  the  cashier  and 
the  treasurer  and  the  accountant,  namely,  ‘receipt  and  disbursement,’  the 
word  ‘application.’  If  there  ever  was  presented  on  this  floor  a  single  word 
of  amendment  which  might  have  a  wider  extent  of  usefulness  to  the  people, 
it  has  not  come  to  my  knowledge.” 

Later  Mr.  Luce  also  made  this  statement : 

“The  purpose,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  to  make  it  sure  that  the  Comptroller 
General  shall  concern  himself  not  simply  with  taking  in  and  paying  out 
money  from  an  accountant’s  point  of  view,  but  that  he  shall  also  concern 
himself  with  the  question  as  to  whether  it  is  economically  and  efficiently 
applied.” 

Implicit  in  the  audit  responsibilities  of  the  General  Accounting  Office  is  the 
resiwnsibility  to  report  information  obtained  as  a  result  of  its  audit  work.  This 
responsibility  is  clearly  indicated  in  the  legislative  history  of  the  1921  act  which 
states  that; 

“The  independent  audit  will,  therefore,  *  ♦  *  serve  to  inform  the  Congress 
at  all  times  as  to  the  actual  conditions  surrounding  the  expenditure  of  public 
funds  in  every  department  of  the  Government.” 
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Our  audit  policies  recognize  that  each  Government  agency  has  a  primary  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  determine,  with  due  regard  to  all  applicable  restrictions  and  re- 
(piirements,  the  manner  in  which  its  activities  and  operations  are  carried  out. 
Our  Oflice  is  not  empowered  to  direct  changes  in  agency  ixrlicies,  procedures,  and 
functions.  We  do,  however,  observe  opportunities  for  achieving  greater  economy, 
inii)roving  efficiency,  and  attaining  better  results.  Imiwrtant  deliciencies  en¬ 
countered  are  fully  devcloiHul  for  presentation  in  our  reports  with  apiiropriate 
recommendations  for  corrective  action  by  the  Congress  or  executive  departments. 

Senate  hill  2114  has  as  its  puriK)se  a  periodic  congressional  review  of  Federal 
grants-in-aid  to  States  and  to  Iwal  units  of  government.  Senator  Mundt’s  pro¬ 
posed  amendment  to  section  3  of  Senate  bill  2114  would  require  the  legislative 
committees  of  the  House  and  of  the  Senate  having  jurisdiction  over  the  pro¬ 
grams  to  consider  whether  any  changes  should  be  made  in  the  purpose  or  di¬ 
rection  of  the  pi’ogram,  or  in  the  procedures  and  requirements  of  the  program 
to  conform  to  the  recommendations  of  the  Comptroller  General.  Several 
witnesses  for  the  executive  departments  apparently  interpreted  the  proposed 
amendment  as  requiring  that  the  Comptroller  General  make  recommendations  as 
to  whether  or  not  any  changes  in  purpose  or  direction  of  the  original  program 
should  be  made.  We  construe  this  section  to  require  that  the  legislative  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  House  and  of  the  Senate  having  jurisdiction  over  the  grant-in-aid 
programs  consider  two  things:  (1)  whether  any  changes  should  be  made  in  the 
puriM)se  or  direction  of  the  program  and  (2)  whether  any  changes  should  be 
made  in  the  procedures  and  requirements  of  the  program  to  conform  to  the 
recommendations  of  the  Comptroller  General. 

It  seems  clear  to  us  that  section  3  of  the  proposed  amendment  would  not 
require  that  the  Comptroller  General  make  recommendations  concerning  changes 
in  purpose  or  direction  of  grant-in-aid  programs.  Our  existing  reporting  policy, 
however,  is  to  invite  the  attention  of  the  Congress  to  any  signiflcant  information 
obtained  during  our  work  which  we  believe  or  know  to  be  of  interest  to  it. 
Inherent  in  this  policy  is  the  inclusion  in  our  reports  of  recommendations  and 
suggestions  which  are  made  to  the  Congress  or  the  executive  departments  for 
consideration,  on  the  basis  of  the  information  in  the  reports,  as  to  whether  pro¬ 
gram  changes  of  a  substantive  or  policy  nature  should  be  made.  We  consider 
that  reporting  on  substantive  and  policy  matters  is  an  existing  responsihilit.v 
of  our  Office,  and  we  believe  that  our  reports  on  Federal  programs,  including 
grant-in-aid  programs,  clearly  evidence  that  we  have  been  carrying  out  this 
responsibility  for  many  years. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Joseph  Campbell, 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 


Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 

Hay  23,  1968. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  request  of  February  28, 
19(57,  for  a  report  on  S.  698,  a  bill  “To  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordi¬ 
nation  of  activities  among  the  levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the 
operation  of  our  federal  system  in  an  increasingly  complex  society,  to  improve 
the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States,  to  provide  for  iieriodic  con¬ 
gressional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid,  to  permit  provision  of  reimbursable 
technical  services  to  State  and  local  government,  to  establish  coordinated  inter¬ 
governmental  policy  and  administration  of  grants  and  loans  for  urban  develop¬ 
ment,  to  authorize  the  consolidation  of  certain  grant-in-aid  programs,  to  provide 
for  the  acqui.sition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Federal 
agencies  in  conformity  with  local  government  programs,  to  establish  a  uniform 
land  acquisition  iwlicy  for  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs,  and  for  other 
purposes.” 

This  Depai-tment  agrees  in  principle  with  the  objectives  of  the  bill — to  achieve 
optimum  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities  among  the  various  levels  of 
government.  The  President  has  strongly  emphasized  the  necessity  for  increased 
collaboration  among  Federal  and  State  governments  and  communities,  particu¬ 
larly  in  areawide  planning.  We  believe  that  the  bill  would  be  a  step  towards 
strengthening  and  improving  the  effectiveness  of  Federal-State  programs,  but 
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feel  that  the  hill  would  better  serve  this  objective  if  certain  provisions  are 
modified  or  omitted. 

S.  (i!»8  consists  of  nine  titles.  An  additional  title  X  has  recently  been  proposed, 
and  this  report  will  include  comments  on  that  title.  Becaiise  of  the  scoi)e  and 
complexity  of  S.  01)8,  we  will  describe  and  comment  on  the  bill  on  a  title-by-title 
■basis. 

TITLE  I 

Title  I  defines  key  terms  used  in  the  bill.  A  few  technical  questions  with 
respect  to  such  definitions  have  come  to  our  attention. 

The  definition  of  “srant”  or  “grant-imaid”  in  section  100  excludes  “payments 
in  lieu  of  taxes”.  Public  Law  81-815  and  title  I  of  Public  Law  81-874  are  gen¬ 
erally  regarded  as,  at  least  in  part,  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes.  It  is  not  free  from 
doubt,  however,  whether  they  would  be  considered  (in  their  entirety)  as  such 
within  the  meaning  of  the  bill.  Considering  the  underlying  philosophy  of  these 
two  laws,  it  would  seem  appropriate  to  classify  them  as  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes 
for  the  purposes  of  the  bill. 

The  definition  of  “comprehensive  planning”  in  section  109  iwovides  an  excep¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  title  VI.  We  believe  that  this  exception  should  apply  to  title 
A  ll  rather  than  title  A^I. 

The  definition  of  “displaced  person”  in  section  118  would  include  a  person  (or 
individual)  who  moves  from  real  property  as  a  result  of  the  “reasonable  expec¬ 
tation  of  acquisition  of  such  real  property”  by  a  Federal  or  State  agency.  It  is  not 
altogether  clear  to  us  what  factual  conditions  would  need  to  exist  to  bring  the 
iquoted  phrase  into  operation. 

TITLE  rt 

Title  II  would  attempt  to  assist  States  in  carrying  out  Federal  grant-in-aid 
programs  by  requiring  that  the  Governor  of  a  State  or  his  designee,  or  the  State 
legislature  be  notified  (upon  request)  of  the  purixtse  and  amounts  of  grants-in- 
aid  to  the  State  (section  201)  ;  by  providing  that  a  Federal  agency  may  not  require 
that  grant-in  aid  funds  be  deposited  in  a  separate  bank  account  of  the  State, 
but  that  the  State  agency  concerned  shall  render  authenticated  reports  to  the 
granting  agency  of  the  status  and  application  of  the  funds  and  such  other  facts  as 
may  be  required  by  the  Federal  agency  (section  202)  ;  by  providing  that  grant- 
in-aid  payments  to  a  State  be  scheduled  so  as  to  minimize  the  period  of  time 
■during  which  the  funds  are  held  by  the  State  prior  to  disbursement  by  it;  and 
by  providing  that  States  shall  not  be  held  accountable  for  interest  earned  on 
granted  funds  pending  their  disbursement  for  program  purposes  (section  203). 

Section  291  of  title  II  would  authorize  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  admin¬ 
istering  a  grant-in-aid  program,  upon  request  of  a  State  (i.e.,  the  Governor  or 
other  authority  responsible  for  determining  or  revising  the  organizational  struc¬ 
ture  of  State  government) ,  to  waive  a  statutory  requirement  that  the  program  be 
admini.stered  by  a  single  State  agency  or  by  a  multimember  board  or  commission 
and  to  approve  a  different  administrative  arrangement,  if  the  Federal  agency 
head  determines  that  the  objectives  of  the  grant-in-aid  program  would  not  be 
endangered  and  that  there  has  been  an  adequate  showing  that  the  Federal  re- 
fpiirement  prevents  the  establishment  of  the  most  effective  and  eflicient  organiza¬ 
tion  arrangements  within  the  State  government. 

Doubtless  some  State  governments  do  have  problems  with  communication 
among  State  officials  and  with  the  timing  of  data  on  budgets.  Consequently, 
although,  as  chief  executive  of  the  State,  the  Governor  should  usually  be  able  to 
obtain  directly  all  available  facts  and  data  from  his  own  State  program  agency 
promptly  and  in  a  form  designed  for  his  needs,  we  would  not  object  to  enactment 
of  section  201. 

The  sight-draft-account  and  letter  of  credit  system  of  this  Department  for 
grants-in-aid  is  consonant  with  the  first  sentence  of  section  203  of  the  bill,  which 
requires  that  Federal  agency  heads  shall,  con.sistent  with  program  purpo.ses  and 
applicable  Treasury  regulations,  schedule  the  transfer  of  grant-in-aid  funds  from 
the  Treasury  so  as  to  minimize  the  time  lapse  between  such  transfer  and  the  dis¬ 
bursement  by  a  State  (see  section  6  of  P.L.  89-105).  AVhile  this  would  ordinarily 
prevent  the  earning  of  interest  on  our  grant  funds,  we  question  the  second  sen¬ 
tence  of  section  203,  which  would  relieve  the  States  from  accountability  for 
interest  earned  on  grant  funds  pending  disbursement,  where  this  did  occur.  Such 
a  provision  might  be  an  incentive  to  States  to  draw  the  funds  sooner  than 
actually  needed,  contrary  to  the  objective  of  section  203. 
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We  believe  that  it  would  be  desirable  for  the  heads  of  Federal  agencies  to  have 
the  authoritj'  to  waive  the  single  State  agency  requirement  with  its  related  safe¬ 
guards  as  proposed  in  section  20i  of  the  bill.  However,  we  expect  that  waivers 
would  be  given  quite  sparingly. 

I'he  most  important  consequence  of  the  present  requirement  for  a  single  State 
agency  is  the  existence  of  a  single,  clearly  identifiable  unit  within  the  structure 
of  State  government  which  must  be  accountable  to  the  Federal  agency  for  every 
asix'Ct  of  the  administration  of  the  program  at  the  State  and  local  levels.  Such  a 
focal  point  is  very  important.  The  Federal  agency,  in  order  to  discharge  its  re¬ 
sponsibility,  must  know  with  whom,  at  the  State  level,  it  shall  deal,  and  who  can 
be  held  accountable,  not  merely  in  a  purely  fiscal  but  in  a  substantive  sense,  for 
carrying  out  the  federally  assisted  program.  Therefore,  even  in  cases  where  the 
single  State  agency  requirement  is  waived,  we  would  expect  that  there  would  be 
a  single  point  of  accountability  within  the  State  government. 

The  fact  that  an  agency  is  designated  by  a  State  as  the  single  agency  to  which 
this  Department  will  look  for  conformity  with  the  conditions  of  a  grant  does  not 
exclude  use  by  it  of  other  State  agencies.  In  fact,  we  encourage  utilization  by  the 
designated  agency  of  the  resources  and  services  of  other  State  agencies  and  we 
have  required  cooperative  planning  and  working  relationships  in  a  number  of 
programs — for  example,  in  the  planning  of  facilities  for  mental  retardation 
programs. 

Nevertheless,  we  recognize  that,  in  recent  years,  new  domestic  problems  have 
arisen,  for  which  not  only  new  programs,  but  also  fresh  approaches  and  tech¬ 
niques  in  the  administration  of  both  new  and  established  programs  are  needed. 

A  significant  trend  among  the  States  has  been  the  creation  of  combined  State 
Departments  for  health  and  welfare  functions.  Ten  juri-sdictions  now  have  such 
departments.  The  creation  of  these  combined  health  and  welfare  departments 
indicates  a  recognition  of  the  interrelationship  between  the  problems  of  poverty 
and  ill-health,  and  a  realization  of  the  need  for  better  coordinated  administration 
and  services  in  these  fields  at  the  State  level. 

We  believe  that  the  availability  of  the  waiver  authority  under  the  conditions 
l)roposed  in  the  bill  would  enable  Federal  agencies  to  cooperate  in  the  search  for 
more  effective  administration.  This  position  is  consistent  with  the  provisions  of 
section  6(c)  of  the  proposed  “Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of  1968,”  on 
which  wm  reported  to  this  Committee  on  May  16,  1968.  In  general,  that  section 
would  authorize  Federal  agency  heads  to  waive  the  requirement  that  a  single 
State  agency  administer  (or  supervi.se  the  administration  of)  Federal  assistance 
w'hich  provides  part  of  the  support  for  a  jointly  funded  project.  This  section  6(c) 
waiver  would,  thus,  also  be  available  to  make  possible  new  techniques  in 
administration. 

As  written,  section  204  of  S.  698  does  not  appear  to  authorize  waiver  of  a 
statutory  requirement  that  a  particular  State  agency  (such  as  the  State  health 
agency)  must  be  designated  as  the  single  State  agency.  If  such  authority  is 
intended  we  believe  clarification  is  necessary. 

TITLE  III 

Title  III  would  authorize  Federal  agencies  which  do  not  ah’eady  have  this 
authority  to  provide,  under  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget,  specialized  and  technical  services  to  State  and  local  agencies  on 
a  reimbursable  basis.  Federal  agencies  would  be  required  to  provide  such  services, 
if  based  on  the  authority  of  section  302,  on  a  fee  basis.  This  provision  does  not 
appear  to  supersede  existing  authority  possessed  by  any  Federal  agency  with 
respect  to  furnishing  services,  whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimbursable 
basis,  to  State  and  local  units  of  Government ;  hence,  we  would  not  object  to  its 
enactment. 

Section  302  also  provides  that  only  such  services  may  be  provided  as  are  author¬ 
ized  under  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Budget  Bureau  and  that  such  rules  and 
regulations  shall  be  consistent  with  and  in  furtherance  of  the  policy  of  relying 
on  the  private  sector  to  provide  those  services  reasonably  and  expeditiously 
available  through  ordinary  business  channels. 

We  should  like  to  point  out  that  the  Executive  Branch  has  long-standing  poli¬ 
cies  and  procedures  designed  to  avoid  needless  competition  with  private  business. 
Moreover,  in  some  instances,  even  though  given  types  of  services  are  available 
through  ordinary  business  channels,  they  are  nevertheless  appropriately  rendered 
by  a  Federal  department  or  agency.  For  example,  while  there  are,  we  understand, 
firms  which  specialize  in  providing  advice  on  how  to  apply  for  Federal  grants, 
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we  believe  that  it  is  properly  within  the  province  of  the  Federal  agency  adminis¬ 
tering  a  grant  program  to  give  such  advice  to  potential  applicants  for  grants. 

TITLE  IV 

Title  IV  would  establish  a  coordinated  intergovernmental  urban  assistance 
policy.  It  would  rerpiire  the  President  to  establish  Government-wide  rules  and 
regulations  for  use  in  formulating,  evaluating,  and  reviewing,  in  the  light  of 
siiecific  objectives  listed  in  the  bill,  “urban  development  programs  and  projects 
for  the  provision  of  federally  aided  urban  facilities,  and  Federal  projects  having 
a  significant  impact  on  the  development  of  urban  and  urbanizing  communities.” 
In  making  loans  or  grants-in-aid  for  urban  development.  Federal  agencies  would 
be  required,  in  the  absence  of  substantial  reasons  to  the  contrary,  to  make  the 
loan  or  grant  to  a  unit  of  general  local  government  rather  than  to  a  special- 
purpo  se  unit  of  local  government. 

q’he  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  endorses  the  purposes  of 
title  IV  and  the  guiding  principles  as  stated  in  section  401.  Within  the  Depart¬ 
ment,  we  have  made  specific  organizational  changes  to  improve  our  ability  to 
work  effectively  with  other  Departments  on  urban  problems. 

Early  in  1967,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  established 
the  Center  for  Community  Planning  for  the  purpose  of  providing  an  urban  focus 
for  the  Department  and  developing  responsiveness  to  the  needs  of  the  city.  The 
Center  coordinates  Departmental  activity  in  connection  with  the  Model  Cities, 
Neighborhood  Services  Program,  Parent  Child  Centers,  the  Touth  Opportunity 
Campaign  and  other  urban  programs.  It  has  built  a  “Technical  Assistance  Net¬ 
work”  utilizing  local  Social  Security  District  office  managers  and  other  Depart¬ 
ment  personnel,  through  which  requests  for  information  and  assistance  in 
connection  with  urban  problems  may  be  routed  rapidly  to  that  point — the  State, 
the  Region  or  the  appropriate  agency  in  Washington — where  the  most  effective 
help  can  be  given. 

One  of  the  Center’s  major  tasks  is  to  develop  new  and  more  flexible  mechanisms 
of  funding  comprehensive  urban  programs  such  as  the  Model  Cities.  It  has 
developed  and  is  operating  a  system  for  prompt  interagency  evaluation  of  multi¬ 
purpose  projects  involving  this  Department  and  other  Departments.  The  Center 
represents  the  Department  on  interdepartmental  task  forces  and  committees  con¬ 
cerned  with  urban  programs  and  with  semi-public  associations  such  as  the  Con¬ 
ference  of  Mayors  and  the  National  League  of  Cities. 

The  Center  is  currently  working  with  the  Council  of  State  Governments  and 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  to  develop  policy  for  the 
Federal  Departments  in  working  with  the  States  in  the  Model  Cities  and  other 
urban  programs,  and  to  advise  the  States  of  the  role  they  should  be  playing  in 
this  effort.  The  Center  is  also  chairing  an  interdepartmental  task  force  attempting 
to  develop  information  materials  aimed  at  inner  city  residents  to  make  known  the 
objectives  of  the  Model  Cities  program  and  the  services  available  through  it  and 
other  urban  facilities. 

While  section  401  requires  the  President  to  establish  rules  and  regulations  to 
implement  its  objectives,  section  403  would  somewhat  inconsistently  vest  the 
authority  for  prescribing  rules  and  regulations  for  effective  administration  of 
title  IV  (which  includes  only  one  additional  section  besides  sections  401  and  403) 
in  the  Budget  Bureau  or  such  other  agency  as  may  be  designated  by  the 
President. 

TITLE  V 

Title  V  would  attempt  to  strengthen  Congressional  review  of  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs  by  limiting  to  five  years  the  duration  of  any  grant-in-aid  program 
which  is  authorized  by  the  ninety-first  or  any  subsequent  Congress  and  which  is 
given  no  expiration  date  (section  502),  and  by  requiring  the  appropriate  Con¬ 
gressional  committees  to  review  prior  to  its  expiration  date  any  grant-in-aid 
program  authorized  for  three  or  more  years  (section  503).  In  addition,  the 
Comptroller  General  would  be  directed  to  make  continuing  studies  of  all  grant- 
in-aid  programs  (section  504),  and  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intei-govern- 
mental  Relations  would  be  required,  upon  the  request  of  an  appropriate  Con¬ 
gressional  committee,  to  conduct  studies  of  the  Intergovernmental  relations 
asiiects  of  programs  and  to  report  findings  and  recommendations  to  such  com¬ 
mittee  (section  505).  Section  506  would  require  recipients  of  future  grants 
(including  those  made  pursuant  to  extension,  modification,  or  alteration  of 
existing  agreements)  to  keep  certain  types  of  records,  such  as  records  disclosing 
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the  amount  and  disiwsition  of  grant  funds.  This  section  would  also  make  such 
records  and  related  documents  subject  to  audit  and  examination  ))y  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  head  of  each  grant  agency  and  of  the  (’nmptroller  (Jeneral. 

While  the  automatic  termination  provision  of  section  502  could  easily  be 
avoided  by  providing  expiration  dates  for  programs  or  by  stating  in  legislation 
that  the  programs  authorized  are  not  subject  to  section  502,  we  are  disturbed  by 
the  underlying  philosophy  of  the  provision.  The  mere  existence  of  section  502 
seems  to  suggest  that,  in  the  normal  case,  a  Federal  grant-in-aid  program  should 
not  last  for  more  than  five  years.  Very  few  of  the  programs  administered  by  this 
Department  fit  this  generalization.  At  one  extreme  we  have  general  supiwrt  pro¬ 
grams,  such  as  public  assistance,  which  represent  commitments  to  assist  States 
for  an  indefinite  i>eriod  of  time,  and  at  the  other  extreme  we  have  demonstration 
programs  which  in  many  instances  should  and  do  la.st  less  than  five  years. 

In  between  these  extremes  are  programs  of  g-reatly  varying  inn-iods  of  dura¬ 
tion.  Each  case  represents  a  judgment  based  on  the  purpose  of  the  program,  its 
maturity,  and  the  likelihood  of  changes  in  circumstances  which  would  require 
review  of  the  program.  This  program-by-i)rogram  method  is  a  far  more  rational 
approach  to  tlie  matter  of  terminating  and  reviewing  programs  than  would  be 
the  five-year  generalization  implicit  in  section  502. 

While  we  favor  r>eriodic  review  of  programs — the  objective  of  section  503 — we 
believe  that  this  objective  can  best  be  fulfilled  througb  sti’engtheuing  and  ex¬ 
tending  existing  Congressional  and  Executive  methods  of  evaluating  grants  and 
reaching  decisions  to  terminate,  modify  or  expand  them.  Department  of  Health. 
Education,  and  Welfare  grants  are,  in  effect,  reviewed  by  Congress  through 
several  methods :  the  consideration  of  amendments  to  authorizing  legislation 
frequently  requires  a  fresh  look  at  the  basic  laws ;  the  budgeting  and  appropria¬ 
tion  process  provides  an  annual  mechanism  for  the  evaluation  of  the  cost,  effi¬ 
ciency,  and  performance  of  programs.  Advisory  councils  charged  with  the  com¬ 
prehensive  evaluation  of  programs  have  been  established  by  Congress  for  several 
major  programs. 

An  alternative  to  automatic  termination  of  programs  which  we  recommend 
(and  wbich  is  included  in  the  Administration’s  higher  education  proimsals) 
would  be  a  provision  that  would  authorize  appropifiations  for  one  additional  year 
if  legislation  to  extend  a  limited  program  has  neither  been  enacted  nor  rejected 
by  the  beginning  of  the  final  year  of  the  program’s  authorization.  Such  a  provi- 
.sion  would  encourage  Congressional  review  of  grant-in-aid  programs  at  least  one 
year  in  advance  of  expiration  of  program  authority.  Such  a  review  would  be 
further  encouraged  by  provisions  like  the  new  advance  funding  and  lead-time 
provisions  enacted  by  P.L.  90-247  for  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education 
Act  which  require  the  Department  to  submit  to  the  substantive  and  Appropifiation 
Committees  an  annual  evaluation  report,  and  a  comprehensive  evaluation  report 
in  the  i>enultimate  year  before  expiration  of  the  program.  (Similar  provisions 
are  included  in  the  pending  Administration  bill  on  higher  education.)  In  addi¬ 
tion,  Congress  not  infrequently  requires  special  studies  and  reports  on  programs. 

No  single  method  and  no  single  time  table  is  adequate  to  review  all  the  grant 
programs  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  This  is  so 
because  of  the  persistency  and  complexity  of  the  problems  to  be  combated,  the 
many  different  types  of  programs  operated  by  the  Department,  the  varying 
periods  of  time  it  takes  new  programs  to  get  under  way,  the  long-range  commit¬ 
ments  which  must  often  be  made  by  50  State  governments  and  bundreds  of  their 
subdivisions  in  order  to  participate  effectively  in  the  programs,  and  the  length 
of  time  it  takes  to  acquire  meaningful  experience  at  local.  State,  and  national 
levels  with  respect  to  complex  programs  and  major  projects. 

In  addition,  we  should  like  to  point  out  that  the  Comptroller  (bmeral  already 
appears  to  have  adequate  authority  to  review  the  legality  of  Federal  exi>enditures. 
The  amendment  proposed  by  section  504  (and  section  501)  might  inject  him  into 
que.stions  of  administration  which  are  a  fundamental  responsibility  of  the  Execu¬ 
tive  branch,  and  vesting  such  a  function  in  the  Compti-oller  (Jem-ral  may  well 
duplicate  responsibilities  of  the  Congressional  committees.  We  should  also  like 
to  ix)int  out  that  there  is  an  important  distinction  between  technical  studies  by 
the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  and  rer-ominendations. 
The  members  of  the  Commis.sion  who  are  in  the  Executive  branch  cannot  be 
committed  through  such  recommendations  to  provisions  inconsistent  with  the 
development  of  legislation  and  budgetary  programs  through  the  regular  Executive 
channels. 
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With  re&i)ect  to  provisions  on  records  and  audit  in  section  506,  we  should  like 
to  point  out  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  has  for  decades 
required  the  keeping  of  pertinent  records.  We  are  not  aware  of  the  need  for  addi¬ 
tional  legislation  such  as  that  proposed  in  section  506. 

In  view  of  the  above,  we  recommend  that  title  V  not  be  enacted. 

TITLE  VI 

Under  title  VI,  the  President  would  be  required  to  examine  the  various  pro¬ 
grams  of  grants-in-aid  to  determine  what  consolidations  are  necessary  or  desir¬ 
able  to  promote  the  better  execution  and  efficient  management  of  individual  grant 
programs  within  the  same  functional  area,  to  provide  better  coordination  among 
individual  grant  programs  within  the  same  fimctional  area,  or  to  promote  more 
efficient  planning  and  use  by  the  recipients  of  grants  under  programs  within  the 
same  functional  area.  If  the  President  finds  a  consolidation  of  individual  grant-in- 
aid  programs  within  the  same  functional  area  to  be  necessary  or  desirable,  he 
would  be  required  to  prepare  a  grant  consolidation  plan  for  the  making  of  such 
consolidation  and  to  transmit  the  plan  to  the  Congress.  The  Congress  would  have 
90  days  to  reject  grant  consolidation  plans ;  if  not  so  rejected,  they  would  become 
effective. 

While  this  Department  favors  the  objectives  of  title  VI — to  decrease  the  cur¬ 
rent  multiplicity  of  grant  programs  with  a  view  to  achieving  more  effective  and 
more  efficient  use  of  Federal  assistance — we  believe  that  this  objective  can  be 
better  accomplished  by  other  means. 

First,  we  should  like  to  point  out  that  the  President  already  has  the  authority 
to  propose  plans  which  may  transfer  functions  involving  grant-in-aid  programs, 
and  this  authority  is  in  some  respects  broader  than  that  provided  in  title  VI.  For 
example,  under  title  VI  each  grant  consolidation  plan  may  provide  for  only  one 
consolidation  of  individual  grant  programs  (section  602(b) ).  On  the  other  hand, 
under  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  the  President  has  the  authority  to  pro¬ 
pose  plans  which  may  transfer  functions  involving  any  number  of  grant  programs. 

Second,  it  is  not  clear  from  the  language  of  title  VI  to  what  extent  a  grant 
consolidation  plan  could  change  existing  statutory  requirements.  Grant  consolida¬ 
tions  which  go  beyond  questions  of  the  internal  organization  of  the  Executive 
Branch  may  involve  complex  changes  in  existing  substantive  laws.  However, 
title  VI  only  provides  that  the  consolidation  plan  transmitted  to  Congress  “shall 
specify  in  detail  the  formula  or  formulas  for  the  making  of  grants  under  the  con¬ 
solidated  program  .  .  .”  It  does  not  deal  with  many  other  types  of  changes  which 
may  be  required.  All  such  changes,  we  believe,  are  best  handled  on  the  case-by-case 
basis  of  the  regular  statutory  amendment  process. 

As  you  know,  steps  have  been  taken  to  reduce  some  of  the  proliferation  of 
categorical  grant  programs.  Our  experience  has  direct  bearing  on  the  provisions 
of  title  VI.  The  Department’s  most  extensive  efforts  to  date  are  incorporated  in 
the  Partnership  for  Health  program,  authorized  by  Public  Law  89-749  and  ex¬ 
panded  and  extended  by  Public  Law  90-174.  Prior  to  passage  of  Public  Law  89-749, 
most  State  health  programs  were  supported  through  disease-oriented  categories 
of  health  services.  Under  the  Partnership  for  Health  program,  the  categorical  re¬ 
strictions  were  removed,  thus  affording  the  States  new  fiexibility  in  dealing  with 
the  health  needs  which  the  States  themselves  determine  to  be  most  pressing  and 
to  which  they  assign  high  priorities  in  their  health  planning.  As  a  result,  a  num¬ 
ber  of  States  have  begun  to  promote  and  support  health  services  in  areas  such 
as  alcoholism  and  family  planning  that  previously  were  not  supportable  under 
the  categorical  grant  system.  Even  more  important.  States  are  using  the  planning 
money  available  under  the  Act  to  determine  priorities  among  their  health  needs 
and  to  allocate  State  and  Federal  funds  accordingly. 

As  a  supplement  to  the  State  formula  grants,  the  Act  authorizes  project  grants 
to  support  services  to  meet  health  needs  of  limited  geographical  scone  or  of 
special  regional  or  national  significance.  These  grants  provide  a  mechanism  for 
directing  funds  where  they  are  most  urgently  needed,  where  they  will  he  used 
most  effectively,  and  where  they  will  develop  new  and  innovative  public  health 
programs  which  promise  the  most  far-reaching  effects.  The  elimination  of  cate¬ 
gorical  restrictions  on  the  project  grants  has  also  encouraged  the  introduction 
of  a  wide  array  of  new  methods  for  providing  various  kinds  of  health  services. 
Among  the  new  activities  are  family  planning,  comprehensive  health  services 
development,  alcoholism  programs,  and  encouragement  of  group  practice. 

In  addition  to  the  broad  programs  mentioned  above,  project  grants  are  playing 
an  active  role  in  the  development  of  a  number  of  special  interest  programs. 
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iucliuling  the  !Moclel  Cities  program,  neighborhood  liealth  centers,  and  other 
neighborhood  services.  The  Department  is  coordinating  its  efforts  with  otlier  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  to  assure  that  the  planning  and  service  programs  in  the  Partner¬ 
ship  for  Health  contribute  to  meeting  national  health  needs  as  identilied  through 
comprehensive  State  and  local  planning. 

In  summary,  it  is  our  judgment  that  the  experience  we  have  had  with  the 
Partnership  for  Health  authority — formula  and  project  grants — ^appears  to  be 
highly  effective  and,  we  believe,  holds  great  promise  for  the  strengthening  of 
Slate  and  Federal  relations  and  for  the  improvement  of  the  Nation’s  health. 

A  second  step  we  are  proix)sing  to  reduce  the  number  of  grant  programs  in 
the  Department  is  the  Administration’s  19(>8  proposals  now  under  Congressional 
review  for  amending  the  Higher  Education  Act  to  include  the  modification  and 
con.solidation  of  the  c-ollege-based  student  financial  aid  programs  into  the  Edu¬ 
cational  Opportunity  Act.  Under  these  proposals  there  would  be  a  single  appro¬ 
priation  item  for  Fe<leral  capital  for  the  National  Defense  Student  Loan  fund 
and  the  College  Work-Study  Program,  with  a  90-10  Federal  institutional  match¬ 
ing  ratio,  and  a  single  appropriation  for  the  Educational  Opportunity  Grant 
Program  which  would  not  require  program  matching  funds.  The  fund  dis¬ 
tribution  pattern  would  be  altered  from  the  three  separate  allotment  formulas, 
which  differ,  to  one  not  tied  to  a  specific  formula,  subject  only  to  the  limitation 
that  institutions  within  any  one  State  could  not  receive  more  than  12%  per¬ 
cent  of  available  funds. 

This  proposal,  if  enacted,  would  give  institutions  much  greater  flexibility  in 
the  u.se  of  the  student  aid  programs  and  would  eliminate  unnecessary  diversity 
among  the  requirements  of  the  programs.  ^Moreover,  the  advance  funding  and 
leadtime  amendments  proposed  in  our  bili  would  provide  the  Nation’s  colleges 
and  universities  with  a  firm,  operating  base  for  planning  their  programs. 

Title  II  of  the  Partnership  for  Learning  and  Earning  Act  of  196S  deals  with 
the  consolidation  and  improvement  of  existing  vocational  education  programs. 
The  proposed  legislation  would  consolidate  existing  authority  for  vocational 
education  programs  under  the  Smith-Hughes  and  George-Barden  Acts,  and 
Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963.  The  consolidation  is  proposed  in  response 
to  the  first  recommendation  of  the  1968  Advisory  Council  on  Vocational  Educa¬ 
tion  which  stated,  “Administrative  complexities  should  be  reduced  by  com¬ 
bining  all  vocational  education  legislation  into  one  act." 

Another  significant  provision  of  the  Partnership  for  Learning  and  Earning 
Act  of  1968  is  the  removal  of  the  requirement  for  separate  matching  purpuse-by- 
purpose  under  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963.  The  bill  would  provide  in¬ 
stead  for  overall  statewide  matching  which  would  allow  more  flexibility  in  that 
varying  proportions  of  Federal  funds  could  be  used  in  matching  State  and  hx^al 
funds. 

Under  present  law,  (The  Smith-Hughes  Act,  the  George-Barden  Act,  and  the 
Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963  )  23  purposes  are  specified,  each  requiring  sep¬ 
arate  accounting  and  matching.  In  addition,  within  those  23  categories,  there  are 
State  percentage  expenditure  requirements  for  three  of  the  six  purposes  in  sec¬ 
tion  4ta)  of  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963.  These  would  he  abolished. 

Finally,  we  shoidd  like  to  refer  again  to  S.  2981,  the  “Joint  Funding  Simpli¬ 
fication  Act  of  1968”.  Tliis  bill  would  provide  for  procedures  which  would  ex¬ 
pedite  consideration  and  approval  of  projects  drawing  upon  more  than  one  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  program  and  would  simplify  requirements  for  the  operation  of 
those  projects.  We  believe  that  S.  2981  will  make  a  significant  contribution  to 
the  improvement  and  simplification  of  our  grant  mechanism,  and  that  S.  2981  is 
a  more  appropriate  vehicle  than  title  VI  of  S.  698  for  administrative  consolida¬ 
tions  for  the  purpose  of  improving  the  use  of  Federal  assistance  by  States,  local 
governments,  and  other  public  and  private  organizations  and  agencies. 

TITLE  VII 

This  title  would  amend  the  Federal  Proiierty  and  Administrative  Services 
Act  of  1949  by  adding  a  new  title  VIII,  Urban  Land  Utilization.  The  Department 
of  Health.  Education,  and  Welfare  agrees  with  the  objeotive  of  this  title,  which 
is  to  faciiitate  coordination  between  the  Federal  Government  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  and  planning  bodies  (including  zoning  authorities),  in  the  acquisition,  use. 
and  disposition  of  land  for  Federal  purposes.  Hoivever,  on  the  method  and 
details  of  this  title,  we  defer  to  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to  whom 
th('  primary  responsibility  would  be  assigned  by  this  title. 
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TITLE  VIII 

Title  VIII  would  provide  for  relocation  payments  and  oitlier  assistance  to  dis¬ 
placed  persons  (defined,  in  section  113,  to  include  owners  of  busines.ses,  farmers, 
families,  and  others),  on  a  uniform  liasis,  in  Federal  and  Federally-a.ssist.ed  pro¬ 
grams  under  which  real  property  is  acquired.  In  the  case  of  direct  Federal  accpiisi- 
tion  of  real  projicrty  for  public  use  (part  A  of  Title  VIII),  section  802  w'ould 
re(iuire  heads  of  Federal  agencies  to  make  fair  and  reasonable  payments,  pur¬ 
suant  to  regulations  established  by  the  President,  to  reimbur.se  displaced  per¬ 
sons  for  their  actual  moving  and  related  expenses  or,  if  any  displaced  person  so 
elects,  to  make  optional  fixed  payments  to  such  person  according  to  a  fo'imula. 
Eelocation  assistance  programs  (i.e),  counseling,  information,  planning,  and 
coordinating  activities)  would  also  be  made  available.  While  we  endorse  the 
oli.ieetives  of  this  part,  on  its  details  we  defer  to  other  agencies  which  would  be 
more  directly  involved  in  the  detailed  program  features. 

With  respect  to  Federally-assisted  programs  (part  B),  section  807  would 
require,  as  a  condition  to  the  approval  of  any  grant,  contract,  or  agreement 
with  a  State  agency  for  Federal  financial  assistance  to  pay  the  cost  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  acquisition  of  real  property,  or  of  a  public  improvement  for 
V  hich  real  property  is  to  be  acquired  or  as  the  result  of  which  displacement  will 
otherwise  occur,  that  the  State  agency  has  agreed  to  provide  to  displayed  per¬ 
sons  for  moves  from  such  real  property — (a)  relocation  payments  on  the  same 
basis  as  those  provided  in  the  case  of  direct  Federal  acquisition  of  real  property ; 
(b)  relocation  assistance  programs;  and  (c)  a  feasible  method  for  the  tem¬ 
porary  relocation  of  displaced  families  and  individuals,  and  an  assurance  that 
decent  and  sanltaiy  dwellings  are  available  and  reasonably  accesisiible  to  dis¬ 
placed  families  and  individuals.  Co.st  to  State  agencies  providing  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  and  services  would  be  included  as  part  of  the  costs  of  the  project  for 
which  Federal  financial  assistance  is  otherwise  available.  The  State  agencies 
would  be  eligible  for  Federal  financial  assistance  with  respect  to  such  payments 
and  services  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  with  respect  to  other 
eligible  project  costs,  except  that  the  Federal  agency  providing  assistance  would 
contribute  (up  to)  the  first  $25,000  of  any  relocation  payment  to  a  displaced 
person,  and  no  State  agency  would  be  required  to  make  a  relocation  payment  to 
any  displaced  person  of  more  than  $25,000  in  order  to  receive  Federal  assistance 
for  relocation  payments,  or  to  meet  requirements  of  section  807.  (For  purposes 
of  Title  VIII,  the  term  “State”  would  include  the  political  subdivisions  of  a 
State. ) 

We  agTee  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  insofar  as  real  property 
acquisition  is  concerned,  the  co,sts  of  displacement  caused  in  whole  or  in  part 
by  Government  action  are,  in  a  very  real  sense,  costs  of  property  acquisition 
and  should  be  financed  in  the  same  manner  as  the  other  costs  of  property 
acquisition.  We  also  believe  that,  as  a  matter  of  policy,  all  these  costs  and  as¬ 
sistance  should  be  as  uniform  as  possible.  It  seems  to  us  desirable  that  in  all 
direct  Federal  programs,  as  well  as  in  State  or  local  programs  carried  on  with 
the  assistance  of  Federal  funds,  this  principle  should  be  applied.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  fully  supports  the  principle  of  (1) 
making  fair  and  reasonable  relocation  payments  to  persons  displaced  by  the 
acquisition  of  real  property  under  direct  Federal  programs,  (2)  provision 
of  a  complete  range  of  relocation  services  and  other  assistance  for  program  dis- 
placees  consistent  with  need,  (3)  requiring  State  and  local  governments  to  as¬ 
sume  responsibility  for  relocation  payments  and  services  as  a  condition  of 
participation  in  federally  assisted  programs,  and  (4)  contributing  to  the  costs 
of  relocation  payments  a  Federal  share  proportionate  to  the  percentage  of  Fed¬ 
eral  participation  in  other  eligible  project  costs.  Title  VIII,  in  our  view,  would 
meet  these  overall  objectives  if  it  were  amended  to  provide  ( as  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  has  suggested),  in  the  case  of  federally  assisted  programs,  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  share  in  the  cost  of  relocation  payments  made  by  State  agencies 
only  to  the  same  extent  as  other  project  costs. 

In  reaching  the  above  conclusion,  we  are  not  unmindful  of  the  fact  that  in 
certain  federally  assisted  programs,  e.g.,  urban  renewal,  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  now  assumes  a  higher  share  of  relocation  costs  than  its  percentage  of 
participation  in  the  project.  On  balance,  however,  recognizing  that  uniformity 
is  desirable  in  relocation  assistance  programs,  and  on  the  basis  of  our  experience 
in  the  many  and  varied  grant-in-aid  programs  of  this  Department,  we  believe 
that  through  the  utilization  of  the  particular  project  formula  in  relocation  costs, 
the  common  program  goals  at  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  levels  can  be  reached 
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while  at  the  same  time  strejigtheiiing  what  we  regard  as  a  basically  effective  and 
liui7>osieful  working  reiationship. 

TITLE  IX 


Part  A  of  this  title  (Federal  Programs)  sets  forth  certain  policies  vis-a-vis 
proi)erty  owners  that  are  to  be  followed  by  Federal  agencies  in  acquiring  real 
proi>erty  from  such  owners  by  purchase  or  condemnation.  For  the  most  part, 
tlie.se  policies  seem  designed  to  assure  fair  treatment  to  the  owner  and  to  others 
in  posses.sion  of  the  real  property. 

Part  B  would  provide  that  financial  assistance  to  a  State  agency,  or  to  an 
agency  of  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  shall  not  be  available  to  pay  for  the 
cost  of  acquisition  of  real  property,  or  the  cost  of  a  public  improvement  for  which 
real  property  is  to  be  acquired,  unless  such  agency  agrees  to  follow  certain  rules 
(set  forth  in  part  B)  that,  as  in  the  case  of  part  A,  seem  designed  to  assure  fair 
treatment  to  the  owner  (and  others  in  possession)  of  the  property  to  be  acquired 
by  such  agency  by  purchase  or  condemnation.  Some  of  these  rules  would  take  ef¬ 
fect  on  January  1,  1970.  In  part,  these  provisions  are  patterned  after  the  land 
acciuisition  policy  provisions  contained  in  Section  402  of  the  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act  of  1965  (P.L.  89-117)  which  applies  to  certain  programs  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development.  That  section, 
together  with  certain  related  sections  (Sections  401,  403)  of  P.L.  89-117,  would 
be  repealed  effective  January  1, 1970. 

While  we  endorse  the  objectives  of  this  title,  on  its  details  we  defer,  particu¬ 
larly  in  the  case  of  direct  acquisitions,  to  the  General  Services  Administration  and 
other  agencies  more  frequently  involved  in  such  acquisitions. 
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The  purpose  of  title  X  is  to  encourage  simplification  and  improve  coordination 
of  accounting,  auditing,  and  financial  reporting  requirements  of  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  programs,  and  to  provide  for  a  survey  of  the  adequacy  and  effectiveness  of 
the  accounting  and  auditing  systems  of  recipient  jurisdictions.  This  title  would 
authorize  the  Comptroller  General  to  prescribe  rules  and  regulations  for  using 
State  and  political  subdivision  accounting  and  auditing  in  meeting  financial  man¬ 
agement  requirements  of  such  programs.  The  Comptroller  General,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  would  be  required 
to  conduct  a  joint  study  of  the  principles,  standards,  and  related  requirements  of 
Executive  agencies  for  accounting  and  auditing  of  Federal  assistance  programs, 
with  a  view  to  developing  improved  Government-wide  accounting  and  auditing 
procedures. 

Within  the  last  month  the  Comptroller  General,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  have  agreed  to  initiate  an  inter¬ 
agency  study  in  this  area.  Consequently,  we  recommend  deferral  of  legislative 
action  of  title  X  pending  completion  of  this  study. 

We  are  advised  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
presentation  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Administration’s  program. 

Sincerely, 


Wilbur  J.  Coheiv, 

Secretary. 


Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Transportation, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  12, 1968. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Suhcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations,  V.8.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  our  views  on  S. 
698,  a  bill  “To  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities 
among  the  levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the  operation  of  our  federal 
system  in  an  increasingly  complex  society,  to  improve  the  administration  of  grants- 
in-aid  to  the  States,  to  provide  for  periodic  congressional  review  of  Federal 
grants-in-aid,  to  iiermit  provision  of  reimbursable  technical  services  to  State  and 
local  government,  to  establish  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and  admin¬ 
istration  of  grants  and  loans  for  urban  development,  to  authorize  the  consolida¬ 
tion  of  certain  grant-in-aid  programs,  to  provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  dis¬ 
position  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conformity  with  local 
government  programs,  to  establish  a  uniform  relocation  assistance  policy,  to 
establish  a  uniform  land  acquisition  policy  for  Federal  and  federally  aided  pro¬ 
grams,  and  for  other  purposes.” 
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The  substance  of  Title  V  of  this  bill,  relating  to  periodic  Congressional  review 
of  grants-in-aid  programs,  is  also  treated  in  S.  458  and  S.  735.  We  have  sent  a 
separate  letter  on  those  bills  and  those  comments  constitute  our  comments  on 
Title  V  of  S.  698. 

Title  XIII  of  S.  698  relates  to  relocation  assistance  to  displacees  of  Federal 
and  federally-assisted  programs.^  We  want  to  make  a  special  plea  for  enactment 
of  legislation  to  provide  this  assistance.  We  have  in  the  past  been  unable  to  ade¬ 
quately  and  meaningfully  assure  that  persons  displaced  by  our  highway  programs 
are  treated  justly.  The  truth  is  that  inadequate  provision  of  relocation  assistance 
has  worked  a  severe  hardship  on  many  families  and  businesses  displaced,  particu¬ 
larly  on  the  poor.  Our  detailed  views  on  Title  XIII  have  been  submitted  in 
testimony. 

Subject  to  the  above  views,  the  Department  of  Transportation  favors  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  legislation. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Administra¬ 
tion’s  program,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  this  report  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  Committee. 

Sincerely, 

John  L.  Sweeney, 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Public  Affairs. 


General  Services  Administration, 

Washington,  D.O.  June  I4, 1968. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Muskie  :  Tour  letter  of  February  28,  1967,  requested  the  views 
of  tte  General  Services  Administration  on  S.  698,  90th  Congress,  the  short  title  of 
which  is  the  “Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1967.” 

The  bill  is  subdivided  into  nine  titles.  GSA’s  comments  are  confined  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  titles  VII,  VIII,  and  IX,  which  relate  to  the  acquisition,  use,  and 
disposal  of  land  by  Federal  agencies,  as  these  are  the  only  portions  of  the  bill 
which  would  appreciably  affect  the  responsibilities  of  GSA.  We  are  in  accord 
with  the  over-all  purposes  of  these  titles. 

Title  VII  amends  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act,  63 
Stat.  377,  as  amended,  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  VIII  which  would 
require  the  Administrator  of  General  Services  to  give  advance  notice  to  local 
governments  prior  to  offering  for  sale  any  Federal  real  property  located  within 
an  urban  area.  The  Administrator  also  would  be  required  to  provide  available 
zoning  information  to  prospective  purchasers.  In  connection  with  the  acquisition 
or  change  in  use  of  real  property,  the  Administrator  would  be  required  to  com¬ 
ply  to  the  extent  practicable  with  local  zoning  requirements,  give  advance  notice 
of  plans  to  acquire  additional  property,  and  to  consider  objections  by  local  gov¬ 
ernments  to  proposed  Federal  acquisition  or  use  of  real  property  in  urban  areas. 
The  primary  objectives  of  title  VII  are  consistent  with  GSA’s  poUcy  to  give  ad¬ 
vance  consideration  of  local  comprehensive  planning  and  land-use  regulations  in 
formulating  specific  acquisition  and  disposal  plans. 

We  would  recommend,  however,  that  the  last  sentence  of  the  proposed  section 
804  ( a )  of  the  Property  Act,  which  begins  on  line  7  and  ends  on  line  12,  page  30  of 
S.  698,  be  deleted.  The  sentence  implies  that  potential  adverse  impact  resulting 
from  advance  notice  of  proposed  land  acquisitions  is  the  exception  rather  than 
the  rule.  Our  experience  shows  that  this  is  not  the  case,  but  that  advance  public 
notice  of  proposed  acquisitions  of  real  property  by  the  Federal  Government  more 
often  than  not  precipitates  land  speculation  and  inflationary  real  estate  prices  in 
the  vicinity.  With  this  recommended  change,  GSA  would  have  no  objection  to 
the  enactment  of  title  VII. 

The  purpose  of  title  VIII  is  to  establish  a  uniform  policy  for  the  fair  and 
equitable  treatment  of  owners,  tenants,  and  other  persons  displaced  by  the 
acquisition  of  real  proiierty  in  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs.  This 
policy  is  to  be  as  uniform  as  practicable  as  to  (1)  relocation  payments,  (2) 
advisory  assistance,  (3)  assurance  of  availability  of  standard  housing,  and  (4) 
Federal  reimbursements  for  relocation  payments  under  federally  assisted 
programs. 

GSA  has  long  recognized  the  need  for  uniform  and  equitable  practices  in  the 
treatment  of  persons  displaced  by  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  the  Federal 


<Joverninent.  Except  for  the  aciiuisition  by  the  Department  of  Defense  or  any 
military  department  thereof,  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration,  tlie  Tennessee  Valley  Authority,  and  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  displaced  owners  or  tenants  of 
federally  acquired  property  may  be  paid  only  the  fair  market  value  of  the  prop¬ 
erty  acipiired.  Expenses,  losses  and  damages  incurretl  by  owners  or  tenants  as  a 
direct  result  of  moving  themselves,  their  families  and  iwssessions  are  not 
•compensable. 

Reports  issued  by  the  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Proiierty  Acquisition  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  clearly  indicate  that  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments 
are  falling  far  short  of  equity  in  their  treatment  of  those  persons  who  are  dis¬ 
placed  as  a  result  of  the  programs  of  such  governments.  GSA  has  long  advocated 
the  enactment  of  legislation  which  would  minimize  inequities  existing  in  the 
present  state  of  lavy  when  proi)erty  is  acquired  in  Federal  programs. 

Generally,  we  believe  that  enactment  of  title  VIII  of  S.  G98  would  establish  a 
workable,  uniform  .system  for  fair  and  equitable  treatment  of  individuals  dis¬ 
placed  by  Federal  land  acquisitions.  However,  in  the  interest  of  clarifying  .some 
of  its  provisions  we  offer  the  following  comments  and  amendments  for  comsid- 
eration  by  your  Committee. 

Section  803(a)  provides  for  a  relocation  a.ssistance  program  for  individuals 
who  occiipy  property  adjacent  to  the  acquired  property  and  to  those  displaced 
from  the  acquired  property.  We  recommend  that  the  bill  not  provide  assistance 
to  occupants  of  adjacent  property  on  the  grounds  of  impracticability,  the  im¬ 
possibility  of  factually  ascribing  claimed  losses  to  the  Federal  acquisition,  and 
the  availability  of  aid  in  such  situations  from  other  Federal  sources  such  as 
the  Small  Business  Administration. 

We  are  in  accord  with  the  objectives  of  section  803(c)  (2)  which  would  require 
Federal  agencies  to  as.sure  the  availability  of  adequate  substitute  dwellings 
within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  prior  to  displacement.  However,  the  effect  of 
this  provision  on  GSA’s  public  buildings  program  is  a  matter  of  some  concern. 
This  program  requires  the  acquisition  of  sites  generally  located  in  highly  popu¬ 
lated  areas.  The  mandatory  requirement  that  the  ac(iuiring  agency  be  required 
to  obtain  a.s.surance  of  substitute  dwellings  for  the  displaced  prior  to  disi)lace- 
ment  would  in  many  cases  cause  interminable  delay  in  the  construction  of  the 
project.  Further,  the  delays  encountered  would  not  be  controllable  by  GSA  .since 
the  availability  of  adequate  substitute  housing  is  dependent  upon  local  housing 
conditions.  The  que.stion  whether  the  Federal  Government  should  assure  ade¬ 
quate  substitute  housing  prior  to  displacement  must  of  course  be  resolved  in 
the  light  of  the  over-all  Federal  program.  However,  your  Committee  should  be 
aware  of  the  effect  of  section  803(c)  (2)  on  the  activities  of  acquiring  agencies 
W'hose  programs  are  confined  largely  to  urban  areas. 

We  would  suggest  that  the  Committee  give  serious  consideration  to  amending 
section  803(c)  (2)  by  granting  broader  authority  to  Executive  agencies  to  waive 
the  requirements  in  uniasual  situations  such  as  where  immediate  action  might  be 
required  to  protect  individuals  or  proi>erty  because  of  natural  or  unnatural 
disasters.  The  present  waiver  provision  of  the  bill  is  applicable  only  during  a 
period  of  national  emergency  proclaimed  by  the  Pre.sident.  We  recommend  that 
the  section  be  amended  to  provide  that  the  President  by  regulation  may  prescribe 
situations  when  such  assurances  may  be  waived. 

The  suggested  amendment  will  not  greatly  affect  the  operations  of  our  site 
acquisition  program  although  it  will  permit  expeditious  action  when  emergtmcy 
situations  warrant.  However,  the  additional  co.sts  which  will  be  incurred  in 
•other  acquisitions  as  a  result  of  the  assurance  provision  of  section  S03(c)(2) 
will  be  substantial  because  of  anticipated  delays  in  commencement  of  con.struc- 
tion  and  increases  in  other  administrative  expenses.  Because  of  the  many  un¬ 
known  factors,  it  is  not  ixv.ssible  to  e.stimate  the  extent  of  the  additional  costs. 

With  respect  to  section  80.5(a)  (2)  (A),  which  limits  entitlement  to  actual  and 
reasonable  expenses  of  searching  for  replacement  locations  to  farm  operations, 
we  suggest  that  the  Committee  consider,  in  furtherance  of  the  stated  purpose 
of  uniformity  of  treatment  of  all  persons  displaced  by  Federal  acquisitions, 
whether  entitlement  to  such  expenses  should  also  be  extended  to  dwellings  and 
businesses,  taking  into  account  akso  the  administrative  burden  incident  to  deter¬ 
mining  the  nature  and  reasonableness  of  .such  items  of  expenses  which  should  be 
reimbursed. 

We  suggest  that  the  Committee  also  consider  whether  the  payment  provided 
for  in  section  805(a)  (2)  (B),  which  section  authorizes  the  payment  of  an  ex- 
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pense  not  actually  incairred  by  displaced  persons  as  a  result  of  Federal  acipiisi- 
tions,  is  inconsistent  with  the  general  purpose  of  section  802(a)  of  the  bili.  and, 
if  the  provision  is  retained  in  the  bill,  also  consider,  again  in  the  interest  of 
uniformity  of  treatment,  whether  such  provisions  should  be  broiidened  to  include 
displaced  persons  who  move  from  a  dwelling.  If  the  provi.sion  is  retained,  we 
recommend  that  the  following  be  substituted  for  “B" ; 

“(B)  if  he  disix>ses  of  i>ersonal  property  on  moving  his  dwelling,  or 
business  or  farm  operation  and  replaces  such  property  with  comparable 
proi>erty  at  the  new  location  at  a  price  exceeding  the  sale  price,  the  amount 
of  the  difference  of  such  prices,  not  to  exceed,  however,  the  e.stimate<l  cost 
of  moving  the  property  or  its  market  value,  whichever  is  less.” 

Title  IX  of  S.  608  would  bring  about  major  changes  in  I>deral  land  acciui.sition 
laws,  policies,  practices,  and  procedures.  Our  comments  are  direc-te<l  to  certain 
specific  provisions  which  we  believe  could  be  clarified  or  revised  to  good  effect. 

Section  901(a)(3)  provides  that  the  head  of  an  acquiring  agency  establish 
a  fair  and  reasonable  price  for  the  property  and  make  a  prompt  offer  to  tlie 
owner  for  the  full  amount  so  establishwl.  If  it  is  the  intent  of  this  provision  to 
require  agencies  to  offer  realistic  prices,  which  if  refused,  could  be  subiect  to 
good  faith  bargaining,  the  provision  would  not  be  in  conflict  with  GSA’s  present 
policy.  GSA  does  not  pay  less  than  fair  and  i-easonable  prices  for  acquiretl  prop¬ 
erty.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  provision  was  interpreted  as  establishing  a  one- 
price  policy  which  price  could  not  be  appropriatelv  increased  by  the  acquiring 
agency  should  the  owner  refuse  to  accept  the  fixed"^  amount,  the  result  would  be 
to  significantly  increase  the  number  of  condemnation  actions,  a  result  clearlv  not 
intended  by  the  bill.  The  flexibility  afforded  by  our  present  ixtlic.y  has  proven 
to  be  in  the  interest  of  both  the  Government  and  the  landowner,  and  GSA  would 
not  favor  the  more  restricted  one-price  policy. 

With  respect  to  section  901  as  a  whole,  we  do  not  believe  it  is  intended  that 
the  procedures  and  safeguards  set  forth  therein  are  neces.sary  or  appropriate  to 
voluntary  leases  obtained  by  the  Government.  In  order,  however,  to  clarify  this 
point  and  provide  for  unifonii  interpretation  by  the  various  agencies  concerned 
it  is  recommended  that  there  be  inserted  at  the  end  of  the  section  a  subsection 
(c)  to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  ‘interest  in  real  property’  shall 
not  include  any  leasehold  interest,  acquired  by  the  Government,  except 
w’here  such  interest  is  acquired  by  condemnation.” 

Section  994  would  require  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  to  reimburse  ownei’s 
for  incidental  exiienses  incurred  in  conveying  their  real  property  to  the  United 
States.  Included  is  the  payment  of  penalty  costs  for  prepayment  of  a  mortgage 
incident  to  such  real  property.  GSA  recommends  that  language  be  incorporated 
to  require  that  the  mortgage  be  in  effect  at  or  prior  to  the  "time  public  announce¬ 
ment  is  made  of  the  project.  This  could  be  done  by  the  insertion  of  a  provision 
to  that  effect  before  the  semicolon  on  line  14,  page  55,  of  the  bill. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministration’s  program,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  thi.s  reiiort 
to  your  Committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Lawsox  B.  Kxott.  .Tr.. 

Administtrator. 


Agency  Reports  on  Amendment  748 


Hon.  Edmund  S. 


Muskie, 


Comptroller  Gener.vl  of  the  United  States, 

Washington,  D.C.  May  S,  1968. 


Chairman,  Snhcomnuttee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations,  U.S.  Senate. 


Hear  Mr.  Chairman  c  Your  letter  of  IMay  2,  1968,  reque.st.s  our  view.s  on  a 
proposed  amendment  in  the  form  of  Title  X — Accounting,  Auditing,  and  Ri^port- 
Federal  Assistance  Funds — to  S.  698,  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act.  Our  views  presented  below  are  preliminary  comments  as  sugge.sted  in  .vour 
letter  in  order  that  .vou  may  have  the  reaction  of  our  Office  before  the  hearings 
which  begin  on  May  9. 

Our  Office  and  other  interested  governmental  agencies  have  long  recognized 
the  growing  complexity  anti  serious  prohlenis  in  grant  administration,  including 
the  areas  of  accounting,  auditing  and  financial  reporting.  In  recognition  of  this 
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situation,  a  i>roject  somewhat  similar  in  purpose  to  that  stated  in  seetiou  100.3(a) 
will  be  undertaken  as  an  activity  of  the  .Joint  Financial  Management  Improve¬ 
ment  Program.  An  agreement  to  undertake  such  a  project  was  reached  at  a 
meeting  of  the  princii)als  of  this  program,  that  is,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  Comptroller  General,  and  tlie 
Chairman  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  on  April  29,  1908. 

The  project  agreed  upon,  while  not  of  the  breadth  contemplatetl  in  section 
1003(a),  involves  a  review  of  the  requirements  and  procedures  in  effect  for 
accounting,  auditing,  and  reiwrting  under  grant  programs  and  development  of 
recommendations  leading  to  simplilication  and  better  coordination  of  the  financial 
aspects  of  these  programs. 

The  project  team  will  be  staffed  by  representatives  from  the  three  fiscal 
agencies— the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  Treasury  Department,  and  the  General 
Accounting  Office  and  by  repi’esentatives  from  the  four  largest  agencies  involved 
in  grants  to  States  and  local  governments.  The.se  agencies  are  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment,  the  Department  of  Labor,  and  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity.  The 
Assistant  Secretary-Comptroller,  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
ffiis  strongly  endorsed  this  project. 

Because  of  another  pressing  priority  in  this  field,  the  project  will  not  be 
■started  until  probably  sometime  in  .June.  In  the  meantime,  we  plan  to  have 
memhers  of  the  project  team  visit  with  members  of  your  subcommittee  .staff  to 
explain  in  more  detail  the  features  of  this  project.  Having  made  the  decision  to 
go  ahead  with  such  a  project,  we  believe  that  a  statutory  rcMpiirement  for  such 
a  joint  study  as  outlined  in  section  1003(a)  is  not  needed  at  this  time. 

Section  100:5  (b)  and  (c)  would  lay  upon  the  Comptroller  General  functions 
of  management  involving  financial  relationships  between  executive  agencies  and 
States  and  ixilitical  subdivisions,  which  are  the  primary  respomsibility  of  the 
executive  agencies  in  the  administration  of  their  programs.  The  assumption  of 
these  functions  by  the  Comptroller  General  would,  in  addition,  tend  to  negate  the 
independence  and  detachment  from  operational  responsibility  which  the  Congress 
intended  for  him  in  the  review  and  evaluation  of  agency  performance.  Thus  in 
our  view  the  concept  of  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  is  inconsistent  with  the  .statutory 
role  of  the  General  Accounting  Office. 

In  a  practical  sense  the  requirement  of  subsection  (b)  to  .study  and  re\iew  the 
accounting  and  auditing  systems  of  the  many  States  and  political  subdivisions 
which  are  the  recipients  of  Federal  aid  programs  would  he  an  undertaking  beyond 
the  resources  of  our  Office,  considering  our  other  responsibilities.  In  addition,  sub¬ 
sections  (b)  and  (c)  imply  that  the  Comptroller  General  has  prescribed  princi¬ 
ples,  standards,  and  related  requirements  concerning  accounting  and  auditing 
by  the  States  and  political  subdivisions  with  respect  to  the  exijenditure  of  Federal 
aid  funds.  Such  is  not  the  case,  and  we  do  not  believe  that  it  would  be  appropri¬ 
ate  for  the  Comptroller  General  to  pre.scribe  such  standards  and  procedures  for 
adoption  by  State  and  local  agencies.  These  are  matters  which  should  be  worked 
out  by  the  executive  agencies  and  the  State  and  local  bodies  and  made  a  part  of 
the  grant  agreements  entered  into  under  individual  programs. 

It  is  not  clear  what  is  intended  in  .subsection  1003(c)  by  (he  provision  that 
executive  agencies,  upon  certain  determinations  specified  in  the  subsection,  may 
substitute  for  their  accounting  and  auditing  the  accounting  and  auditing  per- 
formetl  by  States  and  p<ditieai  subdivisions.  Regardle.ss  of  the  acceptability  of  the 
accounting  of  the  States  and  political  subdivisions,  each  Federal  agency  must 
account  separately  to  its  management  and  to  the  Congress  for  its  financiai  opera¬ 
tions  of  which  aid  programs  with  States  and  iwlitical  subdivisions  are  only  a 
part.  Moreover,  in  most  if  not  all  Federal  agencies  the  accounts  maintained  for 
Federal  aid  programs  are  in  summary  form  based  on  reports  and  documentation 
taken  from  the  more  detailed  accounts  of  the  States  and  subdivisions. 

As  to  auditing,  it  is  doubtful  that  Federal  agencies  would  or  should  accept 
auditing  done  by  States  and  political  subdivisions  without  periodic  tests  to  pro¬ 
vide  reasonable  assurance  that  the  prescribed  rides  and  regulations  were  being 
adequately  followed.  At  the  present  time  there  is  some  movement  in  certain  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  toward  placing  con.siderable  reliance  on  audits  performed  by  others, 
but  with  tests  as  to  the  adequacy  of  such  audits. 

Also,  to  reduce  the  total  manpower  necessary  to  perform  the  audit  function 
and  to  lessen  the  impact  of  Federal  auditing  on  non-Federal  organizations,  many 
Federal  agencies  have  entered  into  cross-.servicing  arrangements  under  which  the 
agency  having  a  predominant  financial  interest  in  Federal  programs  at  an  individ¬ 
ual  non-Federal  entity,  performs  the  audit  fimction,  particularly  as  to  overhead 
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Tates,  for  the  Federal  agencies  having  a  financial  interest  at  that  entity.  Insofar 
as  the  term  “auditing”  as  used  in  the  proposed  Titie  X  reiates  to  financial  audits, 
the  expanded  use  of  such  cro.ss-servicing  arrangements  could  serve  to  further 
reduce  the  audit  problem,  and  would  enhance  the  feasibility  of  developing  model 
audit  manuals  in  particular  areas  and  determining  the  degree  to  which  reliance 
might  reasonably  be  placed  on  the  grantee’s  system  of  internal  control,  including 
auditing. 

With  regard  to  management-type  audits,  it  is  less  likely  that  the  Federal 
agencies  would  accept  audits  by  States  and  political  subdivisions  since  manage¬ 
ment-type  audits  go  beyond  the  verification  of  expenditures  and  are  concerned 
with  matters  of  administration  about  which  audits  by  States  and  political  sub¬ 
divisions  might  not  be  considered  sufficiently  objective. 

We  shall  be  pleased  to  discuss  the  above  views  in  further  detail  if  you  desire. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Frank  H.  Weitzel, 

Assistant  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 


Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 

Washington,  D.O.,  June  3, 1968. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations,  U.S.  Senate 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Subsequent  to  the  issuance  of  our  letter  of  May  8,  1968, 
presenting  our  views  on  the  proposed  amendment  to  S.  698  pursuant  to  your 
request  of  May  2,  1968,  members  of  our  staff  spoke  with  Mr.  Charles  Smith,  Staff 
Director  of  your  Subcommittee,  on  the  advisability  of  having  an  oral  discussion 
of  our  views.  Mr.  Smith  advised  that  there  is  no  necessity  for  having  a  further 
discussion  of  this  matter,  but  did  request  that  we  furnish  the  Subcommittee,  for 
inclusion  in  the  record,  further  details  concerning  the  project  mentioned  in  our 
May  8  letter  to  review  the  financial  administration  of  grant  programs.  This  letter 
is  in  response  to  Mr.  Smith’s  request. 

As  we  explained  in  our  earlier  letter,  the  project  to  review  the  financial  man¬ 
agement  of  grants-in-aid  was  approved  by  the  principals  of  the  Joint  Financial 
Management  Improvement  Program  at  their  annual  meeting  on  April  29,  1968. 
A  copy  of  the  project  proposal  considered  by  the  principals  is  enclosed.  After  some 
discussion  as  to  the  objectives  of  the  project,  the  principals  approved  going  ahead 
with  it  with  some  limitations  on  the  stated  scope.  The  principals  agreed  that  the 
project  team  should  concentrate  on  financial  matters  and  that  after  the  team 
had  obtained  sufficient  information  to  do  so,  it  would  develop  a  work  plan  defining 
in  more  detail  the  scope  of  the  study  and  the  priority  of  coverage.  This  plan 
would  be  subject  to  further  review  and  approval. 

As  mentioned  in  our  May  8  letter,  other  priorities  have  required  that  the 
organization  of  the  project  team  be  delayed  for  several  weeks.  When  the  team 
is  organized,  I  am  sure  that  one  of  its  first  contacts  will  be  with  the  staff  of 
your  Subcommittee  to  obtain  such  information  and  advice  on  problem  matters 
and  areas  of  concern  as  your  staff  may  be  able  to  offer.  The  project  team  will 
keep  your  staff  advised  of  its  progress  and  consult  with  them  on  its  tentative 
conclusions. 

We  believe  this  to  be  a  very  important  undertaking  but  because  of  our  inability 
to  obtain  specific  information  about  the  kinds  and  degrees  of  the  problems,  we  are 
unable  to  even  conjecture  as  to  the  detailed  operations  which  would  be  involved 
in  this  study.  The  General  Accounting  Office  will  probably  be  assuming  the  lead 
in  this  project  and  we  will  arrange  for  you  to  receive  periodic  progress  reports. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Frank  H.  Weitzel, 

Assistant  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 


[Enclosure] 


Proposed  Project  on  Review  of  Federal  Grant-in-Aid  Programs 

1.  Project  Title. — It  is  proposed  that  a  project  be  initiated  to  be  titled  Joint 
Agency  Study  of  Federal  Grant-in-aid  programs  to  State  and  local  governments. 

2.  Background. — A  large  segment  of  public  expenditures  is  represented  by  Fed¬ 
eral  grant-in-aid  programs  to  State  and  local  governments.  BOB  Special  Analysis 
K  estimates  these  expenditures  for  fiscal  1968  at  $18.4  billion  and  for  1969  at 
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$20.3  billion.  In  19.o5  expenditures  were  only  $3.3  l)illion.  It  is  estimated  that  there 
are  statutory  authorizations  for  over  400  separate  programs.  It  is  further  esti¬ 
mated  that  the  programs  are  administered  by  21  departments  and  agencies,  and 
150  bureaus  and  divisions. 

Many  admini.strative  problems  have  arisen  from  the  fact  that  the  programs 
have  so  proliferated  and  have  originated  from  such  various  sources  that  the 
state  and  local  govenunents  are  presented  with  multiple  administrative  and 
flnancial  reporting  problems. 

On  March  17,  1967,  the  President  sent  a  message  to  the  Congress  entitled 
“Quality  of  American  Government”  in  which  he  called  specific  attention  to  the 
administrative  problem  of  managing  grants  and  in  which  he  directed  that  steps 
be  taken  to  remedy  the  situation.  A  task  force  was  formed  to  develop  a  plan  to  do 
this.  As  a  result  of  the  work  of  this  task  force  a  bill  was  introduced  into  the 
1st  session  of  the  90th  Congre.ss  on  August  28,  1967,  (H.R.  12631)  to  provide 
temiwrary  authority  to  expedite  procedures  for  pooling  of  grants  at  the  State 
and  local  levels.  Work  on  the  bill  was  not  completed  in  the  l.st  session.  A  similar 
bill  has  been  introduced  also  in  the  second  session  on  February  16,  1968,  (S. 
2981).  The  bill  is  entitled  to  “Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of  1968,”  and 
provides  enabling  legislation  to  permit  pooling  of  funds  from  grants  of  more  than 
one  Federal  agency.  The  bills  currently  are  in  the  respective  Committee’s  on 
Government  Operations  of  the  Senate  and  House.  However,  these  bills  deal  with 
only  a  small  part  of  the  problem. 

Over  the  past  iseveral  years,  the  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee,  of 
the  Senate  Government  Operations  Committee,  has  studied  the  problem  of  Fed¬ 
eral-local  relations.  This  committee  has  called  attention  to  the  many  problems 
exi.s‘ting  in  the  Federal  Grant  system.  The  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  has  also  highlighted  the  needs  for  some  simplification  of  the 
Federal  grant  program. 

3.  Project  Objective. — The  objective  of  the  project  would  be  to  develop  recom¬ 
mendations  for  improvement  and  simplification  of  the  general  administration  and 
financial  management  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  to  State  and  local  governments. 
This  would  include  efforts  to  develop  recommendations  for  grantee  accounting 
proc-edures  common  to  all  granting  agencies,  single  audit  by  a  cognizant  agency, 
and  a  reduction  in  reporting  requirements  through  simplification,  combination 
or  elimination  of  existing  reports. 

J/.  Scope  of  the  Study. — The  study  will  cover  the  following  eight  agencies : 
Department  of  Interior 
Department  of  Labor 
Department  of  Agriculture 
Department  of  Commerce 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
Department  of  Hou.sing  and  Urban  Development 
Department  of  Transportation 
OflBce  of  Economic  Opiwrtunity 

These  agencies  have  the  preponderance  of  the  programs  with  grants-in-aid. 

The  study  will  also  cover  a  representative  number  of  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  to  ascertain  their  problems  as  recipients  of  the  grants. 

5.  Project  Oryankation. — The  project  will  be  conducted  under  the  sponsorship 
of  the  Joint  Financial  Management  Improvement  Program  Steering  Committee. 
The  study  team  should  probably  include  representatives  from  the  following 
agencies : 


General  Accounting  Office : 

Office  of  Policy  and  Special  Studies - 1 

Civil  Dlvisioti - 1 

Bureau  of  the  Budget - 1 

Department  of  the  Treasury - 1 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare - 1 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development - 1 

Department  of  Labor - 1 

Oflace  of  Economic  Opportunity - 1 


8 


72 


Agency  Reports  on  S.  735  and  S.  458 


Comptroller  Gener^u.  of  the  United  States. 

Washington.  D.G.,  March  13,  1967. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Snhcnmmittec  on  In tcrgovermcntal  Relations,  Committee  on  Oovern- 
ment  Operations,  U.8.  Senate. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Your  letter  of  February  28,  10(i7.  trausmittecl  a  copy  of 
S.  4.58,  90th  Congre.ss  which  has  as  its  stated  purpose  “To  provide  for  periodic 
conaressional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  to  States  and  to  local  units  of 
government.” 

This  measure  is  identical  with  S.  2114,  88th  Congress,  as  that  hill  was  passed 
by  the  Senate  on  June  19,  1964.  As  indicated  in  the  report  of  the  General  Account¬ 
ing  Office  on  S.  2114,  as  originally  introduced,  and  the  testimony  of  its  repre¬ 
sentatives  which  appears  at  page  56  of  the  published  Hearings  before  your  Sub¬ 
committee  on  S.  2114,  January  14,  15  and  16,  1964,  the  General  Accounting  Office 
was  strongly  in  accord  with  the  objectives  of  the  bill  and  recommended  that  it 
be  given  favorable  consideration  with  certain  suggested  changes  which  were 
adopted.  These  changes  are  incorporated  in  S.  458. 

We  are  strongly  in  accord  with  the  objectives  of  S.  458,  which  would  appear 
to  be  beneficial  not  only  as  an  additional  device  for  strengthing  congressional 
control  over  Federal  grauts-in-aid  Init  also  as  an  additional  means  for  acquiring 
current  information  as  a  basis  for  legislation  in  the  complex  and  fast  changing 
area  of  Federal-State-local  relationships.  We  recommend  that  S.  458  be  given 
favorable  consideration. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Elmer  B.  Staats, 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 


Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  J.j,  1967. 

Hon.  Edmond  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  V.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  of  February  28  for 
the  views  and  recommendations  of  the  Commission  with  respect  to  S.  458,  a  bill 
“to  provide  for  periodic  congressional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  to  States 
and  to  local  units  of  government,”  and  S.  735,  the  proposed  “Federal  Grant-iu-Aid 
Review  Act  of  1967.” 

These  bills,  as  well  as  Title  V  of  the  proposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  of  1967  (S.  698),  would  provide  for  a  uniform  policy  and  procedure  for  sys¬ 
tematic  Congressional  review  of  any  grant  program  established  subsequent  to 
enactment  of  the  legislation.  In  addition,  both  provide  that  each  such  grant-in-aid 
program  enacted  without  a  designated  termination  date  shall  expire  on  June  30 
of  the  fifth  calendar  year  which  begins  after  the  effective  date  of  the  Act.  Finally, 
both  stipulate  that  each  grant-in-aid  program  of  three  years  or  more,  authorized 
in  the  90th  (S.  458  cites  the  89th,  but  we  assume  this  is  a  clerical  error)  or  any 
subsequent  Congress,  -shall  be  reviewed  by  the  Congress  during  the  two  years 
preceding  the  date  upon  which  such  program  is  to  be  terminated. 

S.  4.58  differs  from  S.  735  essentially  by  its  inclusion  of  Sections  4,  5,  and  6 
which.  re.spectively,  would  provide  (a)  for  studies  of  existing  and  future  grant- 
in-aid  programs  by  the  Comptroller  General,  (b)  for  studie.s  by  the  Advisory 
Commis.sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  of  the  intergovernmental  aspects 
of  programs  subject  to  provisions  of  section  3  on  request  of  Congressional  Com¬ 
mittees.  and  (c)  that  State  and  local  units  of  government  would  be  required  to 
keep  financial  records  of  programs  receiving  support  from  Federal  grants-in-aid 
and  that  these  records  be  open  for  inspection  and  audited  by  the  heads  of  Federal 
agencies  administering  the  grants  and  by  the  Comptroller  General.  S.  458  is 
nearly  identical  to  S.  2114,  w-hich  was  passed  by  the  Senate  in  the  88th  Congress, 
and  to  Title  II  of  S.  561,  as  it  passed  the  Senate  in  the  89th  Congress. 

S.  735  does  not  include  the  three  titles  discussed  above.  In  addition,  it  differs 
from  S.  458  and  Title  V  of  S.  698  in  two  other  respects.  First,  Section  4(b)  (2) 
authorizes  each  standing  committee  of  the  Senate  and  Hnu<e  of  Representatives 
to  employ  a  review  specialist  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  purposes  of  the  legi.s- 
lati<in.  This  provision  further  implements  the  recommendations  of  the  Joint 
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('oniinittee  C)n  tli<‘  Orsiinizatiou  of  the  Congress  and  closely  resembles  the  pro- 
l>ose<l  ajiiendnient.  (Section  130  (b)  and  (c))  to  the  Legislative  Reorganization 
Act  of  1940  (2  U.S.C.  190  d)  contained  in  S(‘ction  lO.lta)  of  S.  355  (90th  Con¬ 
gress).  Second,  Section  4(bH3)  requires  that  each  standing  committee  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  submit  not  later  than  March  31  of  each 
year  reiwrts  on  their  review  activities  of  the  preceding  calendar  year.  This  section 
parallels  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of  1940 
(  Section  130(d))  appearing  under  Section  105  (  a )  of  S.  355. 

Tlie  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  has  found  that 
grant.s-in-aid  to  State  and  local  governments  have  been  and  are  the  National 
government's  principal  mechanism  for  securing  intergovernmental  collaboration 
in  accomplishing  national  legislative  objectives.  As  you  know,  i-eliance  on  the 
grant  device  has  increased  significantly  during  the  past  few  years.  With  this 
have  come  mounting  problems  of  fragmentation,  manageability,  and  coordination. 

In  view  of  the  paramount  position  of  Federal  grants  in  the  American  system 
of  intergovernmental  relations,  the  Advisoiw  Commission  believes  that  the  effi¬ 
cacy,  value  and  public  acceptability  of  this  mechanism  must  be  safeguarded  and 
that  its  usefulness  as  a  collaborative  device  be  strengthened.  Jlore  than  six  years 
ago  the  Commission  was  .struck  by  the  widespread  concern  over  the  deficiencies 
in  existing  legislative  procedures  pertaining  to  grants,  especially  as  related  to 
determining  those  grants  that  had  achieved  their  initial  objectives  and  to  re¬ 
directing  others  to  reflect  developments  subsequent  to  their  enactment. 

On  May  25,  1960,  the  ACTR  placed  the  subject  of  periodic  review  of  Federal 
grants-in-aid  on  its  work  program  and  subse<iuently  at  its  June  15,  1901  meeting 
the  Commission  adopted  a  report  entitled  Periodic  Conffressional  Reassessment 
of  Federal  Grants-In-Aid  To  State  and  Local  Governments.  This  report  was  made 
part  of  the  record  of  the  hearings  on  S.  2114  in  the  8Sth  Congress.  It  spells  out 
in  depth  the  Comnussion’s  recommendation  for  .systematic  review.  This  recom- 
mendatioii  would  be  implemented  by  the  enactment  of  S.  458,  S.  735,  or  Title  V 
of  S.  098. 

The  Commission  position  has  consistently  been  that  there  is  a  need  for  general 
legi.slation  providing  for  systematic  review  and  assessment  of  grants-in-aid. 
This  .should  not  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  Federal  .grant-in-aid  programs  under 
current  congressional  and  administrative  processes  go  uureviewed.  The  execu¬ 
tive  agencies  involved  are  giving  closer  and  closer  attention  to  the  operation  of 
their  programs  and  requests  for  grant  funds  are  subject  to  the  usual  scrutiny  of 
the  appropriation  processes  in  Congress.  Moreover,  the  legislative  oversight  com¬ 
mittees  exercise  surveillance  with  respect  to  grants  coming  within  their  juris¬ 
diction.  In  general,  however,  the  review  and  redirection  of  grants  are  treated 
unsystematically  and  on  an  uncoordinated  basis.  The  findings  of  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  On  the  Organization  of  the  Congress  in  this  area  only  confirms  these 
earlier  ACIR  recommendations. 

The  Commission  position  is,  therefore,  that  the  proposed  legislation  would  be 
beneficial  on  a  number  of  counts.  It  would  stimulate  development  of  more  uni¬ 
form  criteria  with  which  Congressional  committees  could  critically  assess  the 
effectiveness  of  grants-in-aid  in  important  subject  matter  fields.  Equally  signifi¬ 
cant  is  the  provision  for  systematic  committee  review  since  it  would  give  State 
and  local  governments  a  regular  forum  for  voicing  their  views  concerning  the 
problems  that  have  arisen  in  connection  with  the  administration  of  individual 
grant  programs.  Further,  the  five  year  termination  provision  relating  to  certain 
future  grants  is  a  salutory  feature  of  the  legislation.  Much  confusion  has  ari.sen 
concerning  this  issue,  but  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  this  section  obviously 
would  in  no  way  affect  those  grants  that  have  a  termination  date  or  those  that 
have  been  specifically  exempted  from  its  application.  In  short,  the  termination 
provision  merely  affects  those  few  programs  each  session  that  Congress  fails  to 
designate  as  short-term  or  long-term  undertakings.  In  such  instances,  the  Com¬ 
mission  feels  that  the  five  year  termination  provision,  along  with  the  review 
process  that  in  most  instances  would  result  from  it,  would  be  helpful. 

With  reference  to  Sections  4,  5,  and  0  of  S.  458,  and  to  Sections  504  and 
505  of  S.  698,  the  Advisory  Commission  has  taken  no  formal  position.  The  first 
three  embody  amendments  which  were  adopted  by  the  Senate  Subcommittee 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  during  its  deliberations  on  S.  2114,  in  the 
88th  Congress  and  which  appeared  in  Title  II  of  S.  561  in  the  S9th  Congre.ss 
as  it  was  enacted  by  the  Senate. 

As  in  the  case  of  the  above,  the  Commission  has  taken  no  formal  position  with 
reference  to  the  review  specialist  and  annual  report  provisions  of  S.  735.  These 
subsections  do  not  appear  to  conflict  with  the  Commission’s  basic  recommonda- 
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tions  in  this  area,  and  tend  to  further  implement  those  of  the  Joint  Committee 
on  the  Organizatiton  of  the  Congress. 

We  hope  these  comments  will  assist  the  Subcommittee  in  its  deliberations  on 
this  proiwsed  legislation.  I  should  like  to  make  clear  that  in  the  submission  of 
these  comments,  I  am  speaking  only  for  the  Advisory  Commission  and  not  for 
the  President  or  the  Administration. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Fakris  Bryant, 

Chairman. 


Council  of  Economic  Advisers, 

Washington,  April  6, 1967. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Suhcommittee  on  Intcrgovermcntal  Relations,  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Senator  Muskie  ;  As  you  requested  we  have  reviewed  S.  458  and  S.  735, 
bills  “to  provide  for  periodic  congressional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  to 
States  and  to  local  units  of  government.” 

We  find  ourselves  in  sympathy  with  the  proposal  calling  for  evaluation  of 
grant-in-aid  programs  after  several  years  of  experience.  But  we  hesitate  to  sup¬ 
port  an  arbitrary  review  and  termination  date  for  each  program  not  otherwi.se 
covered  by  a  termination  date. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presen¬ 
tation  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Administration’s  program. 

Sincerely, 


Gardner  Ackley. 


General  Services  Administration, 

Washington,  April  6, 1967. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Suheommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Muskie  :  Your  letters  of  February  28,  1967,  requested  the  views 
of  the  General  Sendees  Administration  on  S.  458  and  S.  735  of  the  90th  Con¬ 
gress,  similar  bills  to  provide  for  periodic  congressional  review  of  Federal  grants- 
in-aid  to  States  and  to  local  units  of  government. 

These  bills  relate  to  programs  to  be  enacted  by  future  Congresses  for  grant-in- 
aid  assistance  by  the  Federal  Government  to  States  or  their  political  subdivi¬ 
sions;  provide  expiration  dates  for  the  authorization  of  such  grants;  and  re¬ 
quire  the  review  of  such  programs  by  appropriate  committees  of  the  House  and 
the  Senate  on  or  before  June  30  of  the  calendar  year  preceding  the  year  in  which 
such  programs  will  expire.  Committee  reports  covering  such  studies  would  show 
the  extent  to  which  the  purpose  for  which  each  grant  was  authorized  has  been 
met,  whether  the  recipient  can  carry  on  without  further  Federal  assistance,  and 
whether  changes  in  purpose  or  direction  should  be  made.  S.  458  would  also  vest 
centralized  respon.sibility  in  the  Comptroller  General  to  review  presently  existing 
and  all  future  programs  for  such  grant-in-aid  assistance  and  submit  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  reports  and  recommendations  concerning  the  effectiveness  of  the  programs. 

With  the  enactment  of  Public  Law  88-383,  GSA  has  at  this  time  one  program 
for  grant  assistance  to  States  and  local  agencies  and  to  nonprofit  organizations 
and  institutions.  These  grants,  which  will  terminate  on  June  30,  1969,  are  to 
assist  in  the  financing  of  recipients  in  the  collecting,  describing,  preserving  and 
compiling  .and  publishing  of  documentary  sources  significant  to  the  history  of 
the  United  States.  However,  we  do  not  believe  that  payments  under  this  program 
would  be  determined  to  be  “grants-in-aid”  under  these  bills  in  that  s^tion 
7(3)  (ii)  (6)  of  S.  458  and  section  4(c)  (B)  (vi)  of  S.  735  exclude  “payments  under 
research  and  development  contracts  or  grants  which  are  awarded  directly  and 
on  similar  terms  to  all  qualifying  organizations,  whether  public  or  private.” 

Inasmuch  as  we  do  not  expect  that  the  enactment  of  either  S.45S  or  S.  735 
would  substantially  affect  any  programs  of  the  General  Services  Administration, 
we  defer  to  the  views  of  tlie  interested  Federal  departments  and  agencies  as  to 
the  merits  of  the  projyosed  legislation. 


The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that,  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
Administration’s  program,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  sul)mission  of  this  report 
to  your  Committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 

.T.  E.  Moody, 

Act  in g  A  dmi nits  tra  t  or. 


Comptroller  Genf:rai.  of  the  United  States, 

Washington,  B.C.,  April  20, 1967. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Suhconmiittcc  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations,  U.8.  Senate. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  By  letter  dated  February  2S,  1967,  you  reque.sted  our 
comments  on  S.  735,  90th  Congress.  The  stated  purpose  of  this  measure  is  “To 
provide  for  periodic  review  of  Federal  programs  of  granWn-aid  assistance  to 
the  States.’’ 

We  note  that  section  5  of  the  bill  erroneously  listed  as  section  4  includes  “any 
agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State’’  in  the  definition  of  the  term  “State.”  It  is 
possible  that  the  proposed  legislation  could  be  con.strued  as  applying  to  any  new 
authorizations,  or  changes  in  existing  authorizations  for  Federal  payments  to 
the  National  Guard  enacted  by  the  90th  or  subsequent  Congresses,  since  the 
National  Guard  is  an  instrumentality  of  the  various  States.  However,  hearings  on 
similar  bills  do  not  indicate  that  such  legislation  is  intended  to  apply  to  Federal 
funds  appropriated  for  the  National  Guard.  Moreover,  since  the  National  Guard 
has  been  in  existence  since  the  formation  of  our  country  and  apparently  will 
continue  in  existence  for  the  foreseeable  future,  we  do  not  believe  that  Federal 
aid  in  support  thereof  will  l>e  terminated,  or  that  the  Congress  intends  to  require 
the  authority  for  each  Federal  support  to  terminate  automatically  every  five 
years  as  provided  in  S.  735  and  hence  require  new  study  and  authorization 
Iieriodically.  Hence,  it  is  our  opinion  that  S.  735  is  not  intended  to  apply  to 
Federal  payments  to  the  National  Guard.  It  would  be  preferable,  however,  if  the 
bill  itself  or  its  legislative  history  would  clearly  so  indicate. 

We  note  that  this  measure,  in  large  part,  would  provide  for  the  same  type  of 
Congressional  review  of  grant-in-aid  assistance  as  would  be  provided  by  title  V 
of  S.  698,  90th  Congress.  The  primary  difference  between  the  provisions  of  this 
bill  and  title  V  of  S.  698  is  that  in  this  bill  no  specific  provision  is  made  for 
Studies  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  as  provided 
in  section  504  of  S.  698.  As  pointed  out  in  our  report  of  today’s  date  on  S.  698,  we 
do  not  feel  that  such  requirement  in  S.  698  imposes  any  requirements  on  our  office 
in  addition  to  those  we  believe  now  exist  for  reporting  to  the  Congress  on  the 
results  of  our  reviews  of  Government  programs,  including  Federal  grant-in-aid 
programs.  Consequently,  we  do  not  feel  that — so  far  as  our  office  is  concerned — 
there  is  any  substantial  difference  between  S.  735  and  title  V  of  S.  698. 

We  recognize  that  any  provision  for  specific  review  by  the  Comptroller  General 
of  such  programs  will  perhaps  change  the  frequency  of  our  review  of  such 


programs  and  of  course,  such  provision  would  serve  to  emphasize  congressional 
interest  in  a  continuing  overall  review  of  grant-in-aid  programs.  In  any  event, 
the  question  of  whether  specific  provision  should  be  made  for  review  of  grant-in- 
aid  by  our  office  is  viewed  as  fundamentally  a  question  of  policy  for  the  sole 
determination  of  the  Congress. 

We  are  of  course  strongly  in  accord  with  the  objectives  of  this  bill  and  title  V 
of  S.  698.  Legislation  along  the  lines  of  these  measures  would  appear  to  be 
beneficial  not  only  as  an  additional  device  for  strengthening  congressional  control 
over  Federal  grants-in-aid  but  also  as  an  additional  means  for  acquiring  current 
information  as  a  basis  for  legislation  in  the  complex  and  changing  area  of 
Federal-State-local  relationships. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Elmer  B.  Staats, 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 
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Df.pautmf.nt  of  tiif.  Army, 

W asliington,  D.C.,  September  28, 1907. 

Hoii.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman.  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

U.S.  Senate. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Reference  is  made  to  yonr  retinest  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  the  views  of  the  Department  of  Defense  with  respect  to  S.  735,  00th 
Congress,  a  bill  “To  provide  for  periodic  review  of  Federal  programs  of  grant-in- 
aid  assistance  to  the  States.”  The  Department  of  the  Army  has  Iteeii  as.signed 
responsibility  for  expressing  the  views  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

This  bill,  which  if  enacted,  would  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Grant-in-Akl  Review 
Act  of  1007,”  would  establish  procedures  for  review  of  grant-in-aid  programs 
authorizing  assistance  from  the  Federal  Government  to  two  or  more  States  or 
their  political  subdivi.sions.  All  future  programs,  unless  the  enacting  statute 
siiecifically  provides  otherwise,  shall  expire  on  June  30  of  the  fifth  calendar  5’ear 
which  begins  after  the  effective  date  of  the  enactment  of  such  program.  The  bill 
provides  for  a  specific  review  by  the  Congress  for  such  programs  as  are  authorized 
over  a  period  of  three  or  more  years.  This  review  would  be  conducted  during  the 
period  beginning  not  later  that  twelve  months  immediately  preceding  the  date 
on  which  such  authority  is  to  expire  and  the  results  of  committee  investigation 
and  study  ivould  be  reported  not  later  than  one  hundi’ed  and  twenty  days  before 
such  authority  is  due  to  expire.  In  the  case  of  existing  statutes  authorizing  the 
establishment  of  programs  for  grant-in-aid  assistance  over  a  period  of  three  or 
more  years  to  two  or  more  States  or  their  political  subsdivisions,  each  standing 
committee  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  which  exercises  legislative 
,1uri.«diction  and  oversight  over  such  programs  would  review  and  study,  on  a 
continuing  basis,  the  application,  operation,  administration,  and  execution  of  .such 
program,  and  u'ould  submit,  not  later  than  March  31  of  each  year,  a  report  on  its 
actiiuties  during  the  immediately  preceding  calendar  year.  The  studies  both  for 
future  and  existing  programs  shall  be  conducted  to  ascertain  M^hether  the  purpo.ses 
for  which  such  future  grants-in-aid  would  be  authorized  have  been  met,  the 
extent  to  which  such  programs  can  be  carried  on  without  further  Federal  financial 
assistance,  the  extent  to  which  such  program  is  adequate  to  meet  any  gro-wing 
and  changing  needs  related  to  the  puijwses  for  u-hich  it  was  originally  designed, 
and  whether  any  changes  in  purpose,  direction,  or  administration  of  the  original 
program  should  be  made. 

The  Department  of  the  Army,  on  behalf  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  has 
no  objection  to  S.  735.  With  respect  to  the  details  of  this  bill,  this  Department 
defers  to  other  agencies  more  directly  concerned,  that  is,  those  administering 
grant  programs,  for  example,  the  Departments  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare,  Housing  and  Urban  Development  and  Transportation. 

The  fiscal  effects  of  this  legislation  are  not  known  to  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

This  report  has  been  coordinated  within  the  Department  of  Defense  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  procedures  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Adminis¬ 
tration’s  program,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presentation  of  this  report  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Committee. 

Sincerely, 


Stanley  R.  Resor,  Secretary  of  the  Army. 


Department  of  The  Army, 
Washington,  D.G.,  December  7,  1967. 

Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Reference  is  made  to  your  request  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  the  views  of  the  Department  of  Defense  ivith  respect  to  S.  458,  90th 
Congress,  a  bill  “To  provide  for  periodic  congressional  review  of  Federal  grants- 
in-aid  to  States  and  to  local  units  of  government.”  The  Department  of  the  Army 
has  been  assigned  responsibility  for  expressing  the  views  of  the  Deiiartment  of 
Defense. 

This  bill  would  provide  that  all  programs  of  grants-in-aid  (authorized  by  the 
Eighty-ninth  or  any  subsequent  Congress)  from  the  Federal  Government  to  two 


or  more  States  or  their  ix>litical  subdivisions,  unless  the  enacting  statute  spe¬ 
cifically  provides  otherwise,  shall  expire  on  June  30  of  the  fifth  calendar  year 
which  begins  after  the  effective  date  of  the  enactment  of  such  program.  Con¬ 
currently,  the  bill  provides  for  a  specific  review  by  the  Congress  for  such  grauts- 
in-aid  programs  as  are  authorized  over  a  i>eriod  of  three  or  moi’e  years  to  ascertain 
whether  the  purposes  for  which  such  grants-in-aid  would  be  authorized  have  been 
met,  the  extent  to  which  such  programs  can  be  carried  on  without  further  Federal 
financial  assistance,  and  whether  any  changes  in  purpose,  direction,  or  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  original  program  should  be  made  to  conform  to  recommendations 
of  the  Comptroller  General  under  Section  4  of  the  bill  or  the  Advisory  Committee 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  (established  by  Public  Law  8(5-380)  under  Sec¬ 
tion  5.  The  bill  provides  that  such  Congressional  review  shall  be  conducted  during 
the  period  beginning  not  less  than  twelve  months  or  more  than  twenty-four 
months  immediately  preceding  the  date  on  which  such  authority  is  to  expire 
and  the  results  of  committee  investigation  and  study  shall  be  reported  not  later 
than  one  hundred  and  twenty  days  before  such  authority  is  due  to  expire.  The 
bill  further  provides  that  the  Comptroller  General  shall  make  continuing  studies 
of  presently  existing  as  well  as  all  future  programs  for  grant-in-aid  assistance 
from  the  Federal  Government  and  furnish  reports,  together  with  recommenda¬ 
tions,  to  the  Congress.  Finally  the  bill  provides  that  each  recipient  of  assistance 
whether  under  any  new  Act  of  Congress  enacted  after  the  effective  date  of  this 
Act  or  any  new  grant-in-aid  agreement,  or  extension,  modification  or  alteration 
of  any  existing  grant-in-aid  agreement  pursuant  to  existing  law  shall  keep 
records  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Federal  agency  administer¬ 
ing  the  program. 

The  majority  of  the  grant-in-aid  programs  administered  by  the  Department 
of  Defense,  which  includes  direct  reserach  grants  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
September  6,  1958,  P.L.  85-934  (42  U.S.C.  1891),  are  excluded  from  periodic 
Congressional  review  by  the  language  of  this  bill.  Therefore,  the  Department  of 
the  Army,  on  behalf  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  defers  to  the  views  of 
other  more  directly  affected  Federal  agencies. 

Enactment  of  this  bill  would  have  no  foreseeable  fiscal  effect  on  the  budgetary 
reqiiirements  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

This  report  has  been  coordinated  within  the  Department  of  Defense  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  procedures  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Adminis¬ 
tration’s  program,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presentation  of  this  report  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Committee. 

Sincerely, 


Stanley  R.  Resor,  Secretary  of  the  Army. 


Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Transportation, 

Washington,  D.G.  June  11, 1968. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Suhcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Felations,  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
mental  Relations,  U.8.  Senate,  Washington,  B.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  our  views  on 
S.  458,  a  bill :  “To  provide  for  periodic  Congressional  reviews  of  Federal  grants- 
in-aid  to  State  and  to  local  units  of  government.”  and  S.  735,  a  bill :  “To  provide 
for  periodic  review  of  Federal  programs  of  grant-in-aid  assistance  to  the  States.” 
The  Department  of  Transportation  admini.sters  several  grant-in-aid  programs. 
The  Federal-Aid  Airport  Program  under  the  Federal  Airport  Act  provides  50 
percent  matching  funds  for  airport  construction. 

The  Interstate  Highway  Progi-am  provides  90  percent  federal  funds,  plus  a 
bonus  to  States  having  large  areas  of  public  lands,  for  the  construction  of  the 
41,(X)0-mile  system  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways. 

The  ABC  Highway  Program  provides  50  percent  federal  money  (plus  some 
bonus)  for  construction  of  primary,  secondary  and  urban  extension  highways. 

The  Highway  Beautification  Program  provides  75  percent  federal  funds  for 
billboard  and  junkyard  control  and  100  percent  funding  for  landscaping  and 
scenic  enhancement. 

The  Highway  Safety  Program  provides  up  to  50  percent  federal  money  for 
assistance  to  States  in  implementing  programs  to  meet  federal  highway  safety 
standards. 
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All  of  these  grant-in-aid  programs  are  now  subject  to  periodic  review  by  legis¬ 
lative  committees  of  Congress.  In  the  case  of  the  Federal-Aid  Airport  Program, 
authorizations  have  been  made  for  from  two  to  five  years,  lately  for  three  year 
periods.  Thus,  every  three  years  the  program  is  reviewed  on  its  merits  and  in 
total  by  the  Senate  Commerce  Committee  and  the  House  Inter.state  and  Foreign 
Commerce  Committee.  The  highway  programs,  with  the  exception  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  Program,  are  subject  to  biennial  review  and  authorizations  are 
made  for  two  years  at  a  time.  And  while  authorizations  for  the  Interstate  Program 
are  made  for  more  than  two  or  three  years,  the  program  is  subject  to  Congres¬ 
sional  review  when  the  Public  Works  Committees  biennially  con.sider  the  appor¬ 
tionment  formula  to  be  applied  in  that  program.  Thus,  all  of  the  grant-in-aid 
programs  administered  in  this  Department  are  subject  to  more  frequent  review 
than  the  five-year  review  contemplated  in  S.  458  and  S.  730.  Therefore,  the  under¬ 
lying  purpose  of  these  bills,  to  as.sure  that  grant-in-aid  programs  not  go  on  in¬ 
definitely  wnthout  a  periodic  reexamination  of  their  justification,  is  already  well 
served  and  in  a  manner  involving  a  more  frequent  review  than  those  bills  proimse. 

In  addition,  the  termination  of  authority  to  make  grants-in-aid  at  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  live  years  would  seriously  restrict  even  programs  with  authorizations  for 
under  five  years.  For  example,  the  Federal- Aid  Airijort  Program  was  la.st  extended 
in  P.L.  89-647,  October  13,  1966.  The  authorization  was  for  FY  1968,  1969  and 
1970.  These  funds  are  available  until  expended. 

Under  the  proposed  S.  458  as  applied  to  P.U.  89-647,  the  funds  authorized  for 
1968  would  be  available  only  for  four  years.  The  funds  for  1969  would  be  avail¬ 
able  for  three  years  and  those  for  1970  for  two  years.  The  authority  to  obligate 
any  funds  authorized  under  P.L.  89-647  would  expire  .Tune  30,  1971,  under  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  S.  458. 

In  this  connection,  funds  apportioned  among  the  states  pursuant  to  section 
6(a)  of  the  Federal  Airport  Act  remain  available  for  projects  in  the  resiiective 
.states  for  two  fiscal  years.  Any  funds  remaining  unobligated  at  the  expiration  of 
the  two-year  i)eriod  are  added  to  the  Discretionary  Fund  pursuant  to  section 
6(c),  and  are  then  available  for  projects  in  all  the  states.  Several  of  the  less  pop¬ 
ulous  states  are  unable  to  utilize  the  full  amount  of  funds  apportioned  to  them 
under  the  state  apportionment  formula.  The  apportioned  funds  excess  to  these 
states’  needs,  therefore,  lie  idle  and  may  not  be  used  until  the  third  year  after  they 
first  become  available.  Under  the  five-year  limitation  as  now  written  in  section 
2  of  S.  458,  unused  State  Apixirtionment  Funds  in  the  1970  authorization  could 
never  be  applied  for  needed  projects.  Unobligated  State  Apportioned  Funds  in 
the  1969  and  1968  authorizations  would  be  available  for  needed  projects  only  one 
year  and  two  years,  respectively. 

These  limitations  would  seriou.sly  limit  our  ability  to  carry  out  the  intended 
purposes  of  this  program. 

Accordingly,  the  Department  of  Tran.sportation  opposes  the  enactment  of  legis¬ 
lation  providing  automatic  termination  dates  for  grant-in-aid  programs  generally. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Adminis¬ 
tration’s  program,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  this  report  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Committee. 

Sincerely, 


John  L.  Sweeney, 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Public  Affairs. 


Agency  Reports  on  S.  2981 

Office  of  the  Seci!Et.\ky  of  T'kansportation, 

Washinytou,  D.C.,  March  I.  lHiiS. 

Hon.  John  L.  McClei.i.an, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

U.8.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  re.sixmse  lo  your  re<juest  for  the  views  of  this 
Department  concerning  S.  2981,  a  bill  “To  provide  temporai’y  authority  to  ex¬ 
pedite  procedures  for  consideration  and  approval  of  projects  drawung  upon  more 
than  one  Federal  assistance  program,  to  simplify  requirements  for  the  operation 
of  those  projects,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

Essentially  the  proposal  would  increase  joint  funding  and  simplify  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  grants  and  contracts  where  programs  or  projects  are  funded  from 
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two  or  more  appropriations.  The  proposal  delineates  the  scope,  authority,  require¬ 
ments,  and  procedures  to  he  used  when  joint  funding  is  undertaken. 

This  Department  believes  the  proposal,  which  is  an  Administration  bill,  will 
facilitate  and  encourage  the  integrated  development  and  execution  of  program 
proposals.  AVe  think  this  is  a  highly  desirable  result.  Since  the  effective  objectives 
of  Government  supiwrted  programs  are  multiple,  the  achievement  of  these  objec¬ 
tives  require  the  simultaneous  and  integrated  implementation  of  a  number  of 
projects. 

The  three  principal  programs  of  this  Department  that  could  be  operated  under 
this  new  authority  are  the  Federal-aid  to  Airports,  the  Federal-aid  to  Highways, 
and  the  State  and  Community  Safety  grants. 

The  FAA  now  cooperate,s,  in  providing  aiiixu-ts,  with  the  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Administration,  Department  of  Commerce;  the  Department  of  Defense; 
and  tlie  National  Park  Service,  Department  of  the  Interior.  In  addition,  the  air¬ 
port  grant-in-aid  projects  might  be  coordinated  with  urban  renewal  projects, 
mass  transit  projects,  open-space  grants,  metropolitan  planning  grants,  and  with 
the  Department’s  highway  program. 

Similarly,  the  Federal-aid  to  highways  and  the  State  and  Community  Safety 
gi’ant  programs  might,  with  the  assistance  of  this  bill,  be  utilized  more  frequently 
ill  a  coordinated  fashion  with  the  grant-in-aid  programs  of  other  departments. 
The  multiple  impact  of  joint  planning  and  execution  will  be  much  greater  if  the 
project  is  originated  and  completed  in  tandem  or  multiples  wherever  this  is  pos¬ 
sible.  A  transportation  system  is  a  complex  of  many  items,  and  a  more  comple¬ 
mentary  installation  of  those  items  would  lead  to  greater  efficiency. 

AA"e  assume  that  the  language  in  section  8  is  sufficient  in  its  requirement  that 
an  expenditure  not  be  inconsistent  with  other  Federal  laws,  to  prevent  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  money  transferred  from  the  airport  grant-in-aid  program  or  the 
highway  trust  fund  for  other  than  airport  or  highway  projects  respectively.  The 
problem  of  segregation  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  is  particularly  important  since 
that  fund  is  financed  through  highway  user  taxes  and  has  been  specifically  held 
by  Congress  to  be  available  only  for  that  purpose. 

Subject  to  these  comments  the  Department  of  Transportation  favors  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  legislation. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  enactment  of  this  legislation  would 
be  in  accord  with  the  President’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours. 


John  L.  Sweeney, 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Puhlic  Affairs. 


Executive  Office  op  the  President, 

Office  op  Emergency  Planning, 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  1968. 

Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

V.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  for  comments  of  this 
agency  on  S.  2981,  90th  Congress,  a  bill,  “To  provide  temporary  authority  to  expe¬ 
dite  procedures  for  consideration  and  approval  of  projects  drawing  upon  more 
than  one  Federal  assistance  program,  to  simplify  requirements  for  the  operation 
of  those  projects,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

In  my  capacity  as  the  President’s  liaison  with  the  Governors,  I  have  a  direct 
interest  in  this  bill,  and  I  recommend  that  it  be  enacted  at  an  early  date. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  it  has  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
this  report,  and  that  enactment  of  this  bill  would  be  in  accord  with  the  President’s 
program. 

Sincerely, 


Mordecai  M.  Meeker 
(For  Price  Daniel,  Director). 
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Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  5, 1968. 

Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  V.H.  Senate,  Netv  Senate  Office 
Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  response  to  yonr  letter  of  February  20,  lfK58, 
requesting  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  S.  2981,  the  “Joint  Funding 
Simplification  Act  of  1968.” 

S.  2981  was  developed  in  response  to  the  President’s  request — in  his  March  17 
Message  on  the  Quality  of  American  Goveimment— for  legislation  that  would 
make  it  ix)ssible  “.  .  .  for  Federal  agencies  to  combine  related  grants  into  a 
single  financial  package,  thus  simplifying  the  financial  and  administrative  pro¬ 
cedures — without  disturbing,  however,  the  separate  authorizations,  appropria¬ 
tions,  and  substantive  requirements  for  each  grant-in-aid  program.” 

Separate  Federal  assistance  programs  should  be  amenable  to  joint  utilization 
in  single  projects  within  which  the  several  programs  are  melded  to  achieve 
mutual  objectives.  Such  combinations  of  related  programs  would  enable  State 
and  local  governments  and  other  grantees  to  use  the  wide  variety  of  Federal 
assistance  programs  more  effectively  and  efficiently. 

However,  such  combinations  cannot  be  “packaged”  and  administered  easily 
under  existing  laws  and  regulations.  Each  Federal  grant  program  may  have 
different  requirements  in  such  matters  as  application  forms,  accounting  pro¬ 
cedures,  advisory  panels,  reporting  dates,  etc.  Further,  the  grantees  must  often 
work  with  several  Federal  agencies  (or  constituent  elements  of  a  single  agency)  — 
each  with  its  own  distinct  administrative  practices.  As  a  result,  considerable 
effort  is  required  and  significant  delays  are  encountered. 

The  purpose  of  S.  2981  is  to  remove  or  simplify  cei’tain  administrative  and  tech¬ 
nical  impediments  which  hamper  or  prevent  the  consideration,  processing, 
approval  and  administration  of  projects  which  draw  upon  resources  availalile 
from  more  than  one  Federal  agency,  program  or  appropriation.  The  bill  would 
enable  State  and  local  governments  and  other  public  or  private  agencies  to  use 
Federal  financial  assistance  under  two  or  more  programs  in  support  of  multi¬ 
purpose  projects.  Under  the  bill ; 

Federal  agency  heads  would  be  authorized  to  establish  uniform  reiiuire- 
ments  respecting  technical  or  administrative  provisions  of  law  so  that 
jointly  funded  projects  would  not  have  to  be  subject  to  varying  or  conflict¬ 
ing  rules  or  procedures ; 

In  appro]  u’iate  cases.  Federal  agencies  would  have  authority  to  delegate 
to  other  agencies  power  to  approve  portions  of  projects  on  their  behalf ; 

Federal  agency  heads  could  establish  joint  management  funds  in  their 
agencies  to  finance  multi-purpose  projects  drawing  upon  appropriations 
from  several  different  accounts ; 

The  President  would  prescribe  appropriate  regulations  for,  and  approve 
agency  delegations  of  power  and  functions  under  the  bill.  He  would  make 
reports  to  the  Congress  on  actions  taken,  and  make  recommendations  for 
additional  legislative  action,  including  propo.sals  for  consolidation,  simpli¬ 
fication  or  coordination  of  grant  programs. 

The  authority  contained  in  the  bill  would  expire  after  three  years. 

The  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of  1968  would  not  affect  sidistantive 
provi.sions  of  law  relating  to  Federal  assistance  programs  .such  as  eligibility  cri¬ 
teria,  maintenance  of  effort,  matching  ratios,  authorization  levels,  program 
availability,  etc.  Problems  presented  by  the  diversity  in  such  provisions  as  these 
would  be  studied  in  connection  with  proposals  for  grant  consolidation  which  the 
President  also  requested  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  explore  in 
the  Message  on  the  Quality  of  American  Government.  That  effort  is  now  under¬ 
way.  Experience  gained  under  the  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  will  he  of 
great  assi.stance  in  the  development  of  a  workable  grant  consolidation  program. 

Accordingly,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  recommends  enactment  of  S.  2981. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Wilfred  H.  Rommel, 

Assistant  Director  for  Legislative  Reference. 
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Thk  General  Counsei,  of  the  Treasury, 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  6, 19ti8. 

Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

V.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.G. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  ;  Reference  is  made  to  your  request  for  the  views  of  this 
Department  on  S.  2981,  “To  provide  temporary  authority  to  ex^x'dite  pi’oeedures 
for  consideration  and  approval  of  projects  drawing  upon  more  than  one  Federal 
assistance  program,  to  simplify  requirements  for  the  operation  of  those  projects, 
and  for  other  purix)ses.” 

The  proposed  legislation  is  designed  to  implement  the  recommendations  of  the 
President  to  provide  for  the  simplification  of  Federal  assistance  programs  con¬ 
tained  in  his  March  17,  1997  message  on  the  Quality  of  American  Government. 
The  bill  would  provide  authorities  for  the  establishment  of  uniform  technical  or 
administrative  requirements,  the  delegation  of  powers  and  responsibilities,  and 
the  establishment  of  joint  management  funds  with  respect  to  projects  assisted 
under  more  than  one  Federal  assistance  program.  The  authorities  would  expii-e 
after  three  years.  Federal  assistance  programs  would  he  defined  to  include  loan, 
loan  guarantee,  and  loan  insurance  as  well  as  grant  programs. 

For  some  time  the  Department  has  been  encouraging  the  use  of  letters  of  credit 
for  a  wide  range  of  domestic  and  international  grant  programs  to  achieve  better 
cash  management.  The  proixised  legislation,  by  consolidating  funds  from  several 
appropriations,  would  reduce  the  number  of  letters  of  credit  for  all  grant  pro¬ 
grams,  thereby  simplifying  funding  procedures  for  the  grantee,  the  agencies,  the 
Treasury,  and  the  Federal  Reserve  banks.  It  may  achieve  further  benefits  if 
relatively  small  grants  now  paid  by  check  are  brought  under  the  letter-of-credit 
method  by  virtue  of  the  pooling  arrangements. 

Consequently,  the  Treasury  supports  the  objective  of  the  bill. 

The  Department  has  been  advised  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  there  is  no 
objection  to  the  submission  of  this  report  to  your  Committee  and  that  enactment 
of  the  proposed  legislation  would  be  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Fred  B.  Smith,  General  Counsel. 


The  Postmaster  General. 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  8,  1968. 

Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

D.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.G. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  Department  has  been  requested  to  report  on  S.  2981, 
a  bill  “to  provide  temporary  authority  to  expedite  procedures  for  consideration 
and  approval  of  projects  drawing  upon  more  than  one  Federal  assistance  pro¬ 
gram,  to  simplify  requirements  for  the  operation  of  those  projects,  and  for  other 
purix)ses.” 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  enable  States,  local  governments,  and  other  public 
or  private  organizations  to  use  Federal  assi, stance  more  effectively  and  effi¬ 
ciently.  Subject  to  regulations  to  be  prescribed  by  the  President  the  bill  would 
authorize  agency  heads  to  cooperate  in  the  identification  of  programs,  develoj)- 
ment  of  guidelines,  review  of  program  requirements,  establishnient  of  common 
rules,  and  creation  of  common  application  processing  and  project  suiiervision 
procedures.  Tlie  bill  would  also  require  Federal  agencies  to  a.ssure  that,  in  the 
processing  of  application.s,  reviews  and  approvals  are  expeditious,  questions  of 
timing  affecting  feasibility  are  considered,  the  number  of  Federal  representatives 
involved  is  kept  to  a  minimum,  decisions  on  applications  are  communicated 
promptly  to  applicants,  and  applicants  are  not  required  by  one  agency  to  obtain 
assurance  of  the  requirements  of  another  agency  where  such  requirements  could 
better  be  determined  through  direct  interagency  communication. 

Since  the  Post  Office  Department  does  not  administer  any  Federal  assistance 
programs,  the  bill  would  have  no  effect  on  the  Department.  Accordingly,  we  have 
no  recommendations  concerning  the  bill. 

In  advi.sing  with  resjiect  to  lI.R.  12631.  an  identical  hill,  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  has  stated  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of  that  report  to 
the  Committee. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Lawrence  F.  O’Brien. 
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U.S.  Department  of  Labor, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  March  i-J.  1Q68. 

Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Govermnent  Operations, 

U.S.  Senate,  Wa.shington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  ;  This  is  in  further  response  to  your  letter  of  February  20, 
1968  requesting  a  report  on  S.  2981,  the  “Joint  Funding  Siinplitication  Act  of 
1968.” 


This  bill  creates  authority  which  will  con.stitute  a  first  and  important  .step  in 
the  simplification  of  grant-in-aid  programs.  Permitting  substantive  authority  to 
be  delegated  from  one  agency  to  another,  permitting  the  waiving  of  technical 
and  administrative  requirements  and  permitting  the  establishment  of  uniform 
matching  requirements  and  single  accounting  procedures  are  valuable  simplifi¬ 
cations  of  administrative  and  financial  procedures.  The  Department  of  Labor 
therefore  strongly  supports  the  bill. 

The  President  recognized  last  year  in  his  message  on  The  Quality  of  American 
Government  that  simplification  of  procedures  is  but  one  part  of  the  problem  of 
bringing  order  out  of  the  confusing  multiplicity  of  grant-in-aid  programs.  The 
President  in  his  Message  described  program  simplification  as  even  more  funda¬ 
mental  than  the  simplification  of  procedure,  and  directed  a  broad  study  of  this 
problem  and  development  of  solutions.  Program  simplification — as  distinguished 
from  pi’ocedural  simplification — will  require  the  consolidation  of  specific  piec-es  of 
legislation  into  broad  program  legislation  accompanied  by  single  appropriations 
without  categorical  dollar  limitations.  This  bill  is  a  necessai-y  first  step  in  achiev¬ 
ing  this  broader  ob.iective. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  ob.iection  to  the  submission 
of  this  report  and  enactment  of  S.  2981  would  be  in  accord  with  the  President’s 
program. 

Sincerely, 


Willard  Wirtz,  Secretary  of  Labor. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington.  March  15,  1908. 

Hon.  John  J.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  a  report  on  S.  2981, 
a  bill  “to  provide  temporary  authority  to  expedite  procedures  for  consideration 
and  approval  of  projects  drawing  upon  more  than  one  Federal  assistance  pro¬ 
gram,  to  simplify  requirements  for  the  operation  of  those  projects,  and  for  other 
purposes.” 

The  bill  proposes  that  heads  of  Federal  agencies  be  authorized  to ; 

1.  Identify  related  programs  appropriate  for  providing  joint  support  for 
specific  kinds  of  projects ; 

2.  Develop  and  promulgate  guidelines  and  materials  to  assist  in  the  plan¬ 
ning  and  development  of  projects  drawing  support  from  different  programs ; 

3.  Identify  administratively  established  program  requirements  which  may 
impede  joint  support  of  projects  and  make  modifications  as  appropriate; 

4.  Establish  common  and  technical  rules  among  related  programs;  and 

5.  Create  joint  project  application  procedures  and  projects  supervi.sion 
procedures. 

The  head  of  each  agency  would  be  responsible  for  taking  actions  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible  under  applicable  law  which  would  further  the  purpose 
of  the  act  with  respect  to  programs  administered  by  this  agency.  Each  Federal 
agenc.y  head  would  also  consult  and  cooperate  with  heads  of  other  Federal 
agencies  to  promote  the  purposes  of  this  act. 

Actions  taken  by  Federal  agencies  pursuant  to  this  act  relating  to  the  process¬ 
ing  of  applications  must  be  designed  to  assure : 

That  required  reviews  and  approvals  are  handled  expeditiously; 

That  full  account  be  taken  of  special  considerations  of  timing  made  known 
by  the  applicant  that  affect  the  feasibility  of  the  project ; 

That  the  applicant  be  required  to  deal  with  a  minimum  number  of  Fed¬ 
eral  repre.sentatives,  acting  separately  or  as  a  board  or  panel ; 
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That  applicants  be  promptly  informed  as  to  decisions  for  or  against 
applications;  and 

That  applicants  not  be  required  by  any  one  Federal  agency  to  obtain  in- 
foi’mation  or  assurances  regarding  another  Federal  agency  which  could  bet¬ 
ter  be  secured  directly. 

Where  appropriate,  to  further  the  purix)ses  of  this  act,  heads  of  agencies  may 
use  the  authorities  included  in  the  act  to  establish  uniform  technical  or  admin¬ 
istrative  requirements,  to  delegate  powers  and  responsibilities,  and  to  establish 
joint  management  funds. 

The  act  provides  that  (a)  appropriations  availabie  to  any  Federal  assistance 
program  for  technical  assi^ance  or  training  may  bo  used  to  provide  technical 
assistance  or  training  in  connection  with  projects  apiiroved  for  joint  funding  in¬ 
volving  that  program  and  any  other  Federal  assistanc-e  program;  and  (b)  per¬ 
sonnel  of  any  Federal  agency  may  be  detailed  from  time  to  time  to  other  agencies 
as  appropriate  to  facilitate  the  processing  of  applications  under  this  act  or  the 
administration  of  approved  projects. 

Subject  to  such  regulations  as  the  President  may  prescribe.  Federal  agencies 
may  enter  into  agreements  with  States  or  State  agencies,  as  appropriate,  to 
extend  the  benefits  of  this  act  to  projects  involving  assistance  from  one  or  more 
Federal  agency  and  one  or  more  State  agency. 

The  act  provides  that  in  addition  to  powers  and  authorities  otherwise  conferred 
upon  him  by  the  act  or  other  law,  the  President  may  take  such  ac-tion  and  pre¬ 
scribe  such  procedures  as  may  be  necessary  or  appropriate  to  assure  that  the  act 
is  applied  by  all  Federal  agencies  in  a  consis'tent  manner  and  in  accordance  with 
its  purpose. 

The  Department  strongly  recommends  enactment  of  this  bill. 

In  his  March  21,  19G7,  iNIessage  to  the  Congress,  containing  recommendations 
to  improve  the  quality  of  government,  tlie  President  recommended  general  legis¬ 
lation  that  would  authorize  Federal  agencies  to  simplify  the  financial  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  procedures  without  disturbing  the  separate  authorizations,  appro¬ 
priations,  and  substantive  requirements  for  each  grant-in-aid  program.  This 
legislation  broadens  this  concept  to  include  all  Federal  assistance,  including 
loans,  grants  and  technical  assistance. 

We  are  presently  implementing  these  concepts  in  three  specific  areas:  (1) 
coordination  of  functional  planning  covering  multi-juri.sdictional  areas:  (2) 
coordination  of  assistance  in  metropolitan  areas;  and  (.3)  specific  procedures  for 


consultation  with  heads  of  State  and  local  government. 

It  is  this  Department’s  position  that  the  proposed  bill  will  strengthen  these 
efforts  by  providing  needed  authority  to  develop  more  direct  lines  of  communi¬ 
cation  with  State  and  local  governments  and  reduce  confusion  and  delay  in 
evaluating  and  funding  programs  of  local  assistance. 

We  believe  this  bill  will  enable  substantially  increased  inter-Departmental 
level  cooperation  at  the  Federal  level.  This  is  a  key  factor  to  a  more  ('ffective 
and  efficient  relationship  with  State  and  local  governments,  a  goal  to  which 
we  strongly  subscribe. 

The  bill  clearly  states  that  the  authorities  it  contains  be  exercised  only 
pursuant  to  regulations  prescribed  by  the  President.  We  believe  it  to  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  President’s  and  our  own  efforts  to  improve  the  effectiveness 
of  the  programs  administered  by  this  Department. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advi.ses  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presenta¬ 
tion  of  this  report,  and  that  enactment  of  S.  2981  would  be  in  accord  with  the 
President’s  program. 

Sincei'cly  yours. 


Om  ii.i.E  L.  FiiF.EirAx. 


Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Office  of  Science  and  Technology, 

Washington,  March  18,  1968. 

Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Senate  Government  Operations  Committee, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  McClellan  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  comment 
on  S.  2981,  “To  provide  temporary  authority  to  expedite  procedures  for  con¬ 
sideration  and  approval  of  projects  drawing  upon  more  than  one  Federal  as¬ 
sistance  program,  to  simplify  requirements  for  the  operation  of  these  projects, 
and  for  other  purposes.” 
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The  purposes  of  this  l)ill  are  highly  desirable  and  in  aecord  with  the  President's 
program  for  consolidation  f)f  grant-in-aid  programs  as  expressed  in  his  March 
17,  1!)()7,  message  to  Congress  on  ‘'The  Quality  of  American  Government.”  I 
am  therefore  happy  to  endor.se  the  hill. 

The  regulations  implementing  the  bill  will  have  to  be  developed  carefully 
to  assure  that  undue  or  inappropriate  restrictions  on  educational  or  researcli 
grants  do  not  result.  There  are,  of  course,  good  reasons  for  v’ariation  in  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  controls  and  restrictions  imposed  in  the  administration  of  assistance 
programs  which  are  directed  at  differing  purposes. 

I  do  not  anticipate  that  any  serious  problems  of  this  nature  will  arise,  and  hope 
that  the  Congress  will  see  fit  to  enact  this  measure. 

Sincerely, 


Donald  F.  IIoknig,  Director. 


Civil  AEnoNAUxics  Boaed, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  20,  19()8. 

Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Oovernnient  Operations, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  February  20,  1908, 
requesting  the  Board’s  views  on  S.  2981,  a  bill  “To  provide  temporary  authority 
to  expedite  procedures  for  consideration  and  approval  of  projects  drawing  upon 
more  than  one  Federal  assistance  program,  to  simplify  requirements  for  the 
operation  of  those  projects,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

One  of  the  purpo.ses  of  the  bill,  as  stated  therein,  is  to  enable  States,  local 
governments,  and  other  public  or  private  organizations  and  agencies  to  use 
Federal  assistance  more  effectively  and  efficiently. 

Although  the  Board  provides  subsidy  assistance  to  certain  air  carriers,  it 
does  not  administer  any  programs  of  Federal  assistance  to  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments  or  other  public  or  private  agencies.  The  Board  does  not,  therefore, 
have  any  comments  to  offer  with  respect  to  the  bill. 

Sincerely, 

John  H.  Crooker.  Jr.,  Chairman. 


Office  of  Economic 
Washington,  D.C. 

Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 


Opportunity, 

,  March  22,  1968. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Thank  you  for  requesting  our  views  on  S.  2981,  the 
“.Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of  1968”. 

'The  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  strongly  favors  the  enactment  of  this 
legislation  which  carries  out  the  President’s  commitment  in  his  Message  of 
March  17,  1967,  on  “The  Quality  of  American  Government”  to  submit  to  the 
Congress  necessary  legi.slation  to  simplify  our  grant-in-aid  procedures. 

Today  ther  are  some  459  Federal  domestic  assistance  programs  of  which 
more  than  200  are  grant-in-aid  programs  providing  financial  a.ssistance  to  State 
and  local  governments,  private  organizations,  and  individuals.  These  programs 
are  administered  through  25  Federal  agencies. 

With  such  a  large  number  of  programs  in  existence,  the  task  of  ascertaining 
Mdiat  assistance  is  available  for  various  purposes  is  in  itself  a  most  difficult  one. 
Recognizing  that  the  success  of  the  War  on  Poverty  would  to  a  great  extent 
depend  on  eligible  recipients  knowing  of  the  availability  of  assistance  under 
various  laws,  the  Congress,  in  enacting  the  original  Economic  Opportunity 
Act  of  1964,  required  this  agency  to  establish  an  Information  Center  to  insure 
that  informa,tion  concerning  programs  related  to  the  Act’s  purposes  is  made 
readily  available  in  one  place  to  public  officials  and  other  interested  persons.” 
Two  years  ago  the  Congress  broadened  this  mandate  by  requiring  that  the  Di¬ 
rector  “publish  and  maintain  on  a  current  basis,  a  catalog  of  Federal  programs 
relating  to  individual  and  community  improvement.”  On  July  1,  1967,  the  sec¬ 
ond  edition  of  OEO’s  “Catalog  of  Federal  Assistance  Programs”  was  pub¬ 
lished,  including  in  its  contents  an  explanation  of  the  nature  and  purpose  of  all 
current  grant-in-aid  programs,  descriptions  of  their  major  eligibility  require¬ 
ments,  information  concerning  places  to  apply,  and  lists  of  available  printed 
materials. 
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A';  helpful  as  this  service  has  proved  to  he.  it  still  does  not  resolve  tin*  many 
l>rohlems  involved  when  a  small  community,  for  example,  seeks  to  put  together 
a  "package”  of  Federal  as'sistance  drawn  h'om  several  sources.  Such  an  appli¬ 
cant  must  go  through  the  laborious  proce,ss  of  filling  out  widely  differing,  some¬ 
times  complex,  application  forms  and  must  meet  the  diverse  procedural  and 
other  sjjecial  requirements  of  the  25  Federal  agencies  administering  grant-in- 
aid  programs.  We  believe  that  the  simplification  of  procedures  for  grant  appli¬ 
cation,  administration  and  financial  accounting  provided  for  in  this  bill  would 
go  far  toward  alleviating  these  problems  and  should  be  enacted  into  law.  It 
.should  be  noted,  in  this  connection,  that  the  Congress  has  previously  approved 
the  use  of  .ioint  funding  in  its  enactment  of  the  Economic  Opiwrtunity  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1907.  The  Amendm'ents  add  a  new  section  612  to  the  Economic  Oppor¬ 
tunity  Act  authorizing  joint  Federal  agency  funding  of  programs  whereby  any 
one  Federal  agency  may  be  designated  to  act  for  all  in  administering  funds 
advanced  to  a  communit.v  action  or  other  agency  a.ssisted  under  the  Act. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  this  report  and  that  enactment  of  S.  2981  would  be  in  accord  with 
the  program  of  the  President. 

Sincerel.v. 

Bertr.xni)  M.  Harding 
(For  Sargent  Shriver,  Director). 


Department  op  the  Army. 

Wnshinijton,  D.C.,  March  26,  7968. 

linn.  .Tohn  L.  McCi.ei.i.an. 

Chairman.  Coinmitfec  on  Government  Operations, 

V.ff.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Reference  is  made  to  your  request  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  the  view's  of  the  Department  of  Defense  w’ith  respect  to  S.  2981. 
90th  Congress,  a  bill  “To  provide  temporary  authority  to  exiiedite  procedures 
for  consideration  and  approval  of  projects  drawing  upon  more  than  one  Federal 
assistance  program,  to  simplify  requirements  for  the  operation  of  those  projects, 
and  for  other  purposes”.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  has  delegated  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  the  responsibility  for  expressing  the  views  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  on  this  bill. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  set  up  procedures  under  which  more  effective 
use  of  funds  may  be  made  by  States,  local  governments,  and  other  public  or 
private  agencies  receiving  Federal  assistance  for  a  project  from  more  than 
one  Federal  program,  or  one  or  more  Federal  and  one  or  more  State  programs. 
It  is  designed  to  encourage  Federal-State  arrangements  under  which  local 
governments  and  other  public  or  private  agencies  may  more  effectivel.v  com¬ 
bine  State  and  Federal  resources  in  support  of  projects  of  common  interest 
to  the  agencies  concerned.  Under  the  bill  each  Federal  agency  head  would  be 
required  to  review'  its  programs  and  identify  those  appropriate  for  joint  support, 
as  well  as  establi.shing  guidelines,  model  projects,  and  forms  to  assist  in  de¬ 
veloping  such  joint  projects.  Federal  agency  actions  w'ould  be  designed  to 
assure  expeditious  handling  of  reviews  and  approvals,  dealing  with  a  minimum 
number  of  Federal  repre.sentatives,  consideration  of  timing  problems  affecting 
feasibility  of  a  joint  project,  and  prompt  notication  of  decisions. 

The  bill  w'ould  Require  the  establi.shment  of  uniform  technical  or  administra¬ 
tive  requirements  for  federally  assisted  projects,  to  eliminate  unnecessary  bur¬ 
dens  on  local  agencies  as  to  accounting,  reporting,  auditing,  contracting,  per¬ 
sonnel  .systems,  and  accountabilit.v  for  property  and  structures.  To  permit  better 
admini.stration  of  funds  drawn  from  more  than  one  Federal  program  or  appro¬ 
priation.  the  bill  would  authorize  e.stablishment  of  joint  management  funds 
into  w'hich  w'ould  be  deposited  the  amounts  from  various  sources  financing 
the  project,  w'ith  payments  to  grantees  being  made  from  the  management 
fund.  Proper  provision  would  be  made  for  disposition  of  exce.ss  amounts  in 
such  funds,  and  the  keeping  of  appropriate  records  by  recipients,  with  audit 
powers  vested  in  the  Comptroller  Ceneral.  Appropriations  available  for  tech¬ 
nical  as.sistance  or  training  of  personnel  would  be  made  available  for  such 
purposes  in  projects  approved  for  joint  or  common  funding,  and  detailing 
of  Federal  personnel  to  other  agencies  to  administer  the  programs  would  be 
authorized.  The  bill  would  permit  the  completion  of  agreements  with  States 
or  State  agencies  to  extend  the  provi.sions  of  the  bill  to  projects  involving 
assi.stance  h’om  one  or  more  Federal  agencies  and  one  or  more  State  agencies. 


8G 


Section  12  of  S'.  25)81  defines  “Federal  assistance  in-ograins”  as  prograin.s: 
wliicli  provide  assistance  through  grant  or  contractual  arrangements,  including 
technical  assistance  programs  or  programs  providing  assistance  in  the  form  of 
hmns,  loan  guarantees,  or  insurance.  It  also  defines  “project”  as  any  under¬ 
taking,  hovever  characterized  and  ■whether  of  a  temporary  or  continuing  na¬ 
ture,  whicli  includes  comiwnents  proposed  or  approved  for  assistance  under 
more  than  one  Federal  program,  or  one  or  more  Federal  and  one  or  more  State 
programs,  if  eacli  of  those  components  contributes  materially  to  the  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  a  single  purpose  or  clo.sely  relatetl  purposes.  While  the  Department  of 
Defense,  particularly  the  Office  of  Civil  Defense,  is  engaged  in  some  a-ssistance 
activities  which  might  fall  within  the  .scope  of  the  relevant  definitions,  the  De¬ 
partment  is  not  extensively  engaged  in  the  type  of  assistance  programs  appar¬ 
ently  contemplated  under  the  provisions  of  the  bill.  Accordingly,  this  depart¬ 
ment  defers  to  the  views  of  Federal  agencies  which  afe  more  affected  by  S.  2981. 

The  enactment  of  this  legislation  will  cause  no  apparent  inci’ease  in  the 
budgetary  requirements  for  the  Department  of  Defense. 

This  report  has  l>een  coordinated  -within  the  Department  of  Defense  in 
accordance  with  procedures  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Adminis¬ 
tration’s  program,  there  is  no  objection  to  the  presentation  of  this  report  for 
the  consideration  of  the  Committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


David  E.  McGiffert, 
Acting  Secretary  of  the  Army. 


Department  of  State, 
Washington,  D.C.,  March  21, 1968. 

Hon.  .John  L.  McCtellan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  The  Secretary  has  asked  me  to  reply  to  your  letter  of 
February  20,  19(58  concerning  S.  2981,  a  bill  to  provide  temporary  authority 
to  expedite  procedures  for  consideration  and  ai>iiroval  of  projects  drawing  uixm 
more  than  one  Federal  assistance  program,  to  simplify  requirements  for  the 
operation  of  those  projects,  and  for  other  purposes. 

S.  2981  would  increase  joint  funding  and  simplify  the  administration  of 
grants  and  contracts  where  programs  or  projects  are  funded  from  two  or  more 
aiqiropriations.  The  proposed  bill  delineates  the  scope,  authority,  requirements, 
and  procedures  to  be  used  when  joint  funding  is  undertaken.  In  some  cases  of 
grants  under  our  cultural  affairs  programs,  joint  funding  may  prove  to  be 
appropriate.  Accordingly,  the  Department  of  State  recommends  enactment  of 
S.  2981. 


The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submis¬ 
sion  of  this  report  and  that  enactment  of  S.  2981  would  be  in  accord  with  the 
President’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 

WiELIAM  B.  Macomber,  Jr.. 


Assistant  Secretary  for  Congressional  Relations. 


J'liE  Secretary  of  IIoitsing  and  Urban  Devei.opa[Ext. 

Washington.  D.C..  March  21.  196^. 

Subject ;  S.  2981,  90th  Congress  ( Sen.  McClellan). 

Hon.  John  L.  McCleei.an. 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

U.S.  Senate,  IVashington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  further  reply  to  your  request  for  the  views 
of  this  Department  on  S.  2981,  a  bill  “To  provide  temporary  authority  to  expedite 
procedures  for  consideration  and  approval  of  projects  drawing  upo”  more  than 
than  one  Federal  assistance  program,  to  simplify  requirements  for  the  operation 
of  those  projects,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

This  measure,  to  be  cited  as  the  “Joint  Simplification  Funding  Act  of  1997,” 
would  authorize  Federal  agencies  over  a  three  year  period  to  take  various 
actions  designed  to  promote  coordination  of  financial  assistance  which  is  drawn 
from  several  Federal,  or  Federal  and  State  sources  and  used  for  support  of 


87 


a  single  project.  Sul)ject  to  Presidential  regulation,  Federal  agencies  could 
identify  prograni.s  suitable  for  joint  funding,  review  and  modify  administratively 
established  program  recpiirements  which  imi)ede  joint  funding,  and  set  up 
common  application  and  supervision  procedures  including  procedures  to  designate 
lead  agencies. 

Also,  with  the  approval  of  the  President,  a  Federal  agejicy  could  delegate  to 
other  Federal  agencies  powers  relating  to  the  approval  and  supervision  of  proj¬ 
ects  or  classes  of  projects  under  a  joint  program.  The  bill  further  provides  for 
joint  management  funds  with  accounting  procedures  structured  as  though  the 
assistance  were  received  from  a  single  agency,  and  for  establishment,  pursuant 
to  Presidential  regulations,  of  common  technical  or  administrative  standards 
where  necessary  to  avoid  subjecting  a  project  to  requirements  ba.sed  on  incon- 
si.'^tent  or  conflicting  provisions  of  law.  In  addition,  arrangements  similar  in 
many  respects  to  those  authorized  among  Federal  agencies  could  be  included 
between  Federal  and  State  agencies  where  appropriate  to  facilitate  projects 
involving  assistance  from  both  Federal  and  State  sources. 

The  Department  supports  S.  2081.  In  our  view  it  will  encourage  needed 
cooperation  and  innovation  in  program  development  at  the  State  and  local  level. 
It  should  contribute  substantially  to  efforts  to  improve  coordination  among 
Federal  programs,  help  make  tho.se  programs  more  responsive  to  State  and 
local  needs,  and  assist  in  eliminating  unnecessary  administrative  burdens  and 
paper  work  that  may  now  be  involved  in  developing  and  carrying  out  projects 
drawing  upon  more  than  one  source  of  assistance. 

At  present,  even  a  community  or  agency  with  considerable  capacity  for  com¬ 
plex  project  planning  may  hesitate  to  undertake  development  of  a  project 
involving  a  novel  combination  or  use  of  assistance  from  several  Federal  or 
Federal  and  State  sources.  Such  a  project  may  encounter  significant  delays, 
while  the  individual  applications  for  each  component  of  the  project  are  processed 
by  the  responsible  agencies  pursuant  to  the  frequently  different  technical  require¬ 
ments  and  priorities  of  each  agency.  Because  of  such  delays,  the  project  may 
have  to  be  abandoned  or  substantially  modified  after  a  good  deal  of  time  and 
effort  has  been  invested.  Once  approved,  the  terms  and  conditions  prescribed  by 
each  agency  for  its  component  of  the  project  may  differ  to  such  a  degree  as 
to  make  effective  and  efficient  local  administration  quite  difficult. 

In  the  case  of  rural  or  .smaller  communities  the  problems  are,  of  course,  even 
more  difficult.  There,  too  often,  even  a  relatively  simple  effort  at  combining 
assistance  from  different  sources  is  likely  to  be  considered  too  burdensome, 
assuming  that  the  opportunity  for  using  such  a  combination  in  meeting  local 
problems  is  seen  and  appreciated. 

We  think  that  the  bill  would  encourage  communities  to  make  much  greater 
use  of  their  capacity  for  structuring  projects  to  meet  local  needs  as  they  see 
them.  In  the  case  of  States  and  larger  communities,  we  would  hope  this  might 
include  a  good  deal  of  innovative  effort  to  make  more  effective  use  of  a  variety 
of  programs  in  dealing  with  relatively  complex  problems.  Smaller  communities 
may  not  be  able  to  do  so  much  on  their  own.  But  they  can  be  helped  to  take 
advantage  of  the  bill  through  technical  assistance,  including  technical  assistance 
through  State  agencies  funded  under  title  IX  of  the  Demonstration  Cities  and 
Metropolitan  Development  Act  of  1966.  Further,  small  communities  could 
l)enefit  greatly  from  the  opportunity  which  the  bill  would  afford  to  Federal  and 
State  agencies  for  designing  standard  program  packages  or  combinations  tailored 
to  meet  needs  or  problems  known  to  be  common  to  a  number  of  communities. 

There  are,  we  believe,  many  cases  in  which  programs  of  this  Department 
might  be  effectively  employed  in  connection  with  projects  developed  under 
the  bill.  The  bill  could,  for  example,  be  employed  to  simplify  the  securing  or 
administration  of  assistance  in  connection  with  the  wide  variety  of  projects 
that  might  be  included  within  a  Model  Cities  program.  It  could  be  used  by  appli¬ 
cants  seeking  to  design  air  pollution  or  water  pollution  projects  which  might 
involve  public  facilities  programs  of  this  Department  and  programs  of  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  the  Economic  Development 
Administration.  It  might  be  used  in  connection  with  neighborhood  conservation 
or  improvement  projects  that  combine,  for  example,  code  enforcement  and 
rehabilitation  loan  and  grant  assistance  from  this  Department  together  with 
such  things  as  funds  from  the  Department  of  Labor  to  assist  in  training  of 
residents  to  do  some  of  the  work  involved  or  funds  to  expand  a  legal  services 
program  capable  of  providing  tenants  with  legal  advice  and  assistance  relating 
to  code  enforcement  activities. 
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It  iiuiy,  however,  he  wtn-th  iioling  that  the  hill  uiay  he  less  iiniiortaiit  in  ternis 
of  coiiihiiiations  which  the  Federal  agencies  themselves  now  see  as  feasible  or 
possible  than  in  connection  with  combinations  that  might  he  .seen  as  desirable 
by  State  or  local  agencies.  One  of  the  advantages  of  the  hill  is  that  it  shonld 
make  it  easier  for  State  and  local  agencies  to  exercise  influence  on  the  ways 
in  which  Federal  agencies  view  their  own  programs  and  the  relationships  among 
them.  The  Federal  agencies,  in  short,  may  have  as  much  to  learn  as  to  teach  when 
it  comes  to  the  imaginative  and  effective  use  of  their  programs  in  dealing  with 
the  wide  range  of  needs  and  problems  which  exist  at  the  State  and  local  level. 
To  the  extent  that  this  is  so,  and  to  the  extent  that  the  hill  contributes  to  the 
learning  process,  it  ought  to  provide  the  Federal  government  with  a  good  deal 
of  information  relevant  to  its  own  organization  and  coordination  decisions. 

We  woidd  recommend  two  technical  amendments  to  S.  2981.  On  page  7,  line  24 
of  the  bill,  the  word  “upon”  should  be  placed  after  “(1)”.  On  page  2,  line  19, 
the  requirement  might  better  be  described  by  the  word  “action”  instead  of 
the  word  “order”.  We  make  this  latter  recommendation  because  there  are  cir¬ 
cumstances  in  which  a  formal  Agency  order  might  not  be  necessary  to  effect  a 
de.sirable  result. 

We  have  been  informed  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  the  enactment  of 
this  legislation  would  be  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Robert  C.  Weaver. 


Office  of  the  Deputy  Attorney  General, 

Washington,  D.C.,  March  28, 1068. 

lion.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Government  Operations  Committee, 

U.8.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Senator  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  the  views  of  the 
Department  of  Justice  on  S.  2981,  the  “Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of 


1908.” 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  enable  states  and  public  or  private  organizations 
and  agencies  to  obtain  more  effectively  and  efficiently  the  use  of  resources  avail¬ 
able  to  them  from  more  than  one  federal  agency,  and  to  combine  state  and 
federal  resources  in  support  of  projects  of  common  interest.  To  effect  these 
purposes  the  bill  would  authorize  agency  heads  to  adopt  uniform  provisions 
respecting  certain  statutory  requirements,  to  provide  for  the  delegation  of  certain 
powers  and  responsibilities  and  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  joint  manage¬ 
ment  funds  under  conditions  prescribed.  Federal  agencies  would  be  authorized  to 
enter  into  agreements  with  states  or  state  agencies  as  appropriate  to  extend 
the  benefits  of  the  act. 

The  proposed  bill  is  an  important  step  in  implementing  the  President's 
request,  in  his  1967  message  on  “The  Quality  of  American  Government”,  for 
a  workable  plan  for  grant  simplification.  The  Department  of  Justice  recom¬ 
mends  enactment  of  S.  2981. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  .sub¬ 
mission  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Administration's  program. 

Sincerely, 


Warren  Christopher,  Deputy  Attorney  General. 


U.S.  Atomic  Energy  Commission, 

Wa.shington,  D.C.,  March  29,  1968. 

Hon.  John  L.  McClellan. 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  McClellan  :  The  Atomic  Energy  Commission  is  pleased  to 
reply  to  your  letter  of  February  20,  1968,  which  asked  for  our  views  on  S.  2981, 
“a  Bill  to  provide  temporary  authority  to  expedite  procedures  for  consideration 
and  approval  of  projects  drawing  upon  more  than  one  Federal  assi.stance  pro¬ 
gram,  to  simplify  requirements  for  the  operation  of  those  projects,  and  for 
other  puiq)Oses.” 

Except  for  two  minor  changes,*  S.  2981  appears  to  be  identical  with  H.R. 
12631  which  was  introduced  in  the  House  on  August  28, 1967. 


♦Section  3(a)  (page  2,  lines  16-17)  and  Section  3(a)  (4)  (page  3,  line  12). 
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The  projiosecl  legislation  is  designed  to  help  simplify  and  coordinate  Federal 
assistance  programs,  jointly  funded  by  two  or  more  agencies,  in  support  of 
project.s  conducted  by  local  governments  and  other  public  or  private  organiza¬ 
tions  and  agencies.  For  this  purpose,  Federal  agencies  would  be  authorized  to 
take  various  appropriate  measures  through  internal  orders  or  interagency 
agreements. 

AEC  has  had  considerable  experience  with  jointly  funded  project.s,  a  note¬ 
worthy  example  of  which  is  our  current  joint  program  with  the  Office  of  Saline 
Water  of  the  Department  of  Interior  for  participation  in  a  large  nuclear- 
desalting  project  to  be  carried  out  by  the  Metropolitan  AVater  District  of 
Southern  California  and  private  and  public  utility  entities  in  Southern  Cali¬ 
fornia.  To  the  full  extent  of  applicable  law,  we  have  had  occasion  usefully  to 
employ  various  measures  similar  to  those  provided  for  in  S.  2981. 

Accordingly,  the  Commission  is  in  favor  of  legislation  such  as  S.  2981  which 
could  serve  to  provide  additional  authority  to  facilitate  useful  joint  measures 
to  aid  in  the  administration  of  jointly  funded  project.s. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  there  is  no  ohjection  to  the 
presentation  of  this  report  and  that  enactment  of  S.  2981  would  be  in  accord 
with  the  President’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours. 


R.  E.  Holuingsworth, 

General  Manager. 


Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 

Washington,  D.G.,  May  Ji,  1968. 

Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  reference  to  your  request  of  February  19, 
1908,  for  our  views  on  S.  2981,  the  proposed  “Joint  Funding  Simplilication  Act 
of  1908.” 

AVe  fully  support  the  general  objective  of  simplifying  and  improving  the 
administration  of  related  grant-in-aid  programs.  Today’s  large  number  of  in¬ 
dividual  grant-in-aid  programs,  each  with  its  own  set  of  complex  special  require¬ 
ments,  separate  authorizations  and  appropriations,  cost  sharing  ratio.s,  alloca¬ 
tion  formulas,  and  financial  procedures,  makes  it  increasingly  difficult  to  manage 
and  administer  those  programs  in  a  comprehensive  or  efficient  manner. 

It  is  our  opinion  that  there  is  presently  much,  in  the  way  of  coordinating  and 
standardizing  current  Federal  granbin-aid  programs,  which  could  be  done  on 
an  administrative  level  without  additional  legislation.  But,  if  administering 
grant  programs  on  a  consolidated  basis  is  desirable,  we  believe  that  the  real  key 
to  significantly  improved  administration  lies  in  the  legislative  consolidation 
of  programs  into  broader  categories  of  assistance,  and  the  placement  of  like 
programs  in  a  single  agency,  rather  than  e.stablishing  an  admini.strative  ap¬ 
paratus  to  deal  with  continuing  ivroliferation  of  single  narrow  purpose  programs. 

The  bill  S.  2981,  although  limited  to  three  years,  would  permit  the  inauguration 
of  the  program  on  a  Government-wide  basis  without  provision  for  going  through 
an  experimental  and  testing  period.  AA^e  would  prefer  first  having  a  limited 
application  to  eliminate  any  problem  areas  prior  to  full-scale  implementation. 

If  legislation  is  enacted  we  believe  that  it  should  be  carefully  and  gradually 
implemented  under  the  required  Presidential  guidelines  with  provision  for 
thorough  evaluations  of  results  achieved,  and  that  a  .si>ecific  provision  should  be 
included  in  the  legislation  for  limiting  its  application  to  geographical  areas  or 
perhaps  to  programs.  Our  concern  is  that  there  could  exLst  pre.ssures  which 
might  force  too  rapid  an  adoption  of  untested  concepts  and  procedures,  and  make 
difficult  the  reversal  of  procedures  found  to  be  unworkable. 

AA"e  understand  also  that  it  is  contemplated  that  further  recommendations  will 
be  made  by  the  Executive  Branch  with  respect  to  the  comsolidation  of  existing 
categorical  grants.  A  determination  as  to  the  extent  to  Avhich  this  could  be 
accomplished,  with  appropriate  recommendations,  should  be  made  in  advance 
of  any  extension  of  the  legislation. 

AA^e  would  indorse  legislation  limited  In  its  application  as  indicated  above. 
This  would  not  only  serve  to  more  specifically  delineate  the  advisability  of  full 
implementation  of  the  propo.sals,  but  would  also  provide  valuable  information 
relating  to  programs  which  might  be  more  efficiently  admini.stered  if  consolidated 
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as  contemplated  by  title  VI  of  S.  G98,  title  VI  of  H.R.  5770,  title  III  of  lI.R. 
8194,  and  similar  bills  now  pending  in  the  Congress. 

With  respect  to  specific  provisions  of  the  bill,  section  8  authorizes  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  joint  management  funds  to  account  for  projects  financed  from  more 
than  one  Federal  program  or  appropriation  with  any  excess  funds  therein  being 
returned  to  the  participating  Federal  agencies  in  accordance  with  a  fonnula 
mutually  acceptable  as  providing  an  equitable  distribution,  and  for  effecting 
returns  accordingly  to  the  applicable  appropriations.  Consideration  should  be 
given  to  the  extent  to  which  this  procedure  might  reduce  congressional  control 
over  the  appropriations  for  the  individual  programs.  ALso,  section  9(a)  would 
have  the  effect  of  permitting  any  appropriation  that  is  available  for  training 
or  technical  assistance  purposes  to  be  used  for  any  other  Federal  assistance 
program  that  becomes  involved  in  joint  funding,  although  the  latter  program 
may  not  have  funds  approved  for  training  and  technical  assistance  purposes. 
This  could  result  in  significant  amounts  of  training  and  technical  as.sistance 
funds  being  used  for  purposes  beyond  those  for  which  they  were  originally 
authorized  and  appropriated. 

Sincereiy  yours, 

Elmer  B.  Staats, 

Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 


The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 

Washington,  D.G.,  Mag  16,  1968. 

Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

U.8.  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  request  of  February 
20,  1968,  for  a  report  on  S.  2981,  a  bill  “To  provide  temporary  authority  to 
expedite  procedures  for  consideration  and  approval  of  projects  drawing  upon 
more  than  one  Federal  assistance  program,  to  simplify  requirements  for  the 
operation  of  those  projects,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

The  proposed  joint  funding  simplification  bill  offers  a  basis  for  needed  improve¬ 
ment  in  our  methods  of  supporting  activities  which  cut  across  program  and 
agency  lines.  Our  Department  continues  to  strive  toward  improving  and  simpli¬ 
fying  our  support  mechanisms.  We  believe  that  S.  2981  will  make  a  significant 
contribution  to  our  pursuit  of  this  goal  by  permitting  a  simplified,  better  co¬ 
ordinated  and  more  expeditious  review,  approval  and  post  award  administration 
of  jointly  funded  projects. 

Specifically  Section  6(b),  provides  an  important  new  means  by  which  Federal 
agency  heads  may  arrange  for  joint  review  of  proposals  by  a  single  panel,  board, 
or  committee  in  lieu  of  separate  reviews.  Moreover,  Section  6(c)  authorizes  thel 
waiver,  in  certain  circumstances,  of  single  state  agency  requirements,  thereby 
permitting  a  more  responsive  and  effective  use  of  aid  funds  in  meeting  State, 
local,  and  other  grantee  needs  and  affording  States  needed  flexibility  in  recog¬ 
nition  of  the  comprehensive  nature  of  some  of  our  new  programs. 

In  authorizing  the  establishment  of  joint  management  funds,  tlie  accounting 
and  administration  will  be  streamlined  and  simplified  both  for  recipient  insti¬ 
tutions  and  awarding  agencies.  In  addition,  the  establishment  of  uniform  admin¬ 
istrative  and  technical  requirements  encouraged  by  Section  6(a)  will  go  far  in 
reducing  the  administrative  complexities  which  often  stand  in  the  way  of 
responsive  program  administration. 

In  summary  this  Department  strongly  endorses  the  concepts  of  grant  simpli¬ 
fication  refiected  in  the  proposed  bill,  and  we  feel  that  the  temporary  authority 
requested  in  S.  2981  will  permit  an  application  of  these  concepts  to  help  solve 
the  mounting  problems  associated  with  the  increasing  complexity  of  Federal 
aid  administration. 

We  are  advised  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  there  is  no  objection  to 
the  presentation  of  this  report  and  that  enactment  of  this  legislative  proposal 
would  be  in  accord  with  the  Administration’s  program. 

Sincerely, 


Wilbur  J.  Cohen,  Seeretary. 
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Veterans  Administration, 

Office  of  the  Administrator  of  Veterans’  Affairs, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  i'2, 1968. 

Hoii.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Oovernment  Operations, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.G. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  will  respond  to  your  request  for  a  report  from  the 
Veterans  Administration  on  S.  2981,  90th  Congress,  a  bill  “To  provide  temporary 
authority  to  expedite  procedures  for  consideration  and  approval  of  projects 
drawing  upon  more  than  one  Federal  assistance  program,  to  simplify  requirements 
for  the  operation  of  those  projects,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  remove  or  simplify  certain  administrative  and 
technical  impediments  which  hamper  or  prevent  the  consideration,  processing, 
approval,  and  administration  of  projects  which  draw  upon  resources  available 
from  more  than  one  Federal  agency,  program,  or  appropriation.  This  would 
enable  State  and  local  governments  and  other  public  or  private  agencies  to  use 
Federal  financial  assistance  under  two  or  more  programs  in  support  or  multi¬ 
purpose  projects. 

The  impact  of  this  legislation  on  Veterans  Administration  program's  would  ap¬ 
pear  to  be  slight.  However,  we  believe  that  the  bill  would  have  a  beneficial  effect 
on  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  programs  by  other  Federal  agencies  and 
would  be  of  great  assistance  to  State  and  local  governments  and  other  public  and 
private  agencies.  For  these  reasons  we  would  have  no  objection  to  the  favorable 
consideration  of  S.  2981  by  your  Committee. 

We  are  advised  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
presentation  of  this  report  to  your  Committee,  and  that  enactment  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  would  be  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President. 

Sincerely, 


W.  J.  Driver,  Administrator. 


Senator  Muskie.  Our  witness  this  morning  is  Mr.  Phillip  S.  Hughes, 
Deputy  Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Mdiy  don't  you  proceed  ? 


TESTIMONY  OE  PHILLIP  S.  HUGHES,  DEPUTY  DIPECTOR,  BUREAU 
OF  THE  BUDGET;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  JAMES  M.  FREY,  DEPUTY 
DIRECTOR,  OFFICE  OF  LEGISLATIVE  REFERENCE 


INIr.  Hughes.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

We  are  veiy  pleased  to  be  here,  and  we  share  your  hope  that  the 
people  in  the  room,  even  though  they  may  find  the  subject  matter  com¬ 
plex,  will  not  find  it  too  dry.  We  agree  with  you  that  it  is  the  substance 
of  governmental  problems  and  of  intergovernmental  relations.  Since 
these  are  complex,  the  legislation  dealing  with  these  problems  is 
correspondingly  complex. 

We  hope,  too,  that  our  testimony  is  no  more  incomprehensible  than 
complexity  of  the  subject  matter  requires.  We  will  try  in  the  statement 
to  deal  with  the  substantive  issues  and  essential  questions  and  will 
be  pleased  to  work  with  you  and  the  staff  on  the  “fine  print”  of  amend¬ 
ments  and  of  the  details  of  changes  or  amendments  which  prove 
desirable. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Hughes.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  we 
are  here  to  discuss  S.  698,  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act, 
which  was  introduced  by  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  and  other 
related  measures  which  have  as  their  purpose  the  enhancement  of  our 
system  of  federalism  and  the  improvement  of  the  quality  of  American 
Government. 

95-026 — 6S - 7 
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The  purpose  of  S.  G98  is  to  make  more  workable  the  machinery 
of  our  GoA'ernmeut  through  achieving  the  fullest  possible  cooperation 
and  coordination  of  activities  at  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  levels  in, 
as  the  bill  phrases  it,  “an  increasingly  complex  society.” 

To  achieve  this  purpose  the  bill  as  introduced  is  designed  to:  {a) 
improve  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States,  title  II; 
(  b)  permit  provision  of  reimbursable  technical  services  by  the  Federal 
Government  to  State  and  local  governments,  title  III;  (c)  establish 
coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and  administration  of  grants 
and  loans  for  urban  development,  title  IV ;  (d)  Title  V,  provide  for 
periodic  congressional  review  of  grant-in-aid  programs;  (e)  title  VI, 
authorize  the  consolidation  of  certain  grant  programs;  (/)  title  VII, 
provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within  urbaiii 
areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conformity  with  local  government  pro¬ 
grams;  (g)  title  VIII,  establish  a  uniform  relocation  assistance  j)r()- 
gram,  and  (A)  title  IX,  establish  a  uniform  land  acquisition  policy  for 
direct  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs. 

Finally,  the  measure  as  recently  amended  by  Senator  Muskie  would 
aim  at  improving  the  accounting,  auditing,  and  financial  reporting 
requirements  associated  with  Federal  assistance  funds. 

The  present  legislation  before  this  subcommittee  is  the  direct  lineal 
descendant  of  previous  congressional  consideration  over  the  last  sev¬ 
eral  years  of  intergovernmental  cooperation  acts,  all  of  which  have 
been  sponsored  by  the  chairman  of  this  subcommittee. 

laxst  year  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  requested  our  assistance  in  developing  an  intergovernmental 
cooperation  act.  After  discussions  with  the  x'arious  alfected  Federal 
agencies  and  with  the  Adx'isory  Commission,  agreement  was  reached 
on  a  measure  transmitted  by  the  ACIR  containing  fixe  titles  which 
are  identical  or  substantially  similar  to  corresponding  titles  of  S.  698. 

My  testimony  today  will  also  take  into  account  this  measure  as  it 
relates  to  the  relevant  titles  of  S.  698. 

Previous  Bureau  testimony  in  1965  and  1966  emphasized  the  grow¬ 
ing  importance  of  cooperative  federalism  reflected  in  the  significant 
enlargement  of  Federal  aid  to  State  and  local  governments  to  deal 
with  problems  of  national  concern. 

In  the  fiscal  5'ear  1969,  the  total  of  Federal  grant  programs  dealing 
with  national  goals  in  a  joint  endeavor  by  Federal,  State,  and  local 
imits  of  gox-ernment  will  exceed  $20  billion.  In  that  fiscal  ireriod, 
such  Federal  financial  assistance  to  State  and  local  governments  un¬ 
der  existing  and  proposed  programs  will  total  an  estimated  $20.6 
billion,  of  which  there  will  be  net  expenditures  of  $15.5  billion  from 
regular  budget  accounts  and  $4.8  billion  from  the  highway  and  unem- 
jfloyment  trust  funds. 

Senator  IMuskie.  I  would  like  to  ask  a  question  at  this  pomt,  Mr. 
Hughes.  Do  you  have  any  idea  of  the  amount  of  State  and  local  match¬ 
ing  funds  which  are  added  to  the  $20  billion  of  Federal  funds  under 
these  i^rograms? 

]Mr.  Hughes.  We  do  have  estimates,  ]\Ir.  Chairman.  We  may  have 
some  fairly  precise  figures.  I  know  we  have  data  on  this.  I  xvould  be 
very  happy  to  funiish  it  for  the  record.  I  don’t  believe  we  hax^e  data 
on  the  States’  share  with  us. 

Senator  jMuskie.  I  think  we  have  made  some  rather  wild  o-uesses 
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liere,  but  Ave  see  an  opportunity  to  pin  this  down  and  I  would  appreci¬ 
ate  getting  that, 

Mr.  Hughes.  We  will  get  the  best  data  that  we  can, 

(The  material  follows :) 

Excerpt  Prom  Special  Analyses,  Budget  of  the  United  States,  1969 

TABLE  K-4.-FEDERAL-AID  EXPENDITURES  IN  RELATION  TO  TOTAL  FEDERAL  EXPENDITURES  AND  TO  STATE- 

LOCAL  REVENUE 

Federal  aid 


As  a  percent  of— 

Amount  - 

(millions)  Total  Federal  Domestic  State-local 
expenditures  Federal  revenue  2 
expenditures  > 


1958  . $4,935  6.1  14.6  12.0 

1959  . 6,669  7.4  16.6  14.6 

1960  . - . . .  7,040  7.8  17.2  13.8 

1961.. . . - . .  7,112  7.4  15.7  13.2 

1962..  . - . .  7,893  7.5  16.4  13.5 

1%3... . - . - .  8,634  7.7  16.4  13.7 

1964  . 10,141  8.6  18.2  14.8 

1965  . - . .  10,904  9.3  18.8  14.8 

1966  . 12,960  9.9  20.3  15.6 

1967  . - . .  15,240  9.9  20.7  16.9 

1968  estimate _ _ _ _ _  18,362  10.8  21.8  (3) 

1969  estimate . . .  20,296  11.1  21.6  (s) 


1  E  eluding  expenditures  for  national  defense,  space,  and  international  affairs  and  finance. 

2  Based  on  compilations  published  by  Governments  Division,  Bureau  of  the  Census.  Excludes  State-local  revenue  from 
publicly  operated  utilities,  liquor  stores,  and  insurance  trust  systems. 

3  Not  available. 


Mr.  Hughes.  In  10  years,  total  Federal  aid  will  have  more  than 
tripled,  rising  from  $6.7  billion  in  1959  to  an  anticipated  $20.3  billion 
in  1969.  It  is  estimated  that,  in  the  same  decade.  State  and  local  ex¬ 
penditures  will  have  more  than  doubled. 

The  fastest  growing  grants  are  those  to  advance  the  war  on  poverty, 
to  provide  tlecent  medical  care  for  the  needy,  to  improve  the  facilities 
and  services  in  our  urban  centers,  and  to  upgrade  the  elementary  and 
secondary  educational  opportunities  available  to  children  of  low-in¬ 
come  families.  Between  1965  and  1969,  grants  administered  by  the  Oftice 
of  Economic  Opportunity  will  show  an  increase  of  $1.3  billion,  and 
those  for  the  neAV  elementary  and  secondary  education  program  will  rise 
by  $1.4  billion.  During  the  1967-1969  period  alone  expenditures  for 
meclicaid  will  grow  some  $949  million,  and  those  for  housing  and  com¬ 
munity  development  Avill  rise  $1  billion. 

Total  aids  for  metropolitan  or  urban  areas  have  risen  from  $4  bil¬ 
lion  in  1961  to  an  estimated  $12  billion  in  1969.  Thus,  Federal  aids 
beneliting  urban  areas  have  groAvn  by  about  $8  billion — nearly  tripling 
in  less  than  a  decade. 

Senator  Muskie.  In  the  budget  there  is  a  statement  to  the  ctfect  that 
Federal  spending  for  poverty  programs  has  risen  from  $9.5  billion  to 
something  like  $27  billion.  Noav,  I  assume  that  that  needs  some  clarifi¬ 
cation  to  be  accurate.  Are  you  in  a  position  this  morning  or  could  yon 
for  the  record  spell  that  out  ? 

Mr.  Hughes.  I  Avould  be  glad  to  do  it  for  the  record  in  more  detail, 
INFr.  Chairman. 

Cenerally  speaking,  the  expenditures  for  poverty  that  are  so  classi¬ 
fied  in  the  budget  document  and  the  related  clocuments  are  those  Avhich 
are  either  specifically  directed  toAvard  the  reduction  of  }X)verty  in  the 
country,  or  those  portions  of  expenditures  for  other  social  programs — 
perhaps  social  security  is  the  classic  example — Avhich  go  to  people  who 


94 


are  below  the  poverty  level  in  economic  status.  But  we  can  furnish 
considerable  detail  m  support  of  the  data  Avhich  you  referred  to,  and 
indicate  the  derivation  of  the  figures. 

Senator  Muskie.  It  would  be  very  helpful  not  only  for  this  record  | 
but  it  would  be  helpful  to  those  of  us  who  undertake  to  discuss  these  j 
issues  with  the  public.  I  take  it  that  an  accurate  label  would  be  that  ! 
these  are  programs  that  are  directed  either  to  causes  or  to  tlie  effects  I 
of  poverty. 

iNIr.  Hughes.  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Chairman.  | 

Senator  Muskie.  And  they  include  presumably  some  portions  of  I 
our  education  programs,  social  security  programs,  housing  programs,  | 
manpower  training  programs  and  so  on. 

Mr.  Hughes.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Muskie.  We  would  appreciate  that  detail. 

]\fr.  Hughes.  We  will  be  glad  to  provide  it. 

(The  material  referred  to  follows :) 


ESIIMATED  FEDERAL  FUNDS  FOR  PROGRAMS  ASSISTING  THE  POOR,  FISCAL  YEARS  1960-69 

(Billions  of  doliars) 


Category  and  program 

1960 

actual 

1961 

actual 

1963 

actual 

1964 

actual 

1966 

actual 

1967 

actual 

1968  1969 

estimate  estimate 

Education: 

HEW— ESEA  Act  of  1965,  titie  L . 

1.0 

1. 1 

1.2 

1.2 

Other . . . . - 

(>) 

(') 

(') 

(0 

.3 

.4 

.6 

.7 

DEO— Headstart,  Followthrough,  et  cetera... 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

.4 

.4 

.4 

.5 

Interior — Indian  education . 

0.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

Subtotal . . 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

1.7 

2.0 

2.3 

2.5 

Working  and  training: 

HEW— Work  incentive  activities . 

(■) 

.1 

DEO _ _ — . 

.6 

.8 

.8 

1.1 

Labor— MDTA,  et  cetera . . . . 

(■) 

(‘) 

C) 

(') 

.2 

.2 

.3 

.4 

Subtotal . — . . 

0) 

(') 

0) 

(>) 

.8 

1.0 

1.1 

1.6 

Health: 

HEW— Health  insurance  for  the  aged  2 . 

(') 

1.3 

1.7 

2.0 

Public  assistance  medical  care _ 

.2 

.2 

.4 

.5 

.7 

.9 

1.4 

1.7 

Other . - . 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.2 

.3 

.3 

.3 

.3 

VA— Hospital  and  domiciliary  care _ 

.3 

.3 

.4 

.3 

.4 

.5 

.6 

.6 

OEO . - . - . - . 

.  1 

.1 

.  1 

.2 

Subtotal . 

.6 

.7 

.9 

1.0 

1.5 

3.2 

4.1 

4.7 

Cash  benefit  payments: 

HEW— OASDU . . . 

4.0 

4.4 

5.3 

5.8 

6.6 

6.7 

7.9 

8.9 

Public  assistance— . 

1.8 

1.9 

2.3 

2.5 

2.8 

3.0 

3.5 

3.6 

Railroad  retirement  3 . . 

.4 

.3 

.3 

.3 

.4 

.3 

.4 

.4 

VA  Compensation  and  pensions . 

1.6 

1.8 

2.0 

2.0 

2.3 

2.3 

2.4 

2.5 

Labor— Ul  3 . . 

.  5 

1.0 

.6 

.7 

.4 

.4 

.5 

.5 

Subtotal . - . 

8.3 

9.5 

10.4 

11.4 

12.5 

12.8 

14.6 

15.9 

Other  social,  welfare,  and  economic  services; 

Agriculture— Food  programs . 

.2 

.2 

.3 

.2 

.4 

.3 

.4 

.5 

Other . . . 

0) 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.2 

.2 

Commerce — EDA . . . . 

.1 

.1 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.2 

OEO . — . 

.1 

.5 

.3 

.4 

.5 

HEW . . . - 

.1 

.1 

.2 

.2 

.4 

.4 

.5 

HUD— Public  housing  and  rent  supplements. 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.1 

.2 

.2 

.3 

Other . - . 

(0 

.1 

.3 

1  nterior — Services  to  1  ndians,  et  cetera  2 - 

.1 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.2 

.4 

.3 

.3 

Labor . . . 

(‘) 

(') 

(■) 

.1 

(■> 

(>) 

(') 

(') 

SBA— Economic  opportuntity  loans _ 

0) 

(*) 

(') 

Appalachian  program  (FAP)--  . . . 

(‘) 

.1 

.1 

.1 

Subtotal . . . - 

.5 

.6 

1.0 

.9 

1.8 

2.0 

2.4 

2.9 

Total . . . 

9.5 

10.9 

12.5 

13.4 

18.3 

21.1 

24.6 

27.7 

1  Less  than  $50,000,000. 

2  Includes  some  trust  funds. 

3  All  trust  funds. 


Notes:  (1)  Total  may  not  add  due  to  rounding.  (2)  The  amounts  shown  in  this  tabie  are  Q)  NOA's  for  regular  budget 
accounts  except  where  program  level  Is  the  more  meaningful  concept,  (2)  expenditures  for  trust  funds. 
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Note. — The  tabulation  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  does  not  encom¬ 
pass  all  programs  which  affect  the  poor,  hut  only  those  that  have  special  impact 
on  them  qua  poor.  The  following  are  the  criteria  u.sed  in  selecting  the  programs 
for  inclusion  in  the  tabulation. 

1.  I’rograms  which  are  aimed  at  the  poor  in  general  or  at  a  specific  group  of 
the  population  who  are  poor  (example,  Indians)  or  at  a  particular  region  which 
is  considered  poor  (example,  Appalachia).  Major  programs  in  this  category 
include : 

Title  I  of  ESKA. 

Economic  Opportunity  grants. 

Work  .study. 

Adult  basic  education. 

Head  Start. 

Indian  health,  education,  and  welfare. 

Job  Corps. 

Work  inc-entive  activities. 

Neighborhood  Youth  Corps. 

Concentrated  Employment  Program. 

I’uhlic  assistance. 

Food  stamp  program. 

Appalachian  program. 

Aid  to  depressed  areas  and  regions. 

Comprehensive  health  centers. 

Day  care  centers. 

All  other  OEO  programs. 

2.  Programs  which  are  aimed  principally  at  low  income  groups  of  which  the 
poor  constitute  a  significant  proportion.  Major  programs  in  this  category  include : 

NUEA  student  loans. 

Health  insurance  for  the  aged. 

Medicaid. 

Veterans  disability  pensions. 

Y'eterans  survivor  pensions. 

Direct  distribution  and  removal  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities. 

Minimum  wage  enforcement. 

Grants  for  maternal  and  child  health  and  welfare. 

Low  rent  public  housing. 

Comprehensive  city  demonstration  program. 

10-year  housing  program. 

3.  Programs  which  are  oi^en  to  all  regardless  of  income  but  which  are  taken 
advantage  of  most  by  low  income  groups.  Major  programs  in  this  category 
include : 

Vocational  education. 

MDTA. 

Selective  Service  System  rejectee  program. 

VA  hospital,  nursing,  domiciliary  and  outpatient  care. 

Grants  for  vocational  rehabilitation  service. 

Grants  for  neighborhood  facilities. 

4.  Programs  wdiich  are  open  to  all  regardless  of  income  but  which  contain 
specific  benefits  to  the  poor  or  to  the  very  low  income  groups.  Major  programs  in 
this  category  include : 

OASDI. 

Railroad  retirement  program.  ' 

Unemployment  insurance. 

Veterans  survivor  compensation. 

School  lunch  and  special  milk  programs. 

Rural  housing  loan  program. 

Programs  in  the  first  category  are  inciuded  in  the  tabulation  mostly  at  100%. 
For  the  remaining  categories  only  that  portion  of  a  program  which  is  estimated 
to  relate  to  poor  beneficiaries  is  included.  It  should  be  emphasized  that  this  tabu¬ 
lation  relates  to  outlays  of  the  Federal  Government  assisting  the  poor  and  should 
not  be  taken  to  measure  the  benefits  that  the  poor  derive  from  these  programs. 

The  above  criteria  are  somewhat  narrower  than  those  applied  to  last  year’s 
tabulation.  All  years  appearing  in  the  tabulation  have  been  prepai’ed  on  the 
basis  of  the  new  .set  of  criteria.  As  au  indication  of  the  effect  the  new  criteria 
have  had,  for  1961)  the  difference  in  the  totals  would  he  between  $1  and  .$1.5 
billion. 
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]\Ir.  Hughes.  The  effective  administration  of  Federal  aid  programs 
has  received  increasing  attention  in  the  la^t  several  years.  The  Bureau’s 
concern  has  been  both  with  the  budgetary  impact  of  grant  expendi¬ 
tures,  and  with  the  means  of  coordinating  the  growing  number  of 
grant  programs  as  well  as  devising  measures  for  the  more  effective 
management  of  cooperatively  financed  Federal  progi*ams. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  consistently  supported  the  purposes 
of  an  Intergovernmental  C’ooperatioh  Act.  My  testimony  will  be  di¬ 
rected  almost  entirely  toward  those  portions  of  S.  698  where  signifi¬ 
cant  problems  or  issues  arise. 

I  intend  now  to  turn  to  discussion  of  the  individual  titles  of  the  bill. 
Title  I  deals  solely  with  definitions,  and  we  continue  to  support  title  II, 
designed  to  improve  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States. 

IVe  also  favor  the  provisions  of  title  III  which  would  authorize  all 
Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  provide  specialized  or  technical 
services  on  a  reimbui*sable  basis  to  State  and  local  governments.  We 
ai'e  fully  in  accord  with  the  proviso  that  such  services  shall  include 
only  those  which  are  not  reasonably  and  expeditiously  available 
through  ordinary  business  channels. 

Title  IV  of  S.  698,  dealing  with  coordinated  intergovernmental  pol¬ 
icy  and  administration  of  grants  for  urban  development,  differs  slightly 
in  language  from  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Advisory  Commis¬ 
sion  intergovernmental  relations  bill.  It  would  be  our  suggestion  here 
that  the  provisions  of  S.  698  be  conformed  to  the  Commission’s  bill. 

The  Bureau  is  in  accord  with  the  aun  of  assuring  periodic  congres¬ 
sional  review  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs,  as  is  provided  for  in 
title  V,  and  in  S.  458  and  S.  735.  We  doubt,  however,  either  the  feasi¬ 
bility  or  desirability  of  an  arbitrary  5-year  termination  date  for  such 
programs. 

Senator  Muskie.  Does  it  disturb  you  to  be  interrupted  ? 

Mr.  Hughes.  Not  at  all,  Mr.  Chainnan.  Proceed  any  way  you  would 
like. 


Senator  IMuskie.  Those  questions  which  might  generate  an  extended 
discussion  I  would  postpone  until  the  end,  but  from  time  to  time  it  is 
heli)ful  to  interriipt  with  questions  on  relatively  minor  iX)ints. 

First  of  all,  what  is  your  count  of  grant-in-aid  programs  now?  Our 
staff  uses  different  figures.  I  never  Icnow  which  one  is  film. 

]\Ir.  Hughes.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  several  hundred.  I  think  the 
count  depends  on  the  su'l>classification  and  what  we  decide  is  the  pro¬ 
gram  versus  component  of  a  program.  It  is  of  the  magnitude  of  300  or 
400. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  think  my  staff  is  now  using  or  did  in  the  opening 
statement,  the  figure  of  over  500.  That  is  500  authorizations,  I  believe. 
It  is  the  Library  of  Congress  figure. 

IMr.  Hughes.  We  would  accept  Mr.  Labovitz  as  an  authority  on  this 
sub  ject  and  we  would  be  pleased  to  agree  in  general  terms  at  least  with 
your  staff. 

(A  memorandum  on  this  subject,  furnished  by  Mr.  I.  M.  Labovitz, 
senior  specialist  in  social  welfare,  the  Library  of  Congress,  follows:) 


Number  axd  Scope  of  Federal  Aid  Authorizations 


Any  count  of  Federal  aid  programs  is  necessarily  somewhat  arbitrary  and 
imprecise — and  its  preparation  is  a  complicated  job,  because  the  authorizations 
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are  diverse  and  there  are  difficulties  in  definiiiK  the  unit,  the  “program”  or 
“authorization,”  that  is  to  be  counted.  Our  last  detailed  enumeration  was  pre¬ 
pared  two  years  ago,  following  publication  of  the  Second  Supplement  to  the 
Catalog  of  Federal  Aids  to  State  and  Local  Governments,  issued  by  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

Two  years  ago,  there  were  authorizations  on  the  statute  books  for  something 
like  102  programs  or  groups  of  closel.v  related  programs  of  Federal  aid  to  State 
and  local  governments.  When  the  total  of  162  was  subdivided  to  identify 
separately  the  formula  grants,  project  grants,  loans  and  loan  guarantees,  shared 
revenues,  technical  assistance,  and  other  types  of  intei’governmental  aid,  the  list 
indicated  that  there  was  then  a  gross  total  of  479  separate  authorizations  or 
subcategories  of  programs.  This  included  instances  of  multiple  classification  of 
tlie  same  authorization  (in  cases  where  the  same  provision  of  law  authorized  a 
formula  grant  and  a  project  grant,  or  a  grant  and  technical  assistance,  or  a  grant 
and  a  loan).  Subtracting  80  instances  of  multiple  classification,  we  had  a  net 
count  of  399  separate  authoinzations  or  subcategories  at  the  beginning  of  1966. 

We  do  not  yet  have  a  comparable  up-to-date  count — mainly  because  preparation 
of  the  new  edition  of  the  Catalog  of  Federal  Aids  to  State  and  Local  Government’s 
is  still  in  process  and  the  Catalog  may  not  be  ready  for  several  months.  We  hope 
to  compile  a  new  summary  when  the  document  is  issued.  It  is  clear,  nevertheless, 
that  the  number  of  Federal  aid  authorizations  has  increased  significantly  as  a 
result  of  Congressional  enactments  in  the  last  two  years.  By  now  there  are 
statutory  authorizations  for  perhaps  200  programs  or  groups  of  closely  related 
programs,  compared  with  162  in  1966;  and  we  now  have  probably  500  or  more 
separate  authorizations  or  subcategories  of  programs,  compared  with  399  in  1966. 

The  earlier  enumeration  indicated  that  there  were  91  authorizations  for 
apportioned  formula  grants  and  226  for  project  grants.  In  1968,  the  number  of 
apportioned  formula  grants  is  surely  above  100,  and  the  number  of  project  grants 
probably  has  approached  or  passed  300.  All  these  authorizations  are  for  specifie 
categorical  programs— but  the  scope  of  the  categories  varies  greatly.  Examples 
of  this  diversity  are  the  broad  authorizations  for  large  grants  for  highway 
construction ;  the  subdivided  and  complex  authorizations  for  large  public 
assistance  grants ;  the  new  broadened  category  of  partnership-for-health  grants ; 
and  dozens  of  specialized  programs,  each  providing  relatively  small  sums  for 
selected  projects  in  narrowly  defined  fields. 

Senator  Muskie.  It  is  my  impression  that  more  and  more  of  these 
programs,  especially  the  new  ones,  have  termination  dates  now. 

]\Ir.  Hughes.  That  is  correct,  some  of  them  quite  short. 

Senator  Muskie.  They  could  not  exceed  5  years  and  many  of  them 
are  less  than  that. 

Mr.  Hughes.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Muskie.  If  we  could  get  in  the  record  some  documentation 
on  that  point,  this  might  become  a  moot  point. 

Mr.  Hughes.  Perhaps  so,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  our  concern  is  with 
any  fixed  figure,  simply  because  the  circumstances  under  which  pro¬ 
grams  arise  and  the  corresponding  circumstances  under  which  they 
sliould  be  reexamined  seem  to  us  to  differ  widely  from  case  to  case.  We 
certainly  suport  the  concept  of  periodic  review  of  grant  programs  and 
feel  tliat  this  should  be  a  continuing  part  of  both  the  legislative  and 
the  executive  process. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  think  I  will  withhold  any  further  questions  on 
this.  Do  you  think  you  can  get  us  any  idea  of  how  many  programs  or 
what  proportion  of  them  ha\'e  termination  dates  of  5  years  or  less? 

Mr.  Hughes.  The  count  is  not  a  difficult  thing.  The  definitions  that 
lead  up  to  the  count  must  lie  .spelled  out  fairly  carefully,  but  the  count 
itself  is  feasible.  The  tabulation  of  expiration  dates  should  be  possible, 
and  we  would  be  pleased  to  work  with  your  staff  and  with  Mr.  Labovitz 
and  get  some  data  for  the  record. 

(A  table  showing  Federal  grants-in-aid  to  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments,  with  limitations  of  authorization  in  programs  enacted  since 
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1061,  was  submitted  as  part  of  the  testimony  of  the  Advisory  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Intergovermnental  Relations,  and  appears  on  pages  158-162.) 

Mr.  Hughes.  Also  we  wish  to  reaffinn  our  earlier  views  that  the 
Congress  itself  should  conduct  the  periodic  reviews.  We  believe  that 
periodic  review  of  grant  programs  by  the  Comptroller  General  or 
other  bodies  could  not  be  as  effective  or  serve  the  same  purpose  as  a 
review  by  the  relevant  congressional  committee,  and  that  any  review 
of  grant  programs  should  be  initially  limited  to  new  programs. 

Title  VI  of  the  bill  would  authorize  the  President  to  follow  a  pro¬ 
cedure  based  on  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  to  consolidate  grant- 
in-aid  programs.  Thus,  it  attempts  to  deal  with  one  of  the  most 
significant  problems  effecting  intergovernmental  relations — the  multi¬ 
plicity  of  narrow  categorical  grants. 

Under  title  VI,  the  President  would  be  authorized  to  prepare  plans 
to  consolidate  individual  grant-in-aid  programs  within  the  same  func¬ 
tional  area  when  he  finds  consolidation  to  be  desirable  or  necessary. 
Each  plan  could  provide  for  a  single  consolidation  and  would  have 
to  place  responsibility  in  a  single  agency  and  specify  the  grant  formulas 
for  the  consolidated  program.  Such  plans,  like  reorganization  plans, 
would  be  transmitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  President.  Congressional 
action  lyould  be  governed  by  a  procedure  similar  to  that  under  the 
reorg-anization  statute,  except  that  the  Congress  would  ha^'e  90  days 
to  reject  grant  consolidation  plans  rather  than  the  60  days  provided 
for  disapproval  of  a  reorganization  plan. 

If  title  VI  is  narrowly  interpreted,  it  adds  very  little  to  the  authority 
which  the  President  already  has  under  the  reorganization  statute  and 
might  conceivably  be  construed  as  a  limitation  on  that  authority.  Under 
the  reorganization  statute,  the  President  has  the  authority  to  propose 
plans  which  may  transfer  functions  involving  any  number  of  grant- 
in-aid  programs.  For  example,  reorganization  plan  No.  2  of  1968  trans¬ 
fers  authority  for  a  series  of  urban  mass  transportation  grant  pro¬ 
grams  from  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  to 
the  Department  of  Transportation.  Under  title  VI  each  plan  may 
deal  with  “only  one  consolidation  of  individual  grant  programs,”  anil 
that  must  be  within  the  same  functional  area. 

Section  602  (a)  (2)  of  title  VI  appears  to  be  the  only  specific  addition 
to  the  President’s  existing  authority.  It  states  that  each  grant  consoli¬ 
dation  plan  “shall  specify  in  detail  the  formula  or  formulas  for  the 
making-  of  grants  under  the  consolidated  program  *  *  If  that  lan¬ 
guage  is  intended  to  authorize  the  President  to  include  changes  in 
matching  and  apportionment  formulas  in  a  grant  consolidation  plan, 
it  goes  beyond  the  authority  contained  in  the  reorganization  statute. 
However,  that  authority  by  itself  may  not  be  useful  since  program 
consolidation  would  generally  also  require  changes  in  eligibility,  plan- 
iiing,  and  other  requirements  as  Avell. 

In  addition,  we  believe  the  committee  should  carefully  consider  the 
vise  of  the  type  of  procedure  set  forth  in  title  VI  to  deal  with  matters 
which  go  beyond  questions  of  the  internal  organization  of  existing 
executive  branch  functions  with  which  the  President  may  deal  under 
the  reorganization  statute.  Grant  consolidations,  in  most  cases,  woidd 
have  to  involve  changes  in  existing  functions  and  substantive  law  which 
are  of  major  concern  outside  the  executive  branch. 
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While  M'e  have  reservations  about  the  approach  used  in  title  VI,  we 
share  your  concern  about  the  current  multiplicity  of  narrow  grant 
programs.  We  believe  some  consolidation  into  broader  pi-ogram  grants 
is  (lesirable  and  have  been  working  with  various  agencies  to  explore 
the  possiblity  of  developing  such  consolidated  grants. 

Senator  Muskik.  With  respect  to  title  VI,  I  take  it  your  position 
is  neither  affirmative  nor  negative  at  this  point? 

INIr.  Hughes.  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Chairman.  First,  we  are  somewhat 
uncertain  as  to  the  impact  of  title  VI,  for  the  reasons  that  we  have 
mentioned. 

Secondly,  and  we  are  somewhat  embarrassed  b}^  this,  I  am  frank  to 
say,  we  are  not  certain  of  the  impact  of  a  provision  such  as 
title  VI  0.11  the  general  and  continuing  problem  of  executive-legislative 
relations. 

You  ma}’  be  aware  that  questions  continually  arise  of  the  constitu¬ 
tionality  and  A’alidity  of  the  Iteorganization  Act  procedure,  and  at 
least  one  of  the  arguments  in  support  of  that  procedure  has  centered 
around  the  fact  that  it  deals  Avith  essentially  executive  matters ;  namely, 
the  organization  of  agencies.  This  fact  gives  us  some  concern  in  con¬ 
sidering  Avhether  it  is  appropriate  and  constitutional  to  deal  Avith  the 
amendment  of  substantive  legislation  by  this  kind  of  a  procedure. 

Certainh^  this  kind  of  autliority  Avould  giA^e  the  President  a  very 
useful  tool  in  accomplishing  purposes  that  you  and  Ave  agree  are 
desirable. 

Senator  Muskie.  May  I  make  tAvo  or  three  obserA^ations  at  this 
point  ? 

I  think  you  are  undoubtedly  correct  that  Avith  some  and  maybe  many 
IMembers  of  this  Congress  Avith  this  proposal  you  touch  a  sensitive 
nerve  about  the  proposition  of  legislative  authority,  betAveen  the  legis¬ 
lative  and  executive  branches. 

Second,  I  think  you  are  also  correct  in  suggesting  in  your  prepared 
statement  that  the  executiA’e  reorganization  authority  giA^es  some 
authority  to  us.  And  yet  I  suspect  that  it  has  been  little  used  because  of 
the  first  reason  that  you  just  touched  upon.  It  is  used  in  the  case  cf  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  transfer  to  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  I  think  Avith  the  adA^ance  approval  of 
the  Congress.  I  think  it  Avas  understood  that  there  ayouIcI  be  some 
transfer  of  this  kind,  because  it  Avasn’t  possible  to  Avork  it  out 
legist  at  iA'ely. 

Mr.  Hughes.  The  problem  AA-as  dealt  Avith  in  the  creation  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation  itself,  and  there  Avas  the  expectation 
that  there  Avould  be  a  folloAV-on  action  of  some  sort. 

Senator  IMuskie.  In  other  Avords,  my  feeling  is  that  Avithout  addi¬ 
tional  mandate  from  the  Congress,  perhaps  in  the  form  Ave  have  in  this 
bill,  the  President  is  not  likely  to  use  the  reoi’ganization  authority  he 
noAv  has  to  accomplish  this  purpose,  even  though  the  authority  may 
exist  to  some  degree.  Is  that  an  accurate  assessment ;  do  you  think  ? 

Mr.  Hughes.  We  certainly  AA'ould  proceed  very  cautiously,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  don’t  think  there  is  any  question  about  that. 

Senatoi-  IMetskie.  So  the  question  then  Avhich  Ave  seek  to  raise  in 
this  legislation  is  whether  or  not  this  is  the  time  for  Congress  to  con¬ 
sider  it  positively,  and  to  give  a  positive  mandate  or  reject  it. 
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]Mi’.  Hughes.  Yes.  Part  of  our  concern  liere  is  that  if  the  Congress, 
in  considering  this  elects  to  reject  it,  that  rejection  may  cany  with  it 
implications  Avith  respect  to  the  Keorganization  Act  authority,  whicli 
is  generally  accepted. 

Senator  Muskee.  Let  me  make  one  fuidher  iioint  or  suggestion.  You 
liaA^e  indicated,  at  least  this  is  the  implication  of  what  you  have  said, 
tliat  if  this  provision  is  retained  in  the  bill,  it  ought  to  be  moditied  in 
some  respects. 

Mr.  Hughes.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Muskie.  Would  you  be  willing  to  work  with  the  staff  in 
developing  these  modifications  ? 

Mr.  Hughes.  We  certainly  would,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Hughes.  Title  VII  amends  the  Federal  Property  and  Adminis¬ 
trative  Services  Act  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  VIII — 
urban  land  utilization.  This  title  would  require  the  Administrator  of 
General  Sendees  to  give  advance  and  reasonable  notice  to  a  respon¬ 
sible  official  of  local  governments  befoi-e  offering  for  sale  any  Federal 
real  property  located  Avithin  an  urban  area  as  defined  m  the  act. 

The  Administrator  also  Avould  be  required  to  jirovide  available  zon¬ 
ing  infonnation  to  prospectiA’e  purchasers  of  such  property.  He  Avould 
additionally  be  required  to  the  extent  practicable  to  comply  Avith  lo¬ 
cal  zoning  requirements,  to  give  adA'ance  notice  of  plans  to  acquire 
additional  Federal  property,  and  to  consider  objections  by  local  gov¬ 
ernments  to  pro^xised  Federal  acquisition  and  use  of  real  property  in 
urban  areas. 

^  The  Biireau  of  the  Budget  generall}’  supports  provisions  of  title 
\  II  of  this  bill  but  belieA'es  that  the  proAnsions  should  be  conformed  to 
those  contained  in  the  AclAUSoiy  Commission's  bill. 

Title  VIII  of  S.  698  is  to  establish  a  unifoim  iiolicy  for  the  fair  and 
equitable  treatment  of  OAvners,  tenants,  and  other  persons  displaced 
by  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  Federal  and  federally  assisted 
programs.  This  policy  AA’ould  be  as  uniform  as  practicable  as  to  (1)  re¬ 
location  payments,  (2)  adAusoiy  assistance,  (3)  assunuice  of  avail¬ 
ability  of  standard  housing,  and  (4)  Federal  reimbursement  for  relo¬ 
cation  payments  under  federally  assisted  programs. 

Generally,  we  believe  that  title  VIII  Avould  establish  a  workable, 
unifonn  systein  for  fair  and  equitable  treatment  of  those  displaced  by 
such  land  acquisitions.  HoAvever,  Ave  believe  that  it  could  be  substan¬ 
tially  imiiroved  in  a  number  of  respects  to  meet  more  adequately  its 
objectiA'es.  If  it  is  agreeable  to  the  committee,  I  would  like  to  present 
for  inclusion  in  the  record  at  an  appropriate  point  a  statement  contain¬ 
ing  detailed  coimiients  on  title  VIII  and  at  this  time  address  our  more 
significant  recommendations. 

Senator  Muskie.  Tlie  statement  Avill  be  included  in  the  record  at 
the  close  of  your  statement. 

Mr.  Hughes.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Fii*st  is  the  question  of  the  method  of  financing  the  cost  of  reloca¬ 
tion  expenses  for  federally  assisted  programs  and  for  prog^rams  which 
require  State  agencies  to  furnish  land  incident  to  a  Federal  public 
improvement  project.  This  subject  is  coA-ered  in  sections  804  and  807 
(b).  The  net  effect  of  both  provisions  is  to  require  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  pay  100  jiercent  of  the  cost  of  relocation  in  most  cases. 
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We  a<rree  that  under  tliese  prograiiis  the  same  type  of  relocation 
l)ayments,  services  and  assurances  as  are  re<piired  for  Federal  i)ro- 
fj^rains  should  be  furnished.  However,  we  believe  that  the  cost  of  relo¬ 
cation  should  be  considered  as  a  pait  of  the  cost  of  the  acquisition  of 
land  and  should  he  lx)nie  by  the  paify  resjmnsible  for  land  acquisi¬ 
tion.  Where  acquisition  of  land  is  a  i)rerequisite  to  a  project  and  the 
State  agency  nonnally  would  pay  for  the  cost  of  land,  we  believe,  that 
the  cost  of  relocation  should  be  the  responsibility  of  the  State  agency. 
Whei-e  the  cost  of  the  land  is  shared  on  some  tyi)e  of  a  previously 
agreed-upon  'basis,  or  prescribeil  by  law,  we  belie\  e  that  the  costs  of 
relocation  should  'be  shared  on  the  same  'basis. 

Second,  section  803(c)  (2)  requires  assurance  of  the  availability  of 
ade([uate  substitute  dwellings  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  prior 
to  displacement  for  all  individuals  displaced  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  This  assurance  may  be  waived  in  periods  of  national  emergency 
])roclaimed  by  the  Pi'esident.  We  believe  that  there  may  be  other,  cases 
when  it  Avill  be  in  the  national  interest  to  piweed  urgently  with  a  laud 
ac(piisition  and  that,  therafoi-e,  the  GoA^ernment  must  have  some  addi¬ 
tional  flexibility  in  this  regard.  For  example,  Ave  have  been  advised 
by  the  Department  of  Defen.se  that  there  have  been  a  number  of  times 
Avhen  it  has  been  necessary  to  acquire  property  for  urgent  national 
defense  puiqooses  Avhen  the  Pi’esident  has  not  proclaimed  a  period  of 
national  emergency. 

There  may  Avell  be  other  situations  in  addition  to  the  national  de¬ 
fense  Avhen  the  GoA'ernment  must  move  SAviftly  to  protect  indi\  iduals 
or  a  community.  We  recommend  revision  of  section  803(c)  (2)  to  pro- 
\  ide  that  the  President  may  presc-ribe  by  regulations  those  situations 
Avhen  such  assurances  may  be  Avaived. 

Third,  title  VIII  does  not  recognize  the  problem  of  the  oAvner- 
occiqiant  of  real  iiroperty  Avhich  is  accpiired,  but  for  AA'hich  the  fair 
market  value  paid  is  not  sufficient  to  enable  the  previous  OAvner  to  ob¬ 
tain  a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dAvelling  adequate  in  size  to  meet  his 
needs.  This  most  frequently  occurs  as  a  result  of  the  private  market 
no  longer  producing  a  significant  volume  of  neAv  housing  in  the  price 
ranges  comparable  to  that  being  acquired  under  Federal  and  federally 
assisted  programs.  We  believe  this  problem  should  be  dealt  Avith  in 
title  VIII  by  providing  for  a  payment  of  up  to  $5,000  whi(’h  Avould 
represent  an  amount  Avhich,  Avhen  added  to  the  acquisition  payment, 
equals  the  average  price  required  for  a  decent,  safe,  and  .-anitary 
dAA’elling  of  modest  standards  available  on  the  private  market. 

Fourth,  section  802(b)  provides  that  a  displaced  person  avIio  moves 
or  discontinues  his  business  may  elect  to  accept  an  optional  payment 
of  up  to  $5,000.  If,  as  Ave  understand  it,  the  intent  of  this  provision 
is  to  recognize  both  the  cost  of  moving  and  the  economic  impact  of 
dis])lacement,  Ave  recommend  that  it  be  clarified  by  authorizing  the 
payment  of  (a)  actual  moving  expenses  plus  (b)  a  payment  equal  to 
the  average  annual  net  earnings  of  the  business  of  $2,500,  Avhichever 
is  the  lesser. 

Fifth,  section  803(d)  Avould  make  three  changes  in  section  7 (b)  (3) 
of  the  Small  Business  Act.  Under  the  current  laAv  some  businesses  are 
eligible  for  long  term  loAv-interest  loans,  if  they  have  suffered  sub¬ 
stantial  economic  injuries  as  a  result  of  dis])lacement  by  a  federally- 
aided  urban  remeAval,  or  highway  con.struction  program,  or  by  any 
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other  construction  conducted  by  or  with  funds  provided  by  the  Federal 
Government.  Title  VIII  woulcl  extend  this  loan  program  (1)  to  cover 
not  only  small  businesses  displaced,  but  also  nondisplaced  small  busi¬ 
nesses  which  suffer  economic  injury,  (2)  to  cover  businesses  injured 
not  only  by  urban  renewal  and  highway  or  other  construction  pro¬ 
grams,  but  by  also  .  .  any  other  public  improvement  program 
.  .  and  (3)  to  cover  not  only  businesses  injured  by  Federal  or 
federally-aided  programs,  but  also  businesses  injured  by  wholly  State 
or  local  programs. 

We  are  oppose<^  to  these  amendments  to  the  Small  Business  Act. 
We  believe  at  is  imjaractical  to  jarovide  assistance  to  other  than  those 
who  are  actually  displaced,  and  we  believe  it  inappropriate  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  assume  responsibility  for  relocation  for  dis- 
placees  from  other  than  Federal  or  federally-aided  programs. 

Title  IX  of  the  bill  would  establish  a  uniform  policy  on  land  acquisi¬ 
tion  practices.  AVe  coiacur  in  the  objectives  of  title  IX ;  but  believe  that 
certain  amendments  are  desirable  for  purposes  of  clarification,  per¬ 
mitting  greater  flexibility  and  more  fully  protecting  the  Government's 
interests. 

Section  901(a)  (3)  concerns  the  establishment  of  a  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  price  to  be  paid  for  property  acquired.  ^Ye  interpret  this  provision 
as  assuring  that  the  Government  will  reimburse  landowners  in  an 
amount  which  is  fair  and  reasonable,  commensurate  with  the  appraised 
value  of  the  land,  and  arrived  at  through  mutual  negotiation.  We  do 
not  believe  that  the  provision  is  intended  to  preclucle  effective  nego¬ 
tiation  or  to  establish  a  “one-price”  policy.  Since  some  of  the  adminis¬ 
tering  agencies  so  interpret  the  section,  we  recommend  that  the  legis¬ 
lative  history  make  it  clear  that  a  hard  and  fast  “one-price”  policy 
is  not  intended. 

Section  902  provides  that  when  real  property  is  acquired,  the  fair 
market  value  for  such  property  should  be  paid  therefore  unless  it  is 
the  intention  of  the  seller  to  convey  the  property  for  less  than  fair 
market  value.  We  concur  in  this  provision. 

Section  903(c)  provides  that  in  determining  the  extent  of  real 
property  to  be  acquired  and  the  evaluation  thereof,  we  should  pay  for 
tenants’  improvements  even  though  the  tenant  may  be  required  to 
remove  the  improvements  by  a  contract  with  the  owner  of  the  land.  The 
Department  of  Justice  and  some  of  the  major  land-owning  agencies 
point  out  that  the  present  language  might  cause  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  pa}'^  both  the  property  owner  and  the  tenant  for  the  improve¬ 
ments.  We  will  be  glad  to  provide  language  to  assure  that  the  interest 
of  the  United  States  will  be  protected  and  the  objectives  of  the 
provision  accomialished. 

Section  904  provides  that  an  acquiring  agency  shall  reimburse  the 
seller  for  all  reasonable  expenses  incidental  to  the  transfer  of  title 
to  the  Government.  We  favor  the  objective  of  this  provision,  but 
recommend  certain  minor  amendments  concerning  the  timing  of  the 
payment  and  limitations  on  reimbursement  to  seller  for  moiffgage 
penalty  costs.  AVe  will  provide  language  to  improve  this  section. 

Section  905(b)  details  those  land  acquisition  policies  that  State 
agencies  will  be  required  to  follow  after  January  1,  1970  to  obtain 
approval  of  grants,  agreements,  or  contracts  for  Federal  financial 
assistance  wbere  acquisition  of  land  or  of  any  public  improvement  is 
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])art  of  the  cost.  We  recommend  that  this  provision  be  amended  to  defer 
the  effective  date  of  the  requirement  for  3  years  after  enactment  to 
allow  State  and  local  governments  sufficient  time  to  make  necessary 
changes  in  their  laws. 

Section  905(b)  (3)  provides  for  the  acquisition  of  tenants’  improve¬ 
ments  in  federally  assisted  programs.  The  purpose  of  this  section  is 
identical  to  the  purpose  of  section  903(c)  which  is  applicable  to 
Federal  programs.  We  have  already  recommended  certain  revisions 
to  section  903(c) .  We  believe  that  the  two  sections  should  be  identical. 

Section  906  pi-ovides  that  effective  January  1,  1970,  certain  specified 
sections  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1965  are  re¬ 
pealed.  We  have  already  recommended  that  the  effective  date  for  the 
requirements  of  Federal  aid  specified  in  section  905(b)  be  changed  to 
3  years  after  enactment.  We  would  make  the  same  recommendation 
concerning  repeal  of  the  specified  sections  of  the  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act  of  1965. 

The  purpose  of  title  X  is  to  encourage  simplification  and  improve 
coordination  of  accounting,  auditing,  and  financial  re])orting  recjuire- 
ments  of  Federal  assistance  programs,  and  to  provide  for  a  suia^ey  of 
the  adequacy  and  effectiveness  of  the  accounting  and  auditing  systems 
of  recipient  jiirisdictions.  Additionally,  this  title  of  the  bill  places 
new  responsibilitias  upon  the  Conq>troller  General  of  the  United 
States  in  respect  to  the  financial  administration  of  grant  programs  at 
the  State  and  local  levels,  including  the  promulgation  of  rules  and  reg¬ 
ulations  for  using  State  and  j)olitical  subdivision  accounting  and  audit¬ 
ing  in  meeting  financial  management  requirements  of  such  programs. 
This  title  of  the  bill  would  also  require  a  joint  study  by  the  Comp- 
tTOller  General  of  the  United  States,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  looking  towards  im¬ 
provement  of  the  financial  administration  of  grant  programs  at  the 
Federal  and  local  levels. 

We  agree  that  there  is  need  for  improving  the  financial  management 
of  grant  programs  through  more  simplification  and  better  coordina¬ 
tion  of  accounting,  auditing,  and  reporting  activities.  The  committee 
may  be  interested  to  know  that  in  1965  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is¬ 
sued  circular  No.  A-73,  the  purpose  of  which  is  to  promote  improved 
audit  practices  and  to  achieve  more  efficient  use  of  manpower  through 
improved  coordination  of  the  efforts  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  gov¬ 
ernment  audit  staff. 

In  this  regard  the  committee  may  also  be  interested  to  know  that 
just  last  week  the  Comptroller  General,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  agreed  to  launch,  under 
the  auspices  of  the  joint  financial  management  improvement  program, 
an  interagency  study  in  this  area.  We  recommencl  deferral  of  legisla¬ 
tive  action  on  this  title  of  the  bill  pending  completion  of  tlie  intei-- 
agency  study. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  simply  reiterate  that  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  believes  the  objectives  of  the  Intergovernmental  Coopera¬ 
tion  Act  are  most  meritorious  and  will  make  a  positive  contribution 
to  a  stronger  and  more  effective  American  federalism. 

ISfr.  Chairman,  that  is  the  end  of  my  prepared  statement,  but  yester¬ 
day’s  action  referring  the  Joint  Fund  Simplification  Act  to  this  sub¬ 
committee  suggested  to  us  perhaps  the  desirability  of  making  some 
mention  of  that  in  our  presentation  at  these  hearings. 
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The  bill  was  transmitted  by  the  then  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  to  the  Congress,  ISIr.  Charles  Schultze,  on  August  11,  1967, 
and  you  may  wish  to  include  in  the  record,  the  letter,  the  bill  and  at¬ 
tachments  in  the  form  of  an  explanatory  statement  and  some  examples 
of  the  kinds  of  actions  which  might  be  possible  under  the  act. 

Senator  Muskie.  It  will  be  included  in  the  record,  and  before  I 
forget  it.  circular  No.  A-73  to  which  you  referred  in  your  prepared 
statement  will  also  be  included  in  the  record. 

(The  materials  referred  to  follow :) 

Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

IPUREAU  OF  THE  BUDGET, 

’Washington,  D.C.,  August  11, 1967. 

Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

President  of  the  Senate, 

Washington,  D.G. 

Dear  Mr.  President  :  We  are  transmitting  herewith  for  appropriate  considera¬ 
tion  the  proposed  “Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of  1967.” 

This  proposal  was  drafted  in  response  to  the  President’s  request — in  his 
March  17  Message  on  the  Quality  of  American  Government — for  legislation  that 
would  make  it  possible  “.  .  .  for  Federal  agencies  to  combine  related  grants  into 
a  single  financial  package,  thus  .simplifying  the  financial  and  administrative 
procedure.? — without  disturbing,  however,  the  separate  authorizations,  appro¬ 
priations,  and  substantive  requirements  for  each  grant-in-aid  program.” 

A  number  of  Federal  assistance  programs  which  finance  different  activities 
can  often  be  brought  together  in  a  single  project  to  support  similar  or  directly 
related  purposes.  Such  combinations  of  related  programs  would  enable  State 
and  local  governments  and  other  grantees  to  use  the  wide  variety  of  Federal 
assistance  programs  more  effectively  and  efficiently. 

However,  such  combinations  cannot  be  “packaged”  and  administered  easily 
under  existing  laws  and  regulations.  Each  Federal  grant  program  may  have 
diffei’cnt  requirements  in  such  matters  as  application  forms,  accounting  pro¬ 
cedures.  advisory  panels,  reporting  dates,  etc.  Further,  the  grantees  must  often 
work  with  several  Federal  agencies  (or  constituent  elements  of  a  single  agency)  — 
each  with  its  own  distinct  administrative  practices.  As  a  result,  considerable 
effort  is  required  and  significant  delays  are  encountered. 

The  purpose  of  this  proposal  is  to  remove  or  simplify  certain  administrative 
and  technical  impediments  which  hamper  or  prevent  the  consideration,  processing, 
approval  and  administration  of  projects  which  draw  upon  resources  available 
from  more  than  one  Federal  agency,  program  or  appropriation.  The  Act  would 
enable  State  and  local  governments  and  other  public  or  private  agencies  to  use 
Federal  financial  assistance  under  two  or  more  programs  in  support  of  multi- 
imrpose  projects.  Under  the  bill : 

Federal  agency  heads  would  be  authorized  to  establish  uniform  require¬ 
ments  respecting  technical  or  administrative  provisions  of  law  so  that  jointly 
funded  projects  would  not  have  to  be  subject  to  varying  or  conflicting  rules 
or  procedures ; 

In  appropriate  cases.  Federal  agencies  would  have  authority  to  delegate  to 
other  agencies  power  to  approve  portions  of  projects  on  their  behalf ; 

Federal  agency  heads  could  establish  joint  management  funds  in  their 
agencies  fo  finance  multi-purpose  projects  drawing  upon  appropriations  from 
several  different  accounts ; 

’fhe  President  would  prescribe  appropriate  regulations  for,  and  approve 
agency  delegations  of  power  and  functions  under  the  Act.  He  would  make 
reports  to  the  Congi-e.ss  on  actions  taken,  and  make  recommendations  for 
additional  legislative  action,  including  proposals  for  consolidation,  simpli¬ 
fication  or  coordination  of  grant  programs. 

J’he  Act  would  expire  after  three  years. 

The  Joint  Funding  .Simplification  Act  of  1967  would  not,  except  as  specifically 
l)rovided.  affect  substantive  provisions  of  law  relating  to  Federal  assistance 
programs  such  as  eligibility  criteria,  maintenance  of  effort,  matching  ratios, 
authorization  levels,  program  availability,  etc.  Problems  presented  by  the 
diversity  in  su.'*h  provisions  as  these  would  be  .studied  in  connection  with  pro¬ 
posals  for  grant  consolidation.  In  the  Message  on  the  Quality  of  American 
Government,  the  President  also  requested  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
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Budget  “to  review  the  range  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  to  determine  .  .  . 
areas  in  which  a  basic  consolidation  of  grant-in-aid  authorizations,  appropria¬ 
tions,  and  statutory  requirements  should  be  carried  out.”  That  effort  is  now 
underway.  Experience  gained  under  the  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  will 
be  of  great  as.sistance  in  the  development  of  a  workable  grant  consolidation 
program. 

Sincerely, 

Ch.^rles  L.  Sciiultze, 

Director. 


[Circular  No.  A-73J 


Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August .},  l!)6o. 

To  the  heads  of  Exec-utive  Departments  and  establishments. 

Subject :  .\udit  of  Federal  grants-iu-aid  to  State  and  local  governments. 

1.  Purgose.  Tliis  Circular  .sets  forth  policies  to  be  followed  in  the  audit  of 
Federal  grants-in-aid  to  State  and  local  governments.  The  primary  objectives 
of  this  Circular  are  to  promote  improveil  audit  practices,  and  to  achieve  more 
efficient  use  of  manpower  through  improved  coordination  of  the  efforts  of 
Federal.  State,  and  local  goveniment  audit  staff.  To  the  extent  appropriate,  the 
IM>licies  should  also  be  applied  to  contracts  with,  and  loans  to.  State  and  local 
governments. 

2.  Vorerage.  This  Circular  applies  to  all  Federal  agencies  responsible  for 
administering  lu-ograms  that  involve  grant.s-in-aid  to  State  and  local  governments. 

H.  .Audit  policies.  Federal  agencies  are  responsible  for  providing  adecpiate  audit 
coverage  of  gi-aiit  programs,  as  a  constructive  aid  in  determining  whether  Federal 
funds  have  been  applied  effectively  and  in  a  maimer  that  is  consistent  with  re¬ 
lated  Federal  laws,  program  objectives,  and  underlying  agreements. 

a.  Determination  of  audit  requirements.  Each  Federal  agency  conducting  grant 
programs  will  establish  audit  i>olicies  for  guidance  of  its  internal  or  indei>endent 
auditors.  For  this  purpose,  the  agency  will  review  its  individual  grant  programs 
to  determine  the  coverage,  frequency,  and  priority  of  audit  required  for  each 
program.  Such  review  should  include  consideration  of  the  following  factors : 

( 1 )  I'he  dollar  magnitude  and  duration  of  the  grant  program. 

( 2)  The  extent  of  Federal  matching  requirements. 

(o)  The  Federal  management  needs  to  be  met,  as  develoi>eil  in  consultation 
with  the  responsible  program  officials. 

(4)  Prior  experience  in  auditing  the  program,  including  the  adequacy  of  the 
financial  management  system  and  control.?. 

The  audit  policies  of  Federal  agencies  will  provide  for  relying,  to  the  maximum 
extent  fea.sihle,  on  internal  or  independent  audits  performed  at  the  State  and  local 
levels  and  for  appropriate  use  of  the  principles  of  .stati.stical  sampling. 

1).  Scope  of  individual  audits.  To  assi.st  in  deciding  on  the  .scope  of  Federal  audit 
required  for  each  grant  program,  determinations  will  be  made  of  the  adequacy 
of  the  internal  management  control  system  employed  by  the  grantee — including 
consideration  of  whether  the  accounting  records  are  maintained,  and  reports  are 
prepared,  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  accoimting  principles,  and 
whether  audits  are  carried  out  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  auditing 
standards.  This  involves  an  evaluation  of  the  grantee’s  organizational  arrange¬ 
ments,  financial  systems,  and  facilities  for  audit  and  other  reviews.  The  aim  is 
to  determine  whether  the  management  controls  pi’ovide  an  effective  system  that 
promotes  efficient  administration  and  satisfies  governing  laws  and  regulafions, 
the  audit  service  is  provided  on  a  timely  basis  by  qualified  staff,  and  the  auditors 
have  sufficient  independence  of  operations  to  permit  a  comprehensive  and  objec¬ 
tive  service  to  management. 

Where  grantee  practices  are  considered  to  be  acceptable  mider  such  standards. 
Federal  audits  will  be  oriented  toward  establishing  the  adequacy  of  the  .system 
and  controls  in  operation,  supported  by  a  testing  of  transactions  to  verify  the 
reliability  of  the  system. 

Where  the  grantee’s  internal  management  control  system  does  not  meet  these 
standards.  Federal  agencies  will  encourage  the  grantee  to  review  existing  prac¬ 
tices  and  bring  about  necessary  improvements,  and  will  cooperate  by  lending  such 
assistance  as  may  be  feasible  in  developing  an  appropriate  system  and  orienting 
grantee  staff. 

Each  Federal  agency  will  make  available — on  request  from  another  Federal 
agency— the  results  and  findings  of  previous  audits  that  identify  the  adequacy  of 
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:i  gniiiloo's  Ksy.steni  of  financial  management  and  control  as  well  as  such  other  in¬ 
formation  as  will  assist  in  establishing  audit  requirements  and  the  scope  of  audit.  ^ 

c.  .1  rraii(;ciiicvfs  for  conduct  of  audits.  In  order  to  conserve  manpower,  promote  . 

efiicicm’.v,  and  minimize  the  impact  of  required  audits  on  the  operations  of  I 
grantee  organizations,  the  audit  of  all  grant  programs  administered  under  tlie  j 
jurisdiition  of  a  single  Federal  department  should  be  coordinated  in  all  cases  [i 
wliere  related  authorities  and  responsibilities  are  delegated  to  constituent  :i 
organizations.  1 

In  addition,  each  grantor  agency  will  give  full  consideration  to  establishing  | 
cross-servicing  arangements  under  which  one  Federal  agency  would  conduct  i 
audits  for  another — whenever  such  arrangements  are  in  the  best  interests  of  1 
the  Federal  Government  and  the  grantee.  This  is  particularly  applicable  where  | 
two  or  more  Federal  agencies  are  auditing  programs  in  the  same  State  agency  j 
or  local  unit,  or  in  offices  located  within  the  same  geographical  area.  Under  | 
such  circumstances,  it  will  be  the  resixjnsibility  of  the  Federal  agencies  involved  I 
to  collaborate  in  determining  the  feasibility  of  one  of  the  agencies  conducting  ' 
audits  for  others,  and  to  work  out  mutually  agreeable  arrangements  for  carrying  . 
out  tbe  i-equired  audits  on  the  most  efficient  basis.  To  the  extent  that  problems 
are  encountered  which  cannot  be  resolved  through  such  collaboration,  the  Bureau  . 
of  the  Budget  will  lend  assistance  as  required. 

d.  Coordination  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  audits.  Federal  agencies  resiKuisible 
for  conducting  audits  of  grant  operations  will  foster  close  cooi>eration  and  coor¬ 
dination  among  the  auditors  of  the  respective  jurisdictions.  Continuous  liaison, 
including  the  exchange  of  audit  standards  and  objectives,  should  be  maintained 
among  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  audit  groups  involved.  As  a  minimum,  these 
groups  will  collaborate  in  the  development  of  audit  schedules  to  minimize  the 
amount  of  effort  required,  as  well  as  the  impact  on  operations  of  the  grantee 
offices.  While  the  Federal  Government  cannot  automatically  acc’ept  audits  per-  ; 
formed  by  a  representative  of  the  grantee,  maximum  use  should  be  made  of  ' 
audits  performed  by  the  grantee’s  internal  or  independent  auditors,  so  as  to 
avoid  imnecessary  duplication  by  Federal  auditors. 

4.  Implementation  action.  Federal  agencies  administering  grants  to  State  and 
local  governments  are  requested  to  make  a  critical  review  of  policies  and  prac¬ 
tices  currently  followed  in  the  audit  of  grant  programs,  and  to  take  such  action  ’ 
as  is  necessary  to  comply  with  the  ix)licies  set  forth  in  this  Circular.  For  this  pur¬ 
pose,  the  head  of  each  agency  should  designate  a  central  point  in  the  agency  to 
be  responsible  for  seeing  that  this  is  done  expeditiously. 

Each  Federal  agency  subject  to  this  Circular  will  submit  a  report  (original 
and  one  copy)  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  by  March  31,  1966,  as  to  the  actions 
taken  and  progress  made  toward  :  (a)  establishing  and  publishing  statements  of 
audit  requirements;  (b)  coordination  of  audits  within  the  agency;  (c)  estab¬ 
lishing  cross-sei’vicing  arrangements;  and  (d)  coordinating  Federal  audit  work 
with  that  of  the  State  and  local  governments  concerned. 

Charles  L.  Schultze, 

D  irector. 

Mr.  Hughes.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  can,  if  you  wish,  com¬ 
ment  on  the  joint  funding  bill  or  I  will  be  pleased  to  stop. 

Senator  Muskie.  Why  don’t  you  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Hughes.  All  right,  sir. 

The  August  11  letter  itoints  out  that  the  projiosal  was  drafted  in 
response  to  the  President’s  request,  in  his  INIarch  17  message  on  the 
quality  of  American  Government,  for  legislation  that  would  make  it 
possible  “for  Federal  agencies  to  combine  related  grants  into  a  single 
financial  package,  thus  simplifying  the  financial  and  admini,strative 
procedures  without  disturbing,  hoAvever,  the  separate  authorizations, 
appropriations  and  substantive  requirements  for  each  grant-in-aid 
program.” 

Under  the  bill  a  number  of  Federal  assistance  programs  which 
finance  different  activities  can  be  brought  together  in  a  Single  jiroject 
to  support  similar  or  directly  related  purposes.  Such  combinations  of 
related  programs  would  enable  States  and  local  governments  and  other 
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grantees  to  use  the  wide  A’ariety  of  Federal  assistance  programs  more 
effectively  and  efficiently. 

HoAvever,  such  combinations  cannot  be  packaged  and  administered 
easily  under  existing  laws  and  regulations.  Each  Federal  grant  pro¬ 
gram  may  have  different  requirements  in  such  matters  as  application 
forms,  accounting  procedures,  advisory  panels,  reporting  dates,  et 
cetera.  Further,  the  grantees  must  often  Avork  Avith  several  Federal 
agencies  or  constituent  elements  of  a  single  agency,  each  Avith  its  oavii 
distinct  administrative  practice.  As  a  result,  considerable  effort  is 
required  and  significant  delays  are  encountered. 

The  purpose  of  this  proposal  is  to  remove  or  simplify  certain  ad¬ 
ministrative  and  technical  impediments  which  hamper  or  prevent  the 
consideration,  processing,  approval  and  administration  of  projects 
which  draw  upon  resources  available  and  for  more  than  one  Federal 
agency,  program  or  appropriation.  The  act  would  enable  State  and 
local  governments  and  other  public  and  private  agencies  to  use  Fed¬ 
eral  financial  assistance  under  two  or  more  programs  in  support  of 
multipurpose  projects. 

Under  the  bill.  Federal  agency  heads  Avoidd  be  authorized  to  estab¬ 
lish  uniform  requirements  respecting  technical  or  administrative  pro¬ 
visions  of  law,  so  that  jointly  funded  projects  would  not  have  to  be 
subject  to  varying  or  conflicting  rules  or  procedures.  In  appropriate 
cases  Federal  agencies  would  have  the  authority  to  delegate  to  other 
agencies  power  to  approve  portions  of  projects  on  their  behalf.  Federal 
agency  heads  could  also  establish  joint  management  funds  in  their 
agencies,  to  finance  multipurpose  projects  drawing  upon  appropria¬ 
tions  from  seA^eral  different  accounts. 

The  President  would  prescribe  appropriate  regulations  for  and 
approve  agency  delegations  of  power  and  functions  under  the  act. 
Pie  Avould  make  reports  to  the  Congress  on  actions  taken  and  make 
recommendations  for  additional  legislative  action,  including  proposals 
for  consolidation,  simplification,  or  coordination  of  grant  programs. 
The  act  would  expire  after  three  years. 

I  think  those  are  the  essential  points,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Again  I  just  emphasize  that  the  act  is  not  intended  to  alter  substan¬ 
tive  program  requirements,  but  rather  to  facilitate  the  administrative 
procedures  and  practices  that  are  required  to  carry  out  those  program 
purposes. 

Senator  Muskie.  In  a  limited  way  it  works  at  the  same  problem 
as  the  proposed  consolidation  of  grants  authority. 

Mr.  Hughes.  That  is  quite  correct,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  Avonder  if  you  might,  Mr.  Hughes,  refer  to  re¬ 
cent  developments  in  the  executive  branch  to  promote  improved  inter- 
gOA-ernmental  relations,  especially  as  it  relates  to  the  present  role  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  interagency  arrangements. 

Mr.  Hughes.  I  Avill  be  glad  to  do  that,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  can  also 
provide  for  the  committee’s  more  complete  reAueAV  some  material  for 
the  record  Avhich  would  spell  this  out  in  more  detail. 

A  number  of  things  are  going  on.  Some  of  them  have  produced  spe¬ 
cific  results.  Others  have  not,  but  Ave  are  hopeful  about  them.  One,  of 
course,  is  the  grant-in-aid  simplification  legislation  to  Avhich  I  just 
referred. 
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I  referred  in  iny  statement  also  to  efforts  that  we  arc  engaged  in  witli 
the  agencies  to  consolidate  grants-in-aid  by  legislative  action.  The 
health  services  legislation  I  Ijelieve  you  are  aware  of  and  have  referred 
to  in  some  of  your  comments. 

There  are  two  other  similar  actions  in  the  legislative  mill  this  year. 
One  of  them  deals,  I  believe,  with  vocational  education,  and  the  other 
is  with  student  aids  in  the  field  of  higher  education.  These  measures 
would  consolidate  existing  separate  programs  into  a  single  entit}’^  which 
would  be  both  more  flexible  and  more  easily  manageable. 

We  have,  in  addition,  we  are  carrying  on  a  dialogue  with  a  number 
of  agencies.  HEW  isthe  most  obvious  candidate  for  this  kind  of  action, 
I  think,  but  a  number  of  other  agencies  as  well,  to  explore,  identify 
and  carry  forward  plans  to  do  the  same  kind  of  thing  in  other  pro¬ 
gram  areas. 

The  President  of  May  of  last  year  instructed  the  Secretaries  of  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Urban  Development,  Labor,  and  HEW  and  the  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  to  revise  and  improve  their  pro¬ 
cedures  for  processing  grant-in-aid  applications  in  their  areas.  As 
a  consequence  of  this  effort,  an  interagency  task  force,  under  the  leader¬ 
ship  of  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  has 
carried  on  a  very  intensive  program  which  lias  produced  identifiable 
results  approximating  a  50-percent  reduction  in  application  handling 
time.  The  time  required  is  still  more  than  those  agencies  or  we  wish 
it  were,  but  the  effort  has  produced  significant  results,  and  more  are  in 
the  works.  We  are  carrying  forward  this  same  kind  of  effort  in  other 
agencies  as  well — in  the  Department  of  Interior,  which  has  a  number 
of  grant  programs,  the  Department  of  Transportation  and  so  on. 

Then  in  1966  the  President  directed  increased  consultation  by  the 
Federal  agencies  with  State  and  local  chief  executives  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  execution  of  programs,  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
after  a  series  of  meetings  with  State  and  local  associations  issued  circu¬ 
lar  A-85,  of  1967.  We  would  be  glad  to  provide  a  copy  for  the  record 
if  you  don^  have  it.  The  circular  carries  out  the  objectives  of  the  di»'ec- 
tive  with  respect  to  one  particular  area  of  Federal  activity — tb"  issu¬ 
ance  of  regulations  and  other  administrative  instructions.  The  circular 
establishes  a  procedure  under  which  instructions  affecting  State  and 
local  governments  are  transmitted  in  draft  by  agencies  to  the  ACIE 
for  its  consideration  and  review. 

In  January  of  last  year  Bureau  of  the  Budget  circular  A-80  was  is¬ 
sued  on  the  coordination  of  development  planning,  an  effort  in  a  sense 
to  have  the  planners  plan  a  little  better  and  in  a  more  coherent  fashion, 
l>articularly  in  programs  that  are  based  on  multi  jurisdictional  areas. 
The  circular  implements  a  Presidential  message. 

The  Bureau  itself  is  engaged  in  a  couple  of  major  efforts  that  I  think 
are  worth  mentioning.  They  are  also  spelled  out  in  more  detail  in  the 
material  which  we  can  provide.  The  first  of  these  that  I  will  mention 
is  an  effort  to  improve  the  Government’s  management  information 
system  and  statistics.  It  is  an  effort  based  upon  the  utilization  of  mod¬ 
ern  ADP  computer  tecluiiques  and  technology  to  bring  together  for 
the  use  of  all  more  effective,  more  complete,  and  more  revealing  in¬ 
formation  than  we  have  ever  been  able  to  get  together  before  about 
Federal  programs  and  their  impact  both  nationwide  and  on  specific 
areas  of  the  country.  This  effort  is  only  beginning  to  get  underway,  and 
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it  is  inherently  complicated  and  difficult,  because  of  the  multiplicity  of 
programs,  the  multii>licity  of  jurisdictions,  and  the  need  for  a  capacity 
to  produce  the  information  on  any  of  a  wide  variety  of  classifications 
and  cross-cutting  categories.  Hut  we  are  making  progress  and  do  ex¬ 
pect  both  in  the  short  run  and  long  run  to  make  some  substantial 
improvements. 

The  other  area  that  is  an  internal  Bureau  eft’ort  involves  increased 
emphasis  on  administrative  policies,  philosophy,  and  management.  As 
1  see  it  many  of  the  old  management  doctrines  are  inadequate  for  our 
current  day  needs.  The  old  concepts  of  nice,  clear,  and  precise  lines  of 
responsibility  and  authority  certainly  have  been  useful,  and  within 
particular  areas  of  administration  they  provide  concepts  that  we  must 
adhere  to.  But  most  programs  nowadays,  and  most  Govermnent  and 
I  think  for  that  matter  private  businesses  nowadays,  are  by  their  na¬ 
ture  interrelated,  hence  there  is  no  way  to  organize  the  Governinent 
so  that  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  can  oper¬ 
ate  independently  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  or  of  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  or  of  the  Department 
of  Labor.  We  need  to  work  with  the  agencies  and  with  the  Congress 
on  a  new  set  of  concepts  which  will  cut  across  traditional  categorical 
lines,  committee  jurisdictions,  agency  and  bureaucratic  jurisdictions, 
and  so  on,  recognizing  that  manpower  problems  are,  to  an  extent, 
health  problems  and  education  problems  and  training  problems,  and 
so  on. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  understand  that  the  detail  on  this  is  now  being 
reviewed  and  when  the  review  is  completed  we  may  have  it  for  the 
record. 

Mr.  Hughes.  That  is  correct. 

(The  materials  referred  to  follow :) 

[From  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  Office  of  Executive  Management,  June  21,  1968] 

Summary  of  Recent  Activities  To  Promote  Improved  Intergovernmental 

Relations 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  other  Federal  agencies  are  making  i>rogres.s  on 
a  number  of  actions  designed  to  improve  the  administration  of  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  and  Pederal-State-loeal  relations.  A  brief  summary  of  the  more  important 
activities  follows : 

grant-in-aid  simplification 

In  the  President’s  message  to  the  Congre.ss  concerning  the  Quality  of  American 
Government  last  year,  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  was  assigned  the 
task  of  developing  a  plan  and  implementing  legislation  which  would  simplify  the 
procedures  for  grant-in-aid  application,  administration  and  financial  accounting. 
Legislation  was  accordingly  developed  to  facilitate  the  combination  of  related 
categorical  grants  into  single  packages  by  applicants  without  disturbing  the  sub¬ 
stantive  reciuirements  of  each  program.  State  and  local  government  associations 
were  specifically  consulted  at  several  steps  during  the  preparation  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  inasmuch  as  their  clients  will  benefit  most  directly.  The  legislation  has  now 
been  introduced  as  the  “Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of  1967”  (H.R.  12631 
and  S.  2981).  Bureau  staff  are  now  studying  with  the  Federal  agencies  the  pro¬ 
cedures  that  must  be  developed  to  implement  the  provisions  of  the  bill. 

consolidation  of  grants-in-aid 

The  President's  message  on  the  Quality  of  American  Government  also  directed 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  undertake  a  .study  of  basic  con¬ 
solidations  of  similar  and  related  grant  programs  into  broader  purpose  program 
grants.  Bureau  staff  are  already  working  with  a  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
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tioii,  and  Welfare  study  group  which  is  exploring  alternative  proposals  for  the 
consolidation  of  HEW  grants  in  a  manner  similar  to  the  example  set  hy  the  Com¬ 
prehensive  Health  Planning  Act  of  1966.  A  proposal  for  consolidation  of  aids  to 
students  in  institutions  of  higher  learning  has  been  developed  and  put  before  the 
Congress  (H.R.  15067,  Title  4).  In  addition,  limited  authority  is  being  sought  to 
permit  recipient  institutions  to  transfer  funds  between  Economic  Opportunity 
Grants  and  the  proposed  consolidated  student  aid  programs  as  needed.  Authority 
will  also  be  sought  for  consolidation  of  vocational  education  grant  programs  by 
abolishing  past  practices  of  earmarking  vocational  education  funds  into  heavily 
structured  separate  program  channels.  This  improvement  has  been  a  key  change 
requested  by  the  States  in  1967. 

A  proposal  developed  by  HEW  for  consolidation  of  numerous  State  plans  re¬ 
quired  by  the  several  grant  programs  for  education  has  been  discussed  with  the 
State  education  agencies.  Questions  and  problems  raised  by  the  State  agencies 
are  being  evaluated  by  a  survey  group  on  which  Bureau  staff  are  participating. 

PROBLEMS  CAUSED  BY  DELAYS  IN  FUNDING  GRANT  PROGR.AMS 

A  Bureau  of  the  Budget  team  has  studied  the  difficulties  States  experience 
because  Federal  funds  for  grant-in-aid  programs  are  delayed  by  late  congres¬ 
sional  authorizations  and  appropriations.  A  report  to  the  Director  was  made 
indicating  the  costs  the  States  incur  because  of  these  delays,  existing  funding 
techniques  for  Federal  grants,  and  recommendations  for  action  to  ease  the  prob¬ 
lem.  The  study  also  covered  the  feasibility  from  the  Federal  point  of  view  of  the 
“pre-flnancing”  of  Federal  grants  by  State  and  local  governments.  A  pre-flnancing 
proposal,  advanced  by  Governor  Rockefeller  of  New  York  in  1967,  envisages  State 
financing  of  the  Federal  share  of  grant  project  costs  prior  to  Federal  grant  ap¬ 
proval,  with  the  expectation  that  the  Federai  Government  would  make  reim¬ 
bursement  at  a  later  date.  The  Clean  Water  Restoration  Act  of  1966  now  makes 
provision  for  a  iimited  program  of  eiigibility  for  later  Federal  funding  of  previ¬ 
ously  constructed  sewage  works. 

Bureau  staff  also  participated  in  a  speciai  study  of  the  special  problems  caused 
by  delayed  funding  of  Federal  grants  for  education  programs  which  was  carried 
out  jointiy  with  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  Bureau  field 
visits  to  the  States  were  coordinated  with  HEW  data  collection  needs,  and  a 
joint  HEW-Bureau  team  visited  New  York  State  and  Colorado.  The  HEW  survey 
report  and  recommendations  were  submitted  to  Secretary  Gardner  in  September 
as  “A  Model  Authorization  and  Funding  System  for  Eiementary  and  Secondary 
Education.”  The  major  proposais  invoived  alieviating  probiems  caused  by  deiayed 
appropriations  by  (1)  requesting  Congress  to  appropriate  funds  one  year  in  ad¬ 
vance,  and  (2)  seeking  longer-term  authorizations.  The  Elementary  and  Sec¬ 
ondary  Education  Amendments  of  1967  did  adopt  one-year  advance  funding  and 
two-year  authorization  of  the  progam. 

The  President  is  seeking  one-year  “advance  funding”  for  college  student  aid 
programs  in  H.R.  15067,  the  Higher  Education  Amendments  for  1968. 

SHORTENING  PROCESSING  TIME 

The  President,  in  May  1967,  instructed  the  Secretaries  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development ;  Labor ;  and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  the  Director  of 
the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  to  review  their  procedures  for  the  development 
and  processing  of  grant-in-aid  applications  and  to  recommend  steps  for  reducing 
the  time  involved  by  50  percent.  An  interagency  task  force  under  HUD's  direction 
was  created  to  implement  that  instruction,  and  made  a  progre.ss  report  dated 
June  30, 1967.  A  report  on  “Reducing  Federal  Grant-in- Aid  Processing  Time”  was 
forwarded  to  the  President  in  late  September.  It  reported  that  decisions  already 
implemented  or  in  the  planning  stage  of  implementation  will  achieve  the  following 
estimated  reductions  in  Federal  processing  time  in  each  multi-purpose  area  : 
Model  Cities — 50  percent;  Neighborhood  Centers — 50  percent;  Manpower — 47 
percent;  Water  and  Sewers — 57  percent.  The  President  subsequently  instructed 
those  agencies  to  implement  their  proposals  by  December  31,  1967,  and  further 
instructed  those  agencies  and  others  to  cut  processing  time  similarly  on  other 
critical  programs.  The  President  requested  reports  on  these  efforts  by  March  31, 
1968.  These  reports,  covering  the  analyses  of  16  Federal  agencies,  reflect  a  net 
reduction  of  over  50  percent  in  the  processing  time  of  66  grant-in-aid  programs 
or  major  program  components.  Including  the  initial  report  of  the  Joint  Adminis¬ 
trative  Task  Force,  108  programs  or  major  components,  comprising  the  great 
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niiijority  of  Great  Society  grants-in-aid  to  State  and  local  governments,  Lave 
now  l)eeii  analyzed,  with  significant  improvements  made  in  nearly  all. 

INCREASED  CONSULTATION  WITH  STATE  AND  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS 

In  IfiOC,  the  President  directed  agencies  to  consult  with  State  and  local  chief 
executives  in  the  development  and  execution  of  programs  directly  affecting  State 
and  local  affairs.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  after  a  series  of  meetings  with  State 
and  loe-al  associations  and  FederaTagencies,  issued  Circular  No.  A-85  in  19G7,  to 
implement  the  President’s  directive  ^vith  re.siiect  to  one  major  area  of  Federal 
activity — the  issuance  of  regulations  and  other  administrative  instructions.  The 
Circular  establishes  a  procedure  under  which  insti’uctions  affecting  State  and 
local  governments  are  transmitted  in  draft  by  the  agencies  to  the  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  The  Commission  staff,  acting  as  a 
general  secretariat,  distributes  those  drafts  or  summaries  thereof  to  the  major 
State  and  local  government  associations  which,  in  turn,  are  I’e.sponsible  for 
securing  and  presenting  the  views  of  their  clients  on  the  drafts. 

In  tlie  first  eleven  months  of  operation,  tlie  ACIR  has  received  from  the  Federal 
agencies  and  transmitted  to  the  public  interest  groups  G1  draft  regulations. 
Evidence  indicates  that  the  procedures  required  by  Circular  A-85  are  working 
well  and  that  substantive  comments  bj-  the  State  and  local  governments  are 
considerable  help  to  the  Federal  agencies.  Federal  agencies  making  the  most  use 
of  the  procedures  have  been  HUD,  CEO,  and  Interior.  HEW,  DOT,  OEP.  USDA 
and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  have  also  transmitted  regulations  to  ACIR  for 
A-So  review  procedure. 

PLANNING  COORDINATION 

In  .Tanuary  1967,  Bureau  of  the  Budget  Circular  No.  A-SO  was  issued  on  the 
coordination  of  development  planning  for  programs  based  on  multi-jurisdictional 
areas.  The  Cii’cular  implements  the  President’s  Memorandum  of  September  2, 
19GG,  on  the  coordination  of  Federal  development  planning. 

Agency  procedures  for  carrying  out  the  instructions  have  been  reviewed  to 
assTire  maximum  consistency  among  the  many  Federal  agencies  and  programs 
concerned.  Under  the  Circular,  Federal  agencies  are  required  to  consult  with 
Governors  before  designating  planning  and  development  districts  or  regions  in 
their  States.  Where  the  State  has  established  such  districts,  the  boundaries  of 
new  districts  designated  by  Federal  agencies  will  conform  to  them  unless  there 
is  a  clear  justification  for  not  doing  so.  At  this  time,  S  Federal  programs  of 
planning  assistance  are  coordinated  under  Circular  A-80  procedures. 

The  Director  of  the  Bureau  has  taken  recent  action  to  further  implement  the 
purposes  of  Circular  A-80.  In  a  memorandum  to  heads  of  agencies  on  June  1st,  the 
Director  has  asked  for  developed  procedures  for  14  Federal  planning  assistance 
programs  which  have  not  yet  been  coordinated  under  the  Circular.  Agency  issu¬ 
ance  of  the  procedures  is  targeted  for  August  1st.  In  addition,  the  agencies  are 
being  asked  to  report  to  the  Bureau  the  experience  gathered  under  A-SO  in  all 
the  covered  programs  by  the  end  of  19G8. 

PLANNING  COORDINATING  COXIMITTEE 

Bureau  staif  are  also  participating  in  a  Planning  Assistance  and  Requirements 
Coordinating  Committee,  established  by  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  and  representing  the  several  Federal  agencies  which  have  grant 
progi-ams  which  aid  or  require  development  planning.  Three  early  tasks  outlined 
for  the  committee  are : 

To  act  as  clearing  house  for  information  on  grants-in-aid  awarded  to  State 
and  local  governments  for  various  types  of  development  planning,  and  to 
nmke  such  information  available  to  the  States  as  well. 

To  survey  comprehensively  the  many  Federal  requirements  for  planning 
in  order  to  ease  the  burden  of  the  applicant  State  and  local  governments  in 
supplying  data,  progress  reports,  and  other  types  of  justifications  of  planning 
activity. 

To  monitor  the  numerous  planning  research  efforts  which  the  agencies  are 
<-onducting  in-house  by  contract  in  order  to  prevent  duplication  of  effort  and 
to  propose  areas  for  further  relevant  study. 

COORDINATION  OF  FEDERAL  AIDS  IN  XrETROPOLITAN  AREAS 

In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Section  204  of  the  Demonstration  Cities 
Act  of  19G6,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  issued  Circular  No.  A-82  (Revi.sed) 


providing  procedures  for  review  of  local  and  State  applications  for  Federal 
construction  loans  and  grants  by  metropolitan  or  regional  planning  agencies. 
Section  204  retpiired  that  an  operaiti\’e  program  for  the  review  of  the  major 
l>hysical  development  gi'ant  program  applications  by  metrojHJlitan  or  regional 
planning  agencies  must  be  established  by  July  1,  1067.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  the  responsibility  of  designating  the  applicable  planning  agencies.  Review 
agencies  have  now  been  designated  in  all  28.S  Standard  Metropolitan  Stati.stical 
Areas  of  the  United  States.  A  review  of  the  fii'st  six  montiis’  experience  in 
implementing  the  requirement  indicates  a  general  satisfaction  nnth  its  develop¬ 
ment.  an  awareness  of  problem  areas,  and  willing7iess  to  inqirove  the  review 
process. 

GRANT-IN-Ain  CATALOGS 

In  Febimary  1967,  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  requested  the 
Secretaries  of  Commerce,  Labor,  Interior.  Agriculture,  Housing  and  Urban 
Development,  and  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  the  Directors  of  the 
Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  and  the  Office  of  Emei’gency  Planning  to  avoid 
unneces.sa,ry  duplication  in  the  production  of  general  catalogs  of  Fe<leral  grants- 
in-aid.  Several  agencies  w'ere  producing  or  contemplating  the  production  of 
different  catalogs  which  contained  information  on  their  own  grant  programs  as 
well  as  information  on  programs  of  other  agencies.  Resx>onse  to  the  Dire<-tor’s 
letter  was  favorable;  a  single  revised  catalog  listing  all  Federal  programs  of  the 
agencies  which  bear  on  individual  and  community  development  was  published 
under  the  leadership  of  the  Office  of  Economic  Opi>ortunity.  The  new  OEO 
Catalog  of  Federal  Assistance  Programs,  which  became  generally  available  in 
July,  contains  information  on  458  Federal  assistance  progranns.  A  companion 
document  to  the  Catalog,  the  Vice  President’s  Handhoolc  for  Local  Officials,  was 
recently  issued  by  the  Office  of  the  Vice  President  and  has  been  distributed  to 
over  50.000  fvtate  and  local  officials. 

The  Director  has  established  an  interagency  ta.slv  force  to  further  integrate 
these  efforts  and  biiild  upon  the  concept  of  a  single  authoritative  catalog  for 
Federal  domestic  assistance  programs.  The  task  foj’ce  is  to  advise  the  Director 
on  matters  snch  as  the  assignment  of  organizational  responsibilit.v  for  publication 
and  maintenance  of  such  a  catalog,  additional  matters  to  be  covered,  and  methods 
to  insure  periodic  updating.  Task  foi’ce  members  include  representatives  of  the 
Departments  of  Labor,  Commerce.  Interior.  Agriculture,  Transiwrtation,  Housing 
and  Urban  Development,  and  Health.  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  the  Office 
of  Economic  Opportunity,  Office  of  Emergency  Planning.  Library  of  Congress 
1  Ivegislative  Reference  Service),  and  the  Office  of  the  Vice  President.  A  ffnal 
reiwrt  has  been  submitted  to  the  Director.  Bureau  of  the  Budget  staff  are  now 
considering  actions  which  should  be  taken  in  response  to  this  report. 

UNIFORM  DETERMINATIONS  OF  ALLOWABLE  COSTS  FOR  FEDERAL  GRANT  PROGRAJIS 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  recently  issued  Circular  No.  A-S7  which  sets 
uniform  .standards  for  determination  of  allowable  costs  for  adnrinistrative  and 
other  program-related  expenses  under  all  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  One 
major  thriLst  of  the  circular  would  be  to  have  State  and  local  indirect  overhead 
costs  recognized  as  allowable  costs  in  connection  with  administration  of  aid 
programs.  The  objective  is  to  achieve  greater  uniformity  and  to  eliminate  so  far 
as  iTossible  present  differences  in  agency  practices. 

GRANTS  MANAGEMENT  IMPROVEMENT  STUDIES 

Several  projects  are  currently  underway  which  will  improve  the  management 
of  Federal  grants  and  contracts,  particularly  for  the  grantee. 

A  Federal  team  comprised  of  the  Bureau.  NSF,  DOD,  GAO  and  HEW/NIH 
has  completed  a  review  of  the  prcblems  which  universities  experience  be<-au«e 
of  Federal  requirements  for  time  and  effort  reporting  on  grant  and  contract 
projects.  The  findings  of  the  team  resulted  in  an.  amendment  to  Circular 
A-21  which  has  just  been  issued. 

Another  project  having  to  do  with  Federal-univeivsity  relationships  has 
recently  been  completed.  Budget  Circular  No.  A-,S8  has  been  Issued  calling 
for  a  .single  Federal  agency  to  negotiate  indirect  cost  rates  with  an  individual 
university,  with  ali  other  Federal  agencies  following  tliat  guideline.  The 
circular  also  requires  that  one  Federal  agenc.v  do  the  auditing  of  all  Federal 
grants  and  contracts  at  the  university. 
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The  letter-of-eredif  niechaihsm  for  orderly  and  timely  flow  of  grant  monies 
to  recipients,  designed  to  achieve  Federal  savings  on  interest,  is  being 
reviewed  i>y  an  interagency  group  composed  of  the  Bureau,  Treasury,  HEW, 
and  the  GAO.  Recent  experience  indicates  that  grantees  have  been  drawing 
funds  down  too  fast,  without  corresponding  exi>enditures.  Procedures  to 
tighten  the  timing  of  funds  are  being  studied.  The  interagency  group  is  al.so 
exploring  other  j)rograans  in  which  the  introdtiction  of  the  letter-of-credit 
might  be  beneflcial. 

INFORMATION  SYSTEMS  AND  STATISTICS 

Bureau  staff  have  participated  in  a  task  force  representing  State  and  local 
government  associations  and  the  ACIR  which  has  identifled  intergovernmental 
problems  in  the  efficient  use  and  management  of  information  systems.  A  final 
reix)rt  of  the  task  force  proposes,  among  other  things,  a  Budget  circular  setting- 
out  guidelines  for  Federal  agency  cooperation  in  the  intergovernmental  use  and 
management  of  information  systems  and  statistics.  A  draft  of  the  proposed 
circular  is  already  being  considered  by  Federal  agencies,  and  has  been  sent  to 
States  and  local  governments  under  A-S5  consultation. 

1.  Compatibility  of  data  which  the  levels  of  government  collect  and  use. 

2.  Coordinated  development  of  common  information  .systems. 

3.  .Joint  utilization  of  automatic  data  processing  facilities. 

4.  Federal  agency  criteria  for  considering  grant  applications  for  information 
.sy.stem  assi.stance. 

The  Bureau,  together  with  the  ACIR  and  the  State  and  local  government 
associations,  spon.sored  a  National  Conference  on  Comparative  Statistics  on 
April  4—5,  1968  in  Washington.  The  Conference  considered  the  final  report  of 
the  task  force  noted  above,  and  examined  problems  and  progress  in  intergovern¬ 
mental  .statistical  cooperation. 

Additionally,  Bureau  staff  have  worked  with  the  Census  Bureau  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  seminars  for  State  and  municipal  officials  acquainting  them  with  Federal 
statistical  series  and  services.  The  first  cycle  of  seminars,  concentrating  on  State 
officials,  has  been  completed,  and  a  second  cycle — for  municipal  officers — was 
begun  this  Spring.  One  result  of  the  Census  Bureau  work  with  the  States  is  the 
inauguration  of  a  joint  cooperative  program  with  30  States  to  develop  annual 
population  estimates  by  county  using  common  procedures  and  method.s.  The 
States  will  prepare  the  figures  and  the  Census  Bureau  will  publish  them. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  established  a  system  for  the  reporting  of 
Federal  outlays  by  geographic  location.  The  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity 
Information  Center,  which  had  previou.sly  developed  the  “Summary  of  Federal 
Social  and  Economic  Programs,”  operates  the  system  for  the  Bureau,  with 
data  being  provided  to  OEO  by  all  departments  and  agencies.  The  Federal  outlay 
information  which  is  being  developed  will  add  greatly  to  the  abilities  of  State 
and  local  jurisdictions  to  plan  adequately  with  knowledge  of  specific  Federal 
funds  and  programs  working  in  their  areas.  Under  procedures  set  forth  in 
Bureau  Circular  A-84,  figures  by  county  and  by  municipality  of  25,000  and  above 
will  be  published  on  a  quarterly  basis.  The  first  report  is  expected  in  June  1968. 
(It  .should  be  cautioned,  however,  that  this  system  is  still  in  a  developmental 
stage  and  that  methods  are  being  developed  to  improve  the  accuracy,  reliability 
and  usefulness  of  the  data.) 

The  Information  Center  has  also  been  working  -with  several  States  in  tlie 
development  of  State  systems  for  reporting  State  financial  outlays  by  govern¬ 
mental  .subunit.  OEO  provides  limited  technical  assistance  (a  small  team)  and 
the  States  provide  all  other  re.sources.  Assistance  has  been  provided  in  11  States 
so  far,  and  several  others  are  anxious  to  initiate  such  systems  with  OEO 
assistance. 

NEIGHBORHOOD  CENTERS  DEMONSTRATION  PROJECTS 

Under  the  leadership  of  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 
Federal  interagency  field  teams  worketl  with  14  municiiialities  to  develop  pilot 
neighborhood  centers.  A  key  aspect  of  the  effort  is  the  integration  into  the  center 
of  existing  programs  and  activities  now  being  carried  on  in  the  neighborhood — or 
being  carried  on  in  the  city  and  susceptible  to  being  decentralized  into  the 
neighborhood.  Bureau  staff  have  been  active  team  members  in  Washington  on 
the  Interagency  Review  Committee  (WIRC)  and  in  the  field  in  each  of  the  14 
municipalities.  Initial  planning  grants  were  made  to  seven  cities,  and  combined 
grants  for  planning  and  early  “core  services”  organizations  were  made  to  the 
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reuiaiiiiiis'  !=tv('ii  cities.  Attemi)ts  have  been  made  in  ever.v  case  to  link  the 
neighl)orhood  centers  with  target  areas  of  proposed  ^lodel  Cities  projects,  the 
Concentrated  Employment  Programs,  and  the  Comprehensive  Area  Manpower 
Planning  System.  The  municipalities  then  .submitted  second-phase  applications 
(“Xeighborhood  Services  Program-II”)  for  construction  and  operation  of  the 
centers  which  indicate  the  programming  of  all  Federal,  State,  and  local  resources 
for  the  pilot  projects.  Those  applications  were  reviewed  and,  to  date,  13  have 
been  approved  by  WIRC.  Action  on  the  remaining  application  is  pending. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAn  MANPOWER 

Ill  1907.  a  White  House  task  force,  surveying  the  manpower  needs  of  State  and 
local  governments  over  the  next  decade,  recommended  Federal  legislation  to 
provide  assistance  to  the  States  and  local  jurisdictions.  Projections  of  manpower 
requirements  clearly  indicated  that  (1)  heavy  manpower  replacement  and  new 
recruitment  would  be  a  critical  problem  for  State  and  local  governments,  and 
(2)  the  (piality  and  training  levels  of  the  new  manpower  must  be  significantly 
higher  than  previou.sly  in  order  to  meet  the  more  sophisticated  tasks  these 
governments  arc  now  undertaking.  Accordingly,  Bureau  staff  worked  with  the 
Civil  Si'i-vice  Comniis.sion  and  HEW  in  the  development  of  two  legislative  pro¬ 
posals  to  help  meet  these  needs : 

The  Intergovernmental  Manpower  Act  (S.  1485  and  II. E.  8233)  which 
l)rovided  for  in-service  training  assistance,  intergovernmental  personnel 
transfers,  and  aids  to  augment  State  and  local  personnel  systems.  In 
October  19G7,  the  Senate  passed  an  amended  version,  the  Intergovernmental 
Personnel  Act  fS.  GOO).  House  hearings  on  H.R.  8233  have  been  held  in 
February  10G8.  Further  hearings  are  expected. 

Education  for  the  Public  Service  Act  (H.R.  8175)  which  provides  for 
pro-service  training  for  students  desirous  of  entering  the  public  service.  The 
bill  has  been  incorporated  in  H.R.  15067,  the  Higher  Education  Amendments 
of  10G8. 

OPERATIONAL  COORDINATION  STAFF 

To  help  identify  and  put  into  motion  solutions  to  specific  problems  occurring 
in  the  field,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  as  part  of  its  reorganization  in  1967,  has 
created  an  Operational  Coordination  Staff.  The  staff  has  been  engaged  in  a 
continuing  program  of  on-site  visits  to  States,  counties  and  municipalities,  with 
particular  emphasis  being  placed  on  the  coordination  of  Federal  assistance 
programs  at  the  applicant  level. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL  MEETINGS 

Under  the  leadership  of  the  Director  of  the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning,  a 
series  of  direct  consultations  with  Governors  and  their  staffs  have  been  held  in 
a  program  of  visits  to  State  capitals.  Top-level  representatives  from  the  Federal 
grant  program  agencies  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  accompanied  the  Director 
on  the  trips  in  order  to  discuss  State  problems  in  administering  grant  programs. 
A  number  of  the  trips  also  included  meetings  with  State  legislative  leaders.  Forty 
State  capitals  were  visited.  The  new  Director  of  the  Office  of  Emergency  Plan¬ 
ning  has  also  instituted  a  program  of  State  visits  to  Washington  and  meetings 
of  Federal  regional  people  in  State  capitals.  A  number  of  these  “State  Days”  in 
Washington  have  been  held,  and  several  more  were  schedided  in  the  Spring 
of  1068. 

The  Vice  President  continues  to  hold  meetings  with  mayors,  city  and  county 
managers,  and  other  local  officials  to  discu.ss  common  interests  and  problems 
in  the  field  of  intergovenimental  relations.  In  the  past  year,  he  has  held  over  25 
meetings  with  organizations  of  local  officials  and  many  local  and  metropolitan 
gr<iups  as  well  as  the  leadership  of  national  organizations  such  as  the  National 
League  of  Cities,  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors,  the  International  City  Managers 
Association,  the  National  Association  of  Counties,  and  the  National  School 
Boards  Association.  IMany  of  these  meetings  represent  the  first  time  such  groups 
have  had  a  chance  to  consult  with  top-level  government  officials.  Several  of  them 
pinpointed  problems  in  intergovernmental  relations  and  resulted  in  further 
problem  solving  sessions  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  other  executive 
agencies. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  recently  held  its  annual  Spring  liaison  meeting  with 
the  National  .\ssociation  of  State  Budget  Officers  in  Wasliington.  Federal  and 
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state  barlget  officials  have  been  meeting  on  common  problems  for  more  tban 
seven  years  now. 

PI..\N  .^^ING-PROGRAMING-BUDGETING  SYSTEM 

Application  of  PPBS  to  improve  the  analytic  base  for  public  decisions  by  the 
Federal  Government  has  stimulated  similar  activity  in  States  and  localities.  In 
support  of  these  activities,  the  Ford  Foundation  has  granted  the  George  Wash¬ 
ington  University  State  and  Local  Finances  Project  funds  to  conduct  a  pilot 
program  of  the  feasibility  of  PPBS  in  five  States,  five  counties,  and  five  cities. 
The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  also  contracted  with  the  Project  for  a  study  of 
actions  the  Federal  Government  might  take  to  facilitate  an  intergovernmental 
PPB  System  related  to  grant-in-aid  programs. 

Additionally,  the  Bureau  has  contracted  with  the  Alanagement  Analysis  Center, 
Inc.,  of  Cambridge,  Massachusetts,  for  the  development  of  ten  cases  on  various 
aspects  of  planning-programing-budgeting  activities  in  the  Federal  Government. 
The  cases  will  be  con.structed  primarily  for  use  in  Government  training  cour.ses, 
but  also  will  be  made  available  to  colleges  and  universities  for  instructional 
pui’iioses.  It  is  expected  that  the  cases  will  be  particulai’ly  useful  in  training 
students  for  State  and  local  government  po.sts  where  a  knowledge  of  the  PPB 
System  will  be  increasingly  important. 

FEDERAL  AID  INDICATORS 

Special  Analysis  K  of  the  Budget  for  1969,  which  is  the  Bureau’s  indicator  of 
“Federal  Aid  to  State  and  Local  Governments”,  presents  the  following  relevant 
trends  in  Federal  aid : 

Total  Federal  grants  to  State  and  local  governments  in  fiscal  year  1969 
are  estimated  to  increase  by  ^1.9  billion  over  1968  estimates  to  $20.3  billion. 

Total  aids  for  metropolitan  areas  in  FY  1969  will  rise  to  an  estimated 
$12  billion,  compared  with  an  estimate  of  $8.9  billion  just  two  years  eariier, 
up  by  roughly  $3  billion. 

The  largest  Federal  aid  programs  continue  to  be  public  assistance  ($.o.8 
billion  including  Medicaid)  and  highways  ($4.3  billion)  of  the  total  aid 
payments. 

The  fastest  growing  aid  programs  have  been  Office  of  Economic  Oppor¬ 
tunity  grants  ($1.4  billion  estimated  for  1969),  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  ($1.4  billion  estimated),  and  Jledicaid  ($2.1  billion  estimated). 

Administrative  expenses  as  a  percentage  of  Federal  aid  expenditures, 
including  indirect  costs,  have  remained  consistently  less  than  2%  over  the 
past  decade. 


[Circular  No.  A-80] 

Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  B.C.,  January  31,  1907. 
To  the  heads  of  executive  departments  and  establishments. 

Subject :  Coordination  of  development  planning  for  programs  based  on  multi- 
jurisdictional  areas. 

1.  Purpose 

Efficient  accomplishment  of  many  Federal  program  missions  dei)ends  in  large 
measure  on  the  quality,  comprehensiveness,  and  degree  of  coordination  of  phys¬ 
ical.  economic,  and  human  resources  planning  efforts.  The  multiplicity  of  un¬ 
related  idanning  jurisdictions  and  activities  now  existing  under  various  Federal 
programs  inhibits  their  most  effective  operation.  To  help  correct  this  situation. 
President  Johnson,  on  September  2,  1966,  addressed  a  memorandum  to  certain 
agencies  which  may  assist  comprehensive  or  functional  planning  covering  multi- 
jurisdictional  areas  or  require  such  planning  as  a  condition  to  development  as¬ 
sistance  in  such  areas.  Specifically,  the  President  called  for  procedures  which 
would  encourage — 

State  and  local  planning  agencies  to  work  together  in  using  common  or 
consistent  planning  bases  (i.e.,  statistical  and  economic  estimates),  and  in 
sharing  planning  facilities  and  resources,  and 

utilization  of  common  boundaries  for  planning  and  development  districts 
or  regions  assisted  by  the  Federal  Government  and  consistency  of  such  dis¬ 
tricts  with  estahlishetl  State  pianning  and  develo])ment  districts  and  regions. 
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The  President  requested  the  heads  of  the  departments  and  agencies  involved 
to  work  with  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  in  achieving  these 
objectives. 

This  Circular  provides  general  guidelines  to  the  agencies  in  meeting  these 
objectives. 

2.  Definitions 

a.  Development  planning. — Planning  covering  the  whole  or  comiwnents  of  the 
physical,  economic,  or  human  resources  development  of  a  geographic  area. 

h.  Comprehensive  development  planning. — The  process  of  (1)  assessing  the 
needs  and  resources  of  an  area  ;  (2)  formulating  goals,  objectives,  policies,  and 
standards  to  guide  its  long-range  physical,  economic,  and  human  resource  de¬ 
velopment ;  and  (3)  preparing  plans  and  programs  therefor  which  (a)  identify 
alternative  courses  of  action  and  the  .spatial  and  functional  i-elationshii)s  among 
the  activities  to  be  carried  out  thereunder,  (b)  specify  the  appropriate  ordering 
in  time  of  such  activities,  (c)  take  into  account  other  relevant  factors  affecting 
the  achievement  of  the  desired  development  of  the  area,  and  (d)  provide  an 
overall  framework  and  guide  for  the  preparation  of  functional  and  project 
development  plans. 

c.  Functional  development  planning. — The  preparation  of  plans  and  programs 
for  generalize<l  but  limited  development  objectives  such  as  the  establishment 
or  improvement  of  systems  of  transportation,  education,  iwllution  control,  man¬ 
power  development,  and  the  like,  which  systems  are  integral  components  of  the 
overall  development  of  an  area. 

d.  Project  planning. — Planning  of  a  set  of  short-range,  si>ecific,  closely  relatetl 
actions  that  together  will  constitute  one  step  in  the  achievement  of  broader, 
longer-range  functional  and  comprehensive  development  objectives  (e.g.,  the 
development  of  a  highway,  an  urban  renewal  project,  a  headstart  program,  or 
construction  of  a  waste  treatment  plant). 

e.  Multi  jurisdictional  area. — Any  geographical  area  extending  into  more  than 
one  unit  of  general  local  government. 

f.  Planning  and  development  district  or  region. — A  designated  multijurisdic- 
tional  area  which  covers  a  standard  metropolitan  statistical  area  or  the  major 
urbanize<l  part  thereof,  or  extends  into  more  than  one  county  or  State. 

3.  Policies  and  ohjectives 

a.  To  encourage  and  facilitate  State  and  local  initiative  and  resiwnsibility 
in  developing  organizational  and  procedural  arrangements  for  coordinating  com¬ 
prehensive  and  functional  planning  activities. 

b.  To  discourage  overlap,  duplication,  and  competition  in  State  and  local  plan¬ 
ning  activities  assisted  or  required  under  Federal  programs  and  to  maximize 
State  and  local  resources  available  for  development  planning  (leadership,  man¬ 
power,  and  money). 

c.  To  minimize  inconsistency  among  Federal  administrative  and  approval  re¬ 
quirements  placed  on  State,  i-egional,  and  metropolitan  development  planning 
activities. 

d.  To  encourage  the  States  to  exerci.se  leadership  in  delineating  and  estab¬ 
lishing  a  .system  of  planning  and  development  districts  or  regions  in  each  State, 
which  can  provide  a  consistent  geographic  base  for  the  coordination  of  Federal, 
State,  and  local  development  programs. 

4-  Steps  to  achieve  common  or  consistent  planning  and  development  districts 
or  rer/ions 

a.  Prior  to  the  designation  (or  approval  of  the  designation)  of  any  planning 
and  development  district  or  region,  agency  procedures  will  provide  a  period  of 
thirty  days  for  the  Governor  (s)  of  the  State(s)  in  which  the  district  or  region 
will  be  located  to  review  the  boundaries  thereof  and  comment  upon  its  relation¬ 
ship  to  planning  and  development  districts  or  regions  established  by  the  State. 
Where  the  State  has  established  such  planning  and  development  districts,  the 
boundaries  of  designated  areas  will  conform  to  them  unless  there  is  clear  justi- 
tication  for  not  doing  so.  AVhere  the  State  has  not  established  planning  and 
development  districts  or  regions  which  provide  a  basis  for  evaluation  of  the 
boundaries  of  the  area  proi)osed  for  designation,  major  units  of  general  local 
government  in  such  area  should  also  be  consulted  prior  to  designation  of  the 
.area. 
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b.  Trior  to  designation  (or  approval  of  a  designation)  of  a  planning  and  de- 
veloi)inent  district  or  region,  the  agency  will  establish,  through  checki>oint  pro¬ 
cedures  developed  therefor,  that 

( 1 )  related  programs  or  activities  being  carried  on  within  the  district  or 
region  have  been  identified  by  the  ai>plicant; 

(U)  such  related  programs  are  being  planned  on  the  same  geographic  basis  ;  or 

(H)  where  the  designated  area  will  have  boundaries  different  than  those  with¬ 
in  which  related  programs  are  being  planned,  there  are  comi>elling  reasons  for 
such  differences. 

c.  Tri(n-  to  making  any  designation,  the  administering  agency  will  notify  other 
Federal  agencies  administering  related  programs  of  the  projwsed  designation. 
Such  agencies  will  submit  their  comments,  if  any,  within  15  days  after  receiving 
the  notice. 

d.  Each  agency  will  review  existing  planning  and  development  districts  or 
regions  designated  in  connection  with  appropriate  programs  which  it  administers 
for  their  consistency  with  the  purixi.ses  of  the  President’s  Memorandum  of 
September  2, 1966. 

5.  Common  and  consistent  planning  bases  and  activities  in  tnulti jurisdictional 

areas 

Each  agency  will  develop  chec-kpoint  procedures  and  requirements  for  appli¬ 
cations  for  planning  and  development  assistance  under  appropriate  programs 
to  assure  the  fullest  consistency  and  coordination  among  planning  activities 
thereunder  and  related  i)lanning  being  carried  on  under  other  Federal  programs 
or  under  State  and  local  programs  in  any  multijurisdictional  area. 

Iffie  checkiK)int  procedures  will  incoriK)rate  the  following : 

a.  identification  by  the  applicant  of  planning  activities  being  carried  on  for 
related  programs  within  the  multijurisdictional  area,  including  those  covering 
a  larger  area  within  which  such  multijurisdictional  area  is  locatetl,  sub-areas  of 
the  area,  and  areas  overlapping  the  multijurisdictional  area  ; 

b.  evidence  of  explicit  organizational  or  procedural  arrangements  that  have 
been  or  are  being  established  by  the  applicant  to  assure  maximum  coordination 
of  idanning  for  such  related  functions,  programs,  projects  and  activities  within 
the  multijuri.sdietional  area.  Such  arrangements  might  include  joint  or  common 
boards  of  direc-tors  or  planning  staffs,  umbrella  organizations,  common  referral 
or  review  procedures,  information  exchanges,  etc. ; 

c.  evidence  or  cooperative  arrangements  that  have  been  or  are  being  made  by 
the  applicant  resijecting  joint  or  common  use  of  planning  resources  (funds,  per- 
sontiel,  facilities  and  services,  etc.)  among  related  programs  within  the  area  ;  and 

d.  evidence  that  planning  being  assisteil  will  proceed  from  base  data,  statistics, 
and  projections  (social,  economic,  demographic,  etc.)  that  are  common  to  or 
consistent  with  those  being  employed  for  planning  related  activities  within  the 
area. 

6.  Joint  funding 

Where  it  will  euliauce  the  quality,  comprehensive  scope,  and  coordination  of 
planning  in  multijurisdictional  areas,  agencies  will  to  the  extent  practicable, 
provide  for  joint  funding  of  planning  activities  being  carried  on  therein. 

7.  Coordination  of  agencg  procedures  and  requirements 

With  resi^ect  to  the  steps  called  for  in  paragraphs  4  and  5  of  this  Circular, 
departments  and  agencies  will  develop  for  relevant  programs  appropriate  draft 
I>rocedures  and  requirements  by  March  1,  1967.  Copies  of  such  drafts  wilt  be 
furnished  to  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  to  the  heads  of  the 
departments  and  agencies  administering  related  programs.  The  Bureau,  in  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  agencies,  will  review  the  draft  procerlures  to  assure  the  maxi¬ 
mum  obtainable  consistency  among  them. 

8.  Inquiries 

Inquiries  as  to  scor>e  and  coverage  of  the  Circular  may  be  directed  to  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Organization,  Bureau  of  the  Budget  (Code  103,  Ex¬ 
tension  3031). 


Chaiu.es  L.  Sciiultze,  Director. 
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[Attachment ;  Circular  No.  A-SO] 

Memorandum  From  the  PREsn)ENT  Reqrtesting  Coordination  at  the  Federal 

Level,  September  2,  1966 

Subject :  Coordination  for  Development  Planning 

The  Federal  Government,  through  a  number  of  departments  and  agencies,  is 
now  authorized  to  require  and  assist  State  and  local  governments  and  specialized 
agencie.s  to  formulate  and  carry  out  development  plans. 

Comprehensive  planning  covering  wide  areas  is  a  promising  and  extremely 
important  beginning  to  the  solution  of  critical  State,  metropolitan,  and  regional 
problems.  It  is  essential  that  it  be  done  well. 

At  the  Federal  level,  we  must  coordinate  our  efforts  to  prevent  conflict  and 
duplication  among  federally-assisted  comprehensive  planning  efforts. 

This  should  have  two  aspects : 

State  and  local  development  planning  agencies  should  be  encouraged  to  work 
together  in  using  common  or  consistent  planning  bases  (i.e.,  statistical  and 
economic  estimates),  and  in  sharing  facilities  and  resources. 

Boundaries  for  planning  and  development  districts  assisted  by  the  Federal 
Government  should  be  the  same  and  should  be  consistent  with  established  State 
planning  districts  and  regions.  Exceptions  should  be  made  only  where  there  is 
clear  justiflcation. 

I  am  requesting  the  head  of  each  of  the  departments  and  agencies  concerned 
with  these  matters  to  work  with  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to 
insure  the  fullest  coordination  in  flxing  the  boundaries  of  multi  jurisdictional 
planning  units  assisted  by  the  Federal  Government. 


[Circular  No.  A-82,  revised] 

Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.G.,  December  18, 1967. 
To ;  The  heads  of  executive  departments  and  establishments. 

Subject :  Coordination  of  Federal  aids  in  metropolitan  areas  under  section  204 
of  the  Demonstration  Cities  and  Metropolitan  Development  Act  of  1966. 

1.  Purpose. — This  revised  Circular  replaces  and  rescinds  Circular  No.  A-82, 
dated  April  11, 1967.  The  principal  changes  are  as  follows : 

a.  Responsibility  for  general  administrative  oversight  and  coordination  of 
section  204  is  withdrawn  from  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  because  of  a  provision  of  the  1968  HUD  appropriations  act  which  prohibits 
expenditure  of  HUD  funds  for  such  puri>oses. 

b.  Certain  of  the  programs  listed  for  coverage  in  the  original  Circular  have 
been  dropped.  Generally,  these  have  been  planning  assistance  programs  which  are 
of  such  scale  that  they  do  not  result  in  proposals  for  specific  projects  which 
would  be  covered  by  section  204  or,  where  they  do,  applications  for  specific 
assistance  to  such  projects  would  themselves  be  submitted  for  comment  imder 
this  Circular. 

c.  Instead  of  a  HUD  review  and  evaluation  of  the  implementation  of  sec¬ 
tion  204,  provision  is  made  for  such  review  and  evaluation  by  the  agencies  having 
programs  covered  by  section  204  and  this  Circular. 

2.  Basis. — Section  204  of  the  Demonstration  Cities  and  Metropolitan  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1966  (P.L.  89-754 ;  80  Stat.  1263)  provides  that — 

“(a)  All  applications  made  after  .June  30,  1967,  for  Federal  loans  or 
grants  to  assist  in  carrying  out  open-space  land  projects  or  for  the  planning 
or  construction  of  hospitals,  airports,  libraries,  water  supply  and  distribu¬ 
tion  facilities,  sewerage  facilities  and  waste  treatment  works,  highways, 
transportation  facilities,  and  water  development  and  land  conservation 
projects  within  any  metropolitan  area  shall  be  submitted  for  review — 

“(1)  to  any  areawide  agency  which  is  designated  to  perform  metropolitan 
or  regional  planning  for  the  area  within  which  the  assistance  is  to  be  used, 
and  which  is,  to  the  greatest  practicable  extent,  composed  of  or  responsible 
to  the  elected  officials  of  a  unit  of  areawide  government  or  of  the  units  of 
general  local  .government  v/ithin  whose  jurisdiction  such  agency  is  author¬ 
ized  to  engage  in  such  planning,  and 

“(2)  if  made  by  a  special  purpose  unit  of  local  government,  to  the  unit 
or  units  of  general  local  government  with  authority  to  operate  in  the  area 
within  which  the  project  is  to  be  located. 
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‘•(b)(1)  Except  a.s  providwl  in  paragrapli  (2>  of  this  subsection,  each 
application  shall  be  accompanied  (A)  by  the  comments  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  with  resi>ect  to  the  project  involved  l)y  the  areawide  agency  and 
governing  bodies  of  the  units  of  general  local  government  to  which  the 
application  has  been  sul)niitted  for  i-eview,  and  (B)  by  a  statement  by  tlie 
applicant  that  such  comments  and  recommendations  have  been  considered 
prior  to  formal  submission  of  the  application.  Such  comments  shall  include 
information  concerning  the  extent  to  wiiich  the  projec-t  is  c-onsistent  with 
comprehensive  planning  develoi>ed  or  in  the  i>rocess  of  development  for  the 
metropolitan  area  or  the  unit  of  general  local  government,  as  the  case  may 
be,  and  the  extent  to  which  such  project  contributes  to  the  fidtillment  of 
such  planning.  The  comments  and  recommendations  and  the  statement 
referred  to  in  this  paragraph  shall,  except  in  the  case  referred  to  in  para¬ 
graph  (2)  of  this  subsection,  be  reviewed  by  the  agency  of  the  Federal 
Government  to  which  such  application  is  submitted  for  the  sole  purpo.'-e  of 
assisting  it  in  determining  whether  the  application  is  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  Federal  law  which  govern  the  making  of  the  loans  or 
grants. 

“(2)  An  application  for  a  Federal  loan  or  grant  need  not  be  accompanied 
l)y  the  comments  and  recommendations  and  the  statements  referred  to  in 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  if  the  applicant  certifies  that  a  plan  or 
description  of  the  project,  meeting  the  requirements  of  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  under  subsection  (c),  or  such  application, 
has  lain  before  an  appropriate  areawide  agency  or  instrumentality  or  unit 
of  general  local  government  for  a  period  of  sixty  days  without  comments 
or  recommendations  thereon  being  made  by  such  agency  or  instrumentality. 

“(3)  The  requirements  of  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  shall  also  appl.v  to 
any  amendment  of  the  application  which,  in  light  of  the  purposes  of  this 
title,  involves  a  major  change  in  the  project  covered  by  the  application 
prior  to  such  amendment. 

“(c)  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  or  such  other  agency  as  may  be  desig¬ 
nated  l>y  the  President,  is  hereby  authorized  to  prescribe  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  are  deemed  appropriate  for  the  effective  administration  of 
this  section.” 

This  Circular  has  been  prepared  pursuant  to  subsection  (c)  of  section  201. 

3.  Definitions. — Terms  used  in  this  Circular  will  have  the  following  meanings: 

a.  “State”  means  any  State  of  the  United  State.s,  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  any  territory  or  possession  of  the  United  States, 
or  any  agency  or  instrumentality  of  any  of  the  foregoing. 

b.  “Metropolitan  area”  means  a  standard  metropolitan  statistical  area  as 
established  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  subject  however  to  such  modifications 
and  extensions  as  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  may  determine  to  be  appropriate. 

c.  “Comprehensive  planning”  includes  the  following,  to  the  extent  directly 
related  to  area  needs  or  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  government :  (1)  prei)a- 
ration,  as  a  guide  for  long-range  development,  of  general  physical  plans  with 
re.spect  to  the  pattern  and  intensity  of  land  use  and  the  provi.sion  of  pul)lic 
facilities,  including  tran.sjwrtation  facilities;  (2)  programming  of  capital  im¬ 
provements  based  on  a  determination  of  relative  urgency;  (3)  long-range  fiscal 
plans  for  implementing  such  plans  and  programs;  and  (4)  proposed  regulatory 
and  administrative  measures  which  aid  in  achieving  coordination  of  all  related 
plans  of  the  departments  or  suMivisions  of  the  governments  concerned  and 
intergovernmental  coordination  of  related  planned  activities  among  the  State 
and  local  governmental  agencies  concerned. 

d.  “Hospitals”  means  any  public  health  center  or  general,  tuberculosis,  mental, 
chronic  disease,  or  other  tyi^e  of  hospital  and  related  facilities,  such  as  labora¬ 
tories,  outimtient  departments,  nurses’  homes  and  training  facilities,  and  central 
service  facilities  normally  operated  in  connection  with  ho.spitals,  but  does  not 
include  any  hospital  furnishing  primarily  domiciliary  care. 

e.  “Areawide  agency”  means  an  official  State  or  metropolitan  or  regional 
agency  empowered  under  State  or  local  laws  or  under  an  interstate  compact  or 
agreement  to  perform  comprehensive  planning  in  an  area;  an  organization  of 
the  tyi>e  referred  to  in  section  701(g)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954;  or  such  other 
agency  or  instrumentality  as  may  be  designated  by  the  Governor  (or,  in  the 
ca.«e  of  metropolitan  areas  crossing  State  lines,  any  one  or  more  of  such  agencies 
or  instrumentalities  as  may  be  de.signated  by  the  Governors  of  the  States  in¬ 
volved)  to  perform  such  planning. 

f.  “Special  purpose  unit  of  local  government”  means  any  special  district, 
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public-purpose  eoriwration,  or  other  limited-puri.wse  political  subdivision  of  a 
State,  but  will  not  include  a  school  district 

g.  “Unit  of  general  local  government”  means  any  city,  coimty,  town,  parish, 
village,  or  other  general-puriwse  political  sulxlivision  of  a  State. 

4.  Coverage  of  Ciroular. — 

a.  This  Circular  will  have  applicability  to — 

(1)  All  applications  for  assistance  to  those  categories  of  land  acquisiti<in 
and  construction  projects  and  related  planning  in  metropolitan  areas,  which 
an  agency  administering  a  program  listed  in  Attachment  A,  in  consultation 
with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  determines  are  of  the  types  set  forth  under 
subsection  (a)  of  section  204  of  the  Act. 

(2)  Amendments  to  applications  which,  in  light  of  the  purimses  of  section 
204  and  this  Circular,  the  administering  agency  determines  would  involve 
a  major  change  in  a  project  covered  by  an  application  previously  submitted 
and  reviewed. 

b.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  will  extend  the  coverage  under  the  Circular  to 
such  new  or  additional  programs  as  may  be  appropriate  from  time  to  time. 

.5.  Procedures. — 

a.  The  heads  of  departments  and  agencies  administering  programs  covered  by 
section  204  and  this  Circular,  in  consultation  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  will 
develop  and  put  into  effect  procedures  for  obtaining  the  comments  of  areawide 
agencies  and  units  of  general  local  government. 

b.  Procedures  will  provide  for — 

(1)  Such  arrangements  for  the  handling  and  disposition  of  applications 
and  comments  as  the  heads  of  departments  and  agencies  and  the  Bureau  may 
agree  to  be  desirable  and  feasible. 

(2)  An  enumeration  of  types  of  projects  that  will  be  covered  under  each 
program  and  of  the  materials  that  will  be  submitted  by  the  applicants  to 
an  areawide  agency  (and,  in  the  case  of  applications  made  by  a  .special 
purpose  unit  of  government,  to  a  general  purpose  imit  of  local  government) 
for  comment.  Such  materials  will  include — 

(a)  a  copy  of  the  application,  or 

(b)  a  description  of  the  project  for  which  an  application  is  being 
made,  in  sufficient  detail  to  permit  the  reviewing  agency  to  make  mean¬ 
ingful  comments  and  recommendations  and  provide  information  of  the 
type  contemplated  under  section  204(b)  (1)  of  the  Act. 

(c)  such  additional  or  supplementary  materials  or  information  as 
the  applicant  and  the  reviewing  agency  may  agree  upon  as  necessary  or 
useful. 

6.  Existing  requirements  for  application  review. — The  requirements  of  section 
204  and  this  Circular  do  not  supplant  existing  statutory  or  administrative  re¬ 
quirements  for  review  by  metropolitan  planning  agencies  and  units  of  general 
local  government  of  applications  or  development  plans  for  projects  under  the 
above  programs.  Whenever,  and  to  the  extent  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  in 
consultation  with  the  head  of  any  department  or  agency  administei'ing  a  covered 
program  with  such  existing  requirements,  determines  that  they  adequately  meet 
the  requirements  of  section  2{)4.  the  separate  review,  certifications  and  reports 
required  by  this  Circular  and  section  204  will  not  be  required. 

7.  Metropolitan  review  agencies. — -An  area  wide  agency  for  every  metroi)olitan 
area  has  been  federally  designated  except  in  those  cases  where  an  areawide 
agency  could  not  be  identified.  In  such  cases,  the  Governors  of  the  States  in 
which  such  areas  are  located  have  designated  State  government  or  other  agencies 
to  serve  the  purposes  of  section  204  until  such  time  as  areawide  agencies  are 
establi.shed.  All  initial  Federal  designations  were  made  on  an  interim  basis 
because  of  the  limited  time  available  for  thoroughly  evaluating  the  appropriate¬ 
ness  of  the  designation,  particularly  in  the  case  of  agencies  formed  or  reorga¬ 
nized  in  response  to  the  requirements  of  section  204.  In  the  event  of  changes  in 
the  designation  of  areawide  agencies  or  of  the  boiindaries  of  metropolitan  area.s, 
the  Federal  agencies  having  covered  programs  will  be  so  notified. 

8.  Reports  and  evaluations. — Each  Federal  agency  having  programs  covered 
by  section  204  and  this  Circular  will  submit  to  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  by  February  1,  1968,  and  periodically  thereafter  as  the  Director  may 
reque.st,  a  report  on  agency  exi>erience  in  admini.stering  this  requirement.  The 
reports  will  include  the  following  information  for  each  covered  program  for 
the  period  July  1,  1967,  to  January  1,  1968 : 

a.  By  metropolitan  area  : 

(1 )  The  number  of  projects  submitted  for  comment  to  an  area  wide  agency 
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and,  in  the  case  of  applications  made  by  a  special  purpose  unit  of  local 
government,  to  a  general  purpose  unit  of  loc-al  government. 

(2)  Nature  of  comments — number : 

( a )  No  response  received. 

( b)  “No  comment”  respon.se. 

(c)  Supportive  of  pro.iects. 

(d)  Critical  of  projects. 

( 3 )  Di.sposition  of  project  applications  carrying  critic-al  comment.s : 

( a )  Resulted,  in  project  modification. 

( b )  Resulted  in  project  disapproval. 

(c)  Project  approved  with  no  modifications  due  to  comments. 

(4)  Evaluation  of  general  quality  and  utility  of  comments. 

b.  Identification  of  problems  encountered  in  the  administration  and  implemen¬ 
tation  of  section  2(14  and  this  Circular. 

9.  Contact. — Inquiries  respecting  .section  204  and  this  Circular  may  be  ad- 
dres.sed  to  Office  of  Executive  IMauagement,  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  or  telephone 
395  (Code  103)— 3031. 

Phillip  S.  Hughes,  Acting  Director. 
[Attachment  A :  Circular  No.  A-82,  revised] 

COVEBAOE  OF  (JlBOTTLAB 

This  Circular  will  cover  those  categories  of  land  acquisition  and  construction 
projects  and  related  planning  in  metropolitan  areas,  under  the  following  pro¬ 
grams,  which  the  head  of  the  administering  department  or  agency  determines, 
in  consultation  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  are  of  the  types  set  forth  under 
subsection  ( a )  of  section  204. 

A.  Open  space  land 

1.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD) — Oi>en  .'^pace 
program  (42  USC  1500-15(X)e) 

2.  Department  of  the  Interior/Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation — Outdoor  recuea- 
tion  (16USC4601-4d0/-ll) 

3.  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT) /Federal  Highway  Administration — 
Landscaping  and  scenic  enhancement  (23  USC  319(b) ) 

4.  Department  of  Agriculture  (USDA)/Soil  Conservation  Service — “Green¬ 
span”  program  (7 USC  1838 (i)  (j) ) 

B.  Hospitals 

1.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare/Public  Health  Service 
(HEW/PHS) — Hill-Burton  hospital  and  health  facilities  construction  program 
(42  USC  291-291j) 

2.  HEW/PHS — Health  research  facilities  construction  (42  USC  292-292(1) 
as  amended  by  P.L.  89-115  ) 

3.  HEW/PHS — Commiuiity  mental  retardation  facilities  and  mental  health 
centers  con.struction  (42  USC  291k,  295-295e,  266.1-2666,  2671-2677,  2691-2696) 

4.  HEW/Vocational  Rehabilitation  Admini.stration — Vocational  rehabilitation 
facilities  construction  (P.L.  89-333) 

5.  HEW/PHS — Narcotic  treatment  center  construction  (P.L.  89-793,  Title  IV, 
Section  402) 

6.  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  (ARC) — Health  facilities  construction 
(multi-county  demonstrations)  (40  USC  App  202) 

7.  HUD — Hospital  housing  and  other  hospital  facility  loans  (12  USC  1749) 

C.  Airports 

DOT/Federal  Aviation  Agency — Airport  planning  and  construction  (49  U.S.C. 
1101-1120) 

D.  Liiiraries 

HEW/PHS — Construction  of  regional  medical  libraries  (42  USC  2S0b-3) 

E.  Water  supply  and  distribution 

1.  HUD — Basic  water  facilities  construction  (42  USC  3101-3108) 

2.  USDA/Faimers  Home  Administration — Rural  water  facilities  construction 
(7  USC  1923(a)) 

F.  Sewerage  facilities  and  waste  treatment 

1.  ARC. — Sewage  treatment  works  construction  (40  USC  App  212) 


2.  IIEW/PHS — Solid  waste  disposal  facilities  construction  (P.L  89-272) 

3.  Department  of  the  Interior/Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Administra¬ 
tion  ( FAVPCA) — Waste  treatment  works  construction  (33  USC  4GCc-l) 

4.  USD  A/Farmers  Home  Administration — Rural  waste  disposal  facilities  con¬ 
struction  (7  USC  1926(a) ) 

5.  IIUD — Basic  sewer  facilities  construction  (42  USC  3101-3108) 

G.  lliohicniis 

1.  ARC — Appalachian  development  highway  system  (40  USC  App  201) 

2.  DOT/Federal  Highway  Administration — Highway  planning  and  develop¬ 
ment  (23  USC) 

n.  other  transportation  facilities 

HUD — Urban  mass  transportation  facilities  construction  (49  USC  1601-1604, 
1607-1611) 

I.  Water  development  and  land  conservation 

1.  ARC — Mining  area  restoration  (40  USC  App  205) 

2.  Department  of  Defense/Army  Corps  of  Engineers — Beach  erosion  control 
and  flood  prevention  (33  USC  426-426h) 

3.  Department  of  the  Interior/Bureau  of  Reclamation — Irrigation  and  recla¬ 
mation  (43  USC  421b,  421c,  and  422a-k) 

4.  Department  of  the  Interior/FWPCA — River  basin  pollution  control  and 
abatement  planning  (P.L.  89-753  ;  80  Stat.  1246-1254) 

5.  USD  A/Soil  Conservation  Service— Watershed  protection  and  flood  pre¬ 
vention  (16  use  1001-1009  ;  58  Stat.  887),  excluding  investigations  and  surveys 
under  the  provisions  of  16  USC  1006 

6.  USDA/Farmers  Home  Administration — Loans  for  soil  and  water  conserva¬ 
tion  and  shifts  in  land  use  (7  USC  608c) 

J.  Miscellaneous 

1.  HUD — Public  facility  loan  program  (42  USC  1491-1497) 

2.  HUD — Public  works  plamiiug  (40  USC  462) 

3.  HUD — Urban  planning  assistance  (40  USC  461) 

4.  HUD — Advance  acquisition  of  land  (42  USC  3101-3108) 

5.  Department  of  Commerce/Economic  Development  Administration — Public 
works  and  development  facilities  loans  and  grants  (42  USC  3131-3136,  3141- 
3143) 

6.  USDA/Fanners  Home  Administration  and  Soil  Conservation  Service — Rural 
renewal  and  resource  conservation  and  development  (7  USC  1010,  1011,  1013a) 

7.  USDA/Farmers  Home  Administration — Sewer  and  water  planning  (7  USC 
1926(a) (6)) 


[Attachment  B  :  Circular  No.  A-82,  revised] 
Programs  Covered  by  Section  204  by  Agency 

A.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

1.  Open  space  program. 

2.  Basic  water  and  sewer  facilities. 

3.  Urban  mass  transportation. 

4.  Public  facility  loans. 

5.  Public  works  planning. 

6.  Urban  planning  assistance. 

7.  Advance  acquisition  of  land. 

8.  Hospital  housing  and  other  hospital  facility  loans. 

B.  Department  of  the  Interior 

1.  Outdoor  recreation. 

2.  Waste  treatment  facilities. 

3.  Irrigation  and  reclamation. 

4.  River  basin  pollution  control  and  abatement. 

C.  Department  of  Transportation 

1.  Highway  landscaping  and  scenic  enhancement. 

2.  Highway  development. 

3.  Airport  planning  and  construction. 
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D.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 

1.  llill-Burton  hospital  and  health  facilities. 

2.  Health  research  facilities. 

3.  Community  mental  health  facilities  and  centers. 

4.  Vocational  rehabilitation  facilities. 

5.  Regional  medical  libraries. 

C.  Solid  waste  disposal. 

7.  Narcotic  treatment  canters. 

E.  Department  of  Agriculture 

1.  “Greenspan”  program. 

2.  Rural  water  and  waste  disposal  facilities  and  planning. 

3.  Watershed  protection  and  flood  prevention. 

4.  Soil  and  water  con.servation  loans. 

'i.  Rural  renewal  and  resource  con.servation  and  development. 

F.  Department  of  Commerce 

Public  works  and  economic  development  facilities. 

G.  Department  of  Defense 

Beach  erosion  control  and  flood  prevention. 

H.  Appalachian  Regional  Commission 

1.  Health  facilities  construction. 

2.  Sewage  treatment  works. 

3.  Appalachian  development  highway  system. 

4.  Mining  area  restoration. 


[Circular  No.  A-85] 

Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  28,  1967. 

To  :  The  heads  of  executive  departments  and  establishments. 

Subject :  Consultati&n  with  heads  of  State  and  local  governments  in  development 
of  Federal  rules,  regulations,  standards,  procedures,  and  guidelines. 

1.  Purpose. — In  accordance  with  the  Memorandum  of  the  President  dated 
November  11,  1966,  on  “Advice  and  Consultation  with  State  and  Local  OfHcials” 
(copy  attached),  the  purpose  of  this  Circular  is  to  afford  chief  executives  of 
State  and  local  governments  a  reasonable  opportunity  to  comment  on  signifleant 
proposed  Federal  rules,  regulations,  standards,  procedures,  and  guidelines  (here¬ 
after  called  regulation)  applicable  to  Federal  assistance  programs.  As  an  alter¬ 
native  to  direct  consultations,  the  Circular  provides  for  assistance  by  the  Ad¬ 
visory  Commission  on  Intergovernment  Relations  (ACIR)  in  arranging  to  obtain 
State  and  local  advice  and  comment  on  such  matters,  in  cooperation  with  State 
and  local  general  government  associations. 

2.  Background. — Federal  agencies  administering  programs  of  assistance  to 
State  and  local  governments  normally  issue  regulations  under  which  the  pro¬ 
grams  are  administered.  The.se  regulations  affect  the  conduct  of  State  and  local 
affairs,  including  management  and  organization,  planning,  program  adjustments, 
and  fiscal  and  administrative  systems.  Federal  requirements  may  not  be  consist¬ 
ent  among  BYderal  agencies  nor  permit  needed  flexibility  for  State  and  local 
governments.  To  meet  the  Pi-esident’s  objective  of  making  certain  that  vital 
Federal  assistance  programs  are  made  workable  at  the  point  of  impact,  heads 
of  State  and  local  governments  should  be  afforded  an  opportunity  to  comment 
on  IVderal  regulations  prior  to  their  issuance. 

3.  Policies. — Agencies  will  be  guided,  to  the  fullest  practical  extent  con¬ 
sistent  with  Federal  laws,  by  the  following  policies  in  developing  regulations  for 
administering  programs  of  assistance  to  State  and  local  governments. 

a.  The  central  coordinating  role  of  heads  of  State  and  local  governments,  in¬ 
cluding  their  role  of  initiating  and  developing  State  and  local  programs,  will 
be  supported  and  strengthened. 

b.  Federal  regulations  should  not  encumber  the  heads  of  State  and  local 
governments  in  providing  effective  organizational  and  administrative  arrange¬ 
ments  and  in  developing  planning,  budgetary,  and  fl.scal  procedures  responsive 
to  needs. 
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c.  Duiilicution  of  reporting  requirements  ami  controls  which  are  establisheil 
by  State  ami  local  governments  will  be  avoided,  and  Federal  agencies  should  I'ely 
wherever  possible  on  internal  or  independent  audits  performed  at  the  State 
or  local  level  as  provided  in  Budget  Circular  2s  o.  A-73,  dated  August  4,  IPtlo. 

d.  Except  as  may  be  required  by  law  or  special  circumstances,  agency  regu¬ 
lations  dealing  with  like  matters  (e.g.,  allowable  costs,  definitions  of  like  terms, 
and  procedures  and  information  needed  for  determining  eligibility  in  like  cases) 
will  be  consistent  both  internally  and  with  practices  of  other  agencies. 

4.  Vo  VC  rage. — This  Circular  applies  to  regulations  and  revisions  thereof  which 
implement  a  Federal  assistance  program  that  includes  among  its  eligible  recipi¬ 
ents  State  or  local  governimmts  or  quasi-public  agencies  (e.g.,  public  housing 
or  urban  renewal  agencies)  and  directly  affect — 

a.  Interstate  relationships: 

b.  Intergovernmental  relationships  (e.g..  State-local  and  interlocal)  ; 

c.  Types  of  eligible  recipients : 

(1.  Designations  of  agencies  within  State  or  local  government ; 

e.  Reciuirements  affecting  State  or  local  personnel ; 

f.  Organizational,  planning,  or  fiscal  activities  of  State  and  other  gov¬ 
ernments  ;  or 

g.  Roles  and  functions  of  heads  of  State  or  local  governments. 

.">.  Procedures  for  informing  State  and  local  government  associations  of  pro¬ 
posed  new  or  revised  regulations. — 

a.  The  issuing  agency  will  provide  to  the  ACIR  a  copy  and  a  summary  of 
the  proposed  regulation.  As  a  norm,  this  should  be  done  not  less  than  io  days 
before  the  intended  date  of  promulgation.  If  special  legal  or  other  circumstances 
do  not  permit  sufficient  time  for  such  notice  and  comment,  the  agency  u  ill 
advise  the  ACIR  of  the  time  available  and  provide  at  least  a  summary  or  ali- 
stract  in  lieu  of  the  full  draft  text  of  the  regulation. 

b.  The  ACIR  will  promptly  transmit  copies  of  the  agency  materials  to  each  of 
the  following  State  and  local  government  associations:  Xational  Governors’  Cmt- 
fereuce,  Council  of  State  Governments.  International  City  Managers’  Association. 
Xational  Association  of  Counties,  National  League  of  Cities,  and  United  States 
Conference  of  Mayors. 

c.  Unless  an  earlier  response  is  required,  the  State  and  local  government 
associations  desiring  to  comment  will  transmit  their  views  within  three  weeks 
after  receiving  the  summary,  addressing  comments  to  the  Federal  agency  con¬ 
cerned  through  the  ACIR. 

d.  If  retiuested  by  either  the  Federal  agency  concerned  or  by  a  State  or  local 
government  association,  the  ACIR  will  arran.ge  a  meeting  between  representa¬ 
tives  f)f  the  agency  and  the  association  (along  with  State  or  local  chief  execu¬ 
tives  or  their  representatives,  where  desirable)  to  consider  modifications  of 
the  proposed  regulation. 

e.  The  agency  will  supply  a  copy  of  the  regulation,  when  published,  to  the 
ACIR. 

f.  To  see  that  these  provisions  are  carried  out,  each  agency  .should  promptly 
designate  one  re.sponsible  official,  and  inform  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and 
the  ACIR  as  to  the  name  of  the  official. 

(>.  Additional  functions  of  the  AVIR. — 

a.  Ifiie  ACIR  is  prepared  to  assist  agencies  in  developing  new  regulations 
covered  by  this  Circular  and  will  assi.st  in  assuring  that  regulations  dealing 
with  like  matters  are  con.siistent,  as  provided  in  paragraph  3(d). 

b.  By  .January  31  of  each  year,  the  ACIR  will  make  a  report  to  the  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  concerning  operations  under  this  Circular.  Copies 
of  the  report  will  be  furnished  to  each  agency  and  to  the  a.ssociations  repre¬ 
senting  general  units  of  State  and  local  government. 

7.  General  considerations. — This  circular  deals  with  only  one  aspect  of  the 
Pre.sident's  policy  on  intergovernmental  consultation :  the  development  of  reg¬ 
ulations  relating  to  Federal  assistance  programs.  The  Circular  is  not  intended 
to  limit  the  consultation  process  to  this  aspect  of  the  intergovernmental  problem. 
Well  in  advaiice  of  the  stage  of  promulgating  formal  regulations,  consultation 
should  be  pursued  actively  with  heads  of  State  and  local  governments;  and  to 
this  extent  the  burden  of  consultation  requirements  will  be  spread  instead  of 
concentrated  at  the  .stage  of  issuing  regulations. 

It  is  not  intended  that  all  proposed  regulations  or  revisions  will  be  automati¬ 
cally  channeled  through  the  procedure  called  for  in  this  Circular ;  no  purpose 
would  be  served  by  creating  con,gestion  and  delay.  Judgment  must  be  exercised 
by  the  agencies  and  by  the  State  and  local  governments  in  applying  the  Circular; 


f!(‘li‘ctivity  will  be  needed  in  determining  wliich  substantive  and  administrative 
regulations  are  signilicant  enough  to  t)e  put  through  the  consultation  arrange¬ 
ments.  As  experience  is  gained,  Federal  agencies  and  State  and  local  governments 
can  be  expected  to  work  out  a  mutually  productive  system  of  consultation,  with 
Ilexibility  and  room  for  judgment  as  to  what  is  important. 

The  Circular  is  addressed  primarily  to  new  regulations  or  revisions  of  existing 
Federal  regulations.  However,  agencies  will  give  constructive  consideration  to 
rt“(iuests  from  heads  of  State  and  local  governments  to  review  and  revise  regula¬ 
tions  already  in  effect,  and  to  consult  with  such  (jllicials  on  recpiest. 

.S.  Effective  (lute.  The  provisions  of  this  (,'ircular  become  effective  llO  days  from 
the  date  of  issuance. 

CiiAitLES  L.  Sciiui.TZE.  Director. 

1  Attachment :  Circular  Xo.  A-S5] 

The  Pkesidext’s  Memorandum  to  Heads  of  Certain  Federal  Aoencies 

November  11, 19G0 

Mtunorandum  from  the  President  to :  Secretary  of  iJefense.  Acting  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral,  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  Secretary  of  Labor,  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
Se<-retary  of  Housing  and  TJrban  Development,  Director,  Office  of  Economic 
( ippoi-tunity,  Dire<-tor,  Office  of  Emergency  Planning. 

Subject :  Advica;  and  Consultation  with  State  and  local  officials. 

The  basis  of  creative  federali.sm  is  cooperation. 

If  Federal  assistance  programs  to  State  and  local  governments  are  to  achieve 
their  goals,  more  is  needed  than  money  alone.  Effective  organization,  manage¬ 
ment  and  administration  are  required  at  each  level  of  government.  These  pro¬ 
grams  must  be  (rarried  out  jointly ;  therefore,  they  should  be  worked  out  and 
lilanned  in  a  cooperative  spirit  with  those  chief  officials  of  State,  county  and 
local  governments  who  are  answerable  to  their  citizens. 

To  the  fullest  practical  extent  I  ivant  you  to  tsike  steps  to  afford  representatives 
of  the  Chief  Ext'cutives  of  State  and  local  government  the  opportunity  to  advise 
and  consult  in  the  development  and  execution  of  programs  which  directly  affect 
the  conduct  of  State  and  local  affairs. 

I  believe  these  arrangements  will  greatly  strengthen  the  Federal  system  at  all 
levels.  Our  objective  is  to  make  certain  that  vital  new  Federal  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  are  made  workable  at  the  point  of  impact. 

I  am  asking  the  Director  of  the  Pureau  of  the  P.udget  to  work  with  you,  with 
the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Ilelations,  and  ivith  the  public 
interest  groups  representing  State  and  local  government  in  developing  u.seful 
and  productive  arrangements  to  help  carry  out  this  policy. 

Mr.  IIudiiES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  introduce  Mr.  James 
Frey,  the  Deputy  Director  of  our  Office  of  Legislative  Reference.  I 
should  have  done  tliat  earlier.  lie  is  here  to  share  the  burden  with  me. 

Senator  Mitskie.  We  are  delighted  to  have  you  with  us,  Mr.  Frey. 

Mr.  Fkey.  Thank  you. 

Senator  jMuskie.  There  is  a  request  I  would  like  to  make,  IMr. 
Hughes.  I  suspect  that  after  we  have  heard  other  testimony,  we  may 
want  to  check  with  you  on  certain  points  of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Hughes.  I  would  be  delighted. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  think  many  of  those  questions  would  be  directed 
toward  your  statement  on  uniform  relocation  assistance.  AVe  have  not 
really  had  an  adequate  opportunity  to  study  that  one. 

Mr.  Hughes.  Yes.  I  understand.  It  is  a  detailed  matter  and  quite 
complicated. 

(The  statement  follows :) 

Statement  op  Phillip  S.  Hughes,  Deputy  Direction,  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on 
Title  VIII,  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance 

Title  VIII  of  the  bill  ivould  establish  a  uniform  policy  for  the  fair  and  equita¬ 
ble  treatment  of  owners,  tenants,  and  other  persons  displaced  by  the  acquisition 
of  real  property  by  Federal  and  federally  assisted  iirograms  or  by  related  activity 
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ill  imtilic  iiiiiiroveiiieiit  programs.  Title  YIII  .states  that  tliis  policy  would  he  as 
uniform  as  practicable  as  to  (1)  relocation  payments,  (2)  advisory  assistance,  ! 
(3)  assurance  of  availability  of  standard  housing,  and  (4)  Federal  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  relocation  payments  under  federally  assisted  programs. 

The  House  Public  Works  Committee's  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Property  ! 
Accpiisition  issued  a  stalf  reiiort  in  1965  which  clearly  documents  the  case  that 
the  Federal,  State  and  local  governments  are  falling  far  short  of  eiiuity  in  treat¬ 
ment  of  those  displaced  by  governmental  programs.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  j 
favors  enactment  of  legislation  which  would  minimize  inequities  which  exist  i 
when  land  is  acquired  for  use  in  a  Federal  or  federally  assisted  program.  ; 

Generally,  Title  VIII  would  establish  a  workable,  uniform  system  for  fair  | 
and  equitable  treatment  of  individuals  displaced  by  acquisition  of  real  proiH'rty 
in  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs.  However,  in  an  effort  to  improve  j 
the  bill,  we  have  a  number  of  recommendations  and  also  offer  some  technical 
suggestions. 

Section  802(b)  provides  that  under  certain  circumstances,  a  displaced  person 
who  moVes  or  discontinues  his  busine.ss  may  elect  to  accept  an  optional  payment 
of  up  to  $5,000.  We  under.stand  that  the  intent  of  this  optional  payment  is  to 
cover  both  (1)  the  cost  of  moving  and  (2)  a  readjustment  allowance  payment  to 
as.sist  small  businesses  in  making  up  for  the  economic  impact  of  displacement.  If 
this  is  in  fact  the  intent,  we  recommend  that  Section  802 fb)  be  revised  to 
treat  these  two  purposes  more  clearly  by  providing  for  two  separate  payments ; 
one  for  actual  moving  expen.ses  and  one  for  economic  readjustm'ent.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  Section  802(b)  should  be  amended  as  follows:  Delete  the  flr.st  sentence  in 
Section  802(b)  beginning  on  line  19,  page  33  “If”  and  ending  on  line  2,  page  34 
with  “lesser.”  Substitute  the  following  for  this  sentence :  “In  addition  to  the 
payment  authorized  by  Subsection  (a)  of  this  section  an  additional  payment 
is  authorized  for  any  displaced  person  who  moves  or  discontinifes  his  busi¬ 
ness  provided  the  average  annual  net  earnings  of  the  busine.ss  are  less  than 
$10,000  per  year.  This  payment  shall  be  in  an  amount  equal  to  the  average 
annual  net  earnings  of  the  business  or  $2,500,  whichever  is  the  lesser.” 

Section  802(c)  (S)  provides  that  should  a  displaced  person  who  moves  from 
a  dwelling  select  an  optional  payment  in  lieu  of  reimbursement  for  fair  and 
I'easonable  expenses  as  provided  by  802(a),  he  would  receive  $300  in  addition 
to  the  allowances  provided  by  802(c)  (1)  and  802(c)  (2)  if  he  purchases  a  dw'ell- 
ing  for  purpose  of  residence  within  one  year  from  the  date  of  actual  displace¬ 
ment.  This  payment  would  be  made  only  if  the  displaced  person  selects  the 
optional  payment.  We  would  like  to  invite  the  Committee’s  con.sideration  of 
whether  or  not  this  payment  should  also  be  made  to  a  displaced  per.son  who 
elects  to  receive  fair  and  reasonable  relocation  payments  as  provided  by 
Section  802(a). 

The  provisions  of  Title  VIII  fail  to  recognize  the  problem  of  the  owner-occu¬ 
pant  of  real  property  which  is  acquired,  but  for  which  the  fair  market  value 
paid  is  not  sufficient  to  enable  the  previous  owner  to  obtain  a  decent,  safe  and 
sanitary  dw'elling  adequate  In  size  to  meet  his  needs.  This  most  frequently 
occurs  ais  a  result  of  the  private  market  no  longer  producing  a  significant 
volume  of  new  housing  in  the  price  ranges  comparable  to  that  being  acquired 
under  Federal  and  federally-assisted  programs.  Accordingly,  we  invite  the 
Committee’s  con.sideration  of  the  following  amendment  to  be  inserted  as  sub¬ 
section  802(f),  with  the  present  subsection  (f)  redesignated  (g). 

“(f)  (1)  In  addition  to  amounts  otherwisie  authorized,  the  head  of  such 
Federal  agency  may  make  a  payment  to  the  owmer  of  real  property  which  is 
acquired  for  the  project  and  which  is  improved  by  a  single-  or  two-family  dwell¬ 
ing  occiipied  by  the  owner  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  one  year  prior  to  the 
initiation  of  negotiations  for  the  acquisition  of  such  proi>ert.v.  Such  payment, 
not  to  exceed  $5,000,  .shall  be  an  amount  which,  when  added  to  the  acquisition 
payment,  equals  the  average  price  required  for  a  decent,  safe  and  .sanitary 
dwelling  of  modest  standards  adequate  in  size  to  accommodate  the  displacerl 
owner,  reasonably  accessible  to  public  services  and  places  of  employment  and 
available  on  the  private  market :  Provided,  that  such  payment  shall  be  made  only 
to  a  displaced  owner  who  purchases  and  occupies  a  dwelling  within  one  year 
subseqirent  to  the  date  on  which  he  is  requii-ed  to  move  from  the  dwelling 
acquired  for  the  project. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  shall  make  the  deter¬ 
minations  under  this  subsection  on  the  prices  prevailing  in  the  locality  for 
dwellings  meeting  the  requirements  of  paragraph  (1)  above  for  all  agencies 
making  such  payments.” 


Section  802(f)  of  the  bill  wonhl  make  all  functions  performed  under  Section 
802  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  June  11,  1940  and  judicial  review. 
The  Departnrent  of  Justice  and  the  major  real  proi>ert.v  acquiring  agencies 
advise  that  this  provision  would  unnecessarily  burden  property  acquiring 
agencies  with  the  expense  of  making  a  record  upon  which  defense  of  their 
determinations  may  be  based  and  will  add  to  the  litigation  load  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice.  Purthei-more,  it  appears  that  under  Section  802(f)  only  the 
publication,  public  inspection,  and  judicial  review  provisions  of  the  Administra¬ 
tive  Procedure  Act  would  be  applicable,  although  the  “all  functions  performed 
under  this  .section  language  carries  the  implication  that  administrative  deter¬ 
minations  must  be  made  in  accordance  with  all  the  requirements  of  the  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Procedure  Act.  In  the  latter  circumstance  the  expense  to  agencies 
would  be  considerable,  and  delays  in  making  paym'ents  would  detract  from 
some  of  the  intended  benefits  of  the  bill. 

The  primary  purpose  of  Section  802(f)  is  to  give  recognition  to  the  prin¬ 
ciple  that  the  payments  authorized  by  Section  802  .should  be  viewed  as  rightful 
compensation  of  persons  displaced  by  Federal  programs.  The  need  for  this 
provision  would  appear  to  be  more  theoretical  than  practical.  The  Dei>artanent 
of  Defen.se  advi.ses  that  during  l.o  years  it  has  admini.stered  thousands  of 
applications  for  payments  for  relocation  costs  under  its  broad  authority  (10 
U.S.C.  2680)  with  a  negligible  number  of  appeals  from  displaced  individuals  to 
the  Department.  We  believe  that  the  objective  of  this  provision  can  be  achieved 
by  making  clear  ithat  the  provisions  of  Section  802  as  regards  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  would  repre.sent  congressional  policy  and  that  the  heads  of  agencies 
would  be  re.sponsible  for  its  faithful  execution.  For  the  language  now  in  Section 
802 (f )  we  recommend  substituting : 

“Any  person  aggrieved  by  a  determination  as  to  eligibility  for  a  payment 
authorized  by  this  section,  or  the  amount  of  a  payment,  may  have  his 
application  reviewed  by  the  head  of  the  agency,  whose  determination  .shall 
be  final,  and  no  provision  of  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  give  any 
person  a  cause  of  action  in  any  court.” 

Section  803(a)  of  the  bill  provides  for  a  relocation  a.ssi.stance  program  not 
only  to  individuals  actually  displaced  from  the  acquired  propert.v  but  also  to 
tho.se  who  occupy  property  adjacent  to  the  acquired  property  and  who  are  caused 
substantial  economic  injury  by  the  acquisition. 

We  believe  it  is  impractical  to  determine  where  to  .stop  Government  assistance 
if  indirect  effects  of  Government  acquisition  are  to  be  considered.  For  example, 
a  business  operating  one  block  (or  farther)  from  the  property  taken  might  he 
affected  more  than  one  adjacent  to  it.  Suppliers  or  customers  of  businesses' 
adjacent  to  such  property  may  also  be  adversely  affected  if  those  businesses 
move  or  cease  operations.  Moreover,  it  would  often  be  impo.ssible  to  determine 
whether  the  decreased  profits  or  losses  suffered  by  an  adjacent  business  were 
actually  caused  by  the  property  acquisition  or  by  other  factors.  We  are  con¬ 
vinced  that  aid  to  those  indirectly  affected  should  be  confined  to  that  generally 
available,  such  as  loans  and  advisory  services  from  the  Small  Business  Admin¬ 
istration  or  as.sistance  under  the  Manpower  Development  Training  Act.  We 
therefore  recommend  that  the  balance  of  Section  80.3(a)  beginning  with  “If  the 
head  of  such  agency”  on  line  18,  page  38,  be  deleted. 

Section  803(c)(2)  would  require  Federal  agencies  to  assure  the  availability 
of  adequate  substitute  dwellings  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  prior  to  dis¬ 
placement.  The  la.st  clause  of  Section  803(c)  (2)  provides  for  waiver  of  the  assur¬ 
ance  requirement  in  periods  of  national  emergency  proclaimed  by  the  President. 
We  believe  that  there  may  be  other  cases  when  it  will  be  in  the  national  interest 
to  proceed  with  a  land  acquisition  project  even  though  the  Government  cannot 
assure  comparable  housing  within  an  individual’s  financial  means.  For  example, 
we  have  been  advised  by  the  Department  of  Defense  that  there  have  been  a  num¬ 
ber  of  times  when  it  has  been  necessary  to  acquire  real  property  for  urgent 
national  defense  purposes  when  the  President  has  not  formally  proclaimed  a 
period  of  national  emergency.  This  situation  arose  during  the  Cuban  crisis  when 
it  was  necessary  to  obtain  certain  properties  and  thousands  of  cableline  ease¬ 
ments  were  urgently  required  for  the  installation  of  Minute  Man  Launching 
Sites  and  easements  for  the  control  of  such  launching  for  the  protection  of  this 
Nation.  Under  the  then  existing  world  situation,  any  delay  which  would  have 
resulted  to  enable  assurance  of  housing  could  have  resulted  in  incalculable 
dangers  or  risks. 

There  are  other  situations  in  addition  to  the  national  defense  of  the  country 
when  the  Government  must  move  swiftly  to  protect  individuals  or  a  community. 
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Some  of  these  may  l)e  eaused  liy  natural  disasters  such  as  flo()ds  or  earthquaki's-, 
or  sometimes  it  has  Iieeu  our  experience  when  excavations  are  made  for  the  base¬ 
ment  and  piles  are  driven  for  the  new  building,  large  timber  supiwrting  footings 
of  adjacent  buildings  are  endangered.  Such  is  the  case  surrounding  the  new 
Foley  Scpiare  Courthouse,  an  office  liuilding  in  New  York  City,  New  York.  We 
l>elieve  it  is  desirable  to  provide  sufficient  flexibility  in  the  relocation  require- 
)nents  of  the  bill  to  enable  a  di.stinction  to  be  made  when  circumstances  similar 
to  those  described  above  may  arise. 

Therefore,  we  recommend  revision  of  this  section  to  provide  that  the  I’resident 
may  provide  by  regulations  situations  when  such  assurances  may  be  waived.  This 
can  l.e  aicomplished  by  deleting  the  balance  of  Section  808 (c)(2)  beginning 
with  “such  assurance”  on  line  IS,  page  30,  and  sul)stituting  the  following :  “the 
President  m.iy  prescribe  by  regulation  situations  when  such  a.ssurances  may  l^e 
waived;  .  .  .' 

Section  would  make  three  changes  in  Section  7(b)(8)  of  the  Small 

P.usiness  Act.  Under  the  current  law,  small  busine.sses  are  eligible  for  long  term, 
low  interest  loans  if  they  have  suffered  substantial  economic  injury  as  a  result 
of  displacement  by  a  federally  aided  urban  renewal  or  highway  con.struction 
program  or  b,v  any  other  construction  conducted  by  or  with  funds  provided  by 
the  Federal  Government.  Title  ^TII  would  extend  this  loan  program  (1)  to  cover 
not  only  small  bu.sinesses  di.splaced,  but  also  non-displaccd  small  businesses  which 
suffer  economic  injury,  (2)  to  cover  businesses  injured  not  only  by  urban  renewal 
and  highway  or  other  construction  programs  but  also  by  “.  .  .  any  other  public 
improvement  program  .  .  .”  and  (8)  to  cover  not  only  businesses  injured  by 
Federal  or  federally  aided  programs  but  also  businesses  injured  by  wholly 
State-run  programs. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  opposed  to  those  amendments  to  the  Small 
Business  Act.  As  noted  in  our  comments  on  Section  803(a),  we  believe  it  is 
impractical  to  provide  assistance  to  other  than  those  who  are  actually  displaced. 
Further,  we  do  not  believe  it  is  appropriate  for  the  Federal  Government  to 
assume  responsibility  for  relocati(jn  for  displacees  from  other  than  Federal  or 
federally  assisted  programs.  Accordingly,  we  recommend  that  Section  803 (d)  be 
deleted. 

Section  SOIf  provides  that  when  lands  are  acquired  by  a  State  agency  for  a 
Federal  public  improvement  project,  such  acquisition  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an 
acquisition  by  the  Federal  agency  having  authorit.y  over  the  project  for  purposes 
of  providing  relocation  payments,  assistance  and  assurances.  The  staff  report  of 
the  House  Public  Works  Committee’s  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Property 
Acquisition  included  a  bill  with  such  a  provision.  That  report  states  that  the 
reason  for  this  provision  is  to  assure  relocation  assistance  for  individuals  dis¬ 
placed  when  local  interests  provide  the  necessary  lands  for  Federal  projects,  as 
in  the  ca.se  of  flood  control  projects.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  requires  localities 
to  furnish  lands,  easements,  rights  of  way,  and  relocation  of  utilities  in  these  and 
certain  other  water  resource  projects. 

We  agree  with  the  intent  of  Section  804  to  provide  relocation  assistance  for 
displaced  individuals  in  public  improvement  projects,  as  in  the  case  of  acquisi¬ 
tions  of  property  by  a  Federal  agencj’.  However,  when  land  is  furnished  incident 
to  a  Federal  public  improvement  pi*oject,  relocation  should  be  the  responsibility 
of  the  State  agency  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  acceptance  of  the  proix'rties  for  proj¬ 
ect  purposes.  Relocation  expenses  should  be  consider’ed  an  essential  cost  of  the 
acquisition  and  borne  by  the  party  responsible  for  land  acquisition. 

In  addition,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  present  arrangements  for  cost  sharing 
should  be  disturbed  because  the  study  of  the  Water  Resources  Council  (estab¬ 
lished  by  P.L.  89-80)  on  this  subject  is  not  complete.  Pending  the  outcome  of  the 
Council  study,  present  cost  sharing  arr.-ingements  should  not  be  disturbed  and  the 
relocation  expense  should  be  considered  part  of  the  land  acquisition  cost  for 
Federal  public  improvement  projects  and  be  borne  by  the  local  agencies. 

Accordingly,  we  recommend  that  the  following  be  substituted  for  Section  804  : 

“Sec.  804.  Whenever  real  property  is  acquired  by  a  State  agency  for  a 
Federal  i)ublic  improvement  project,  the  Federal  agency  having  authority 
over  such  project  may  only  accept  such  property  in  those  cases  in  which  the 
accpiiring  State  agency  has  made  relocation  payments,  provided  relocation 
assistance,  and  provide  assurance  of  availability  of  housing  as  reqiiired  in 
the  case  of  acquisitions  of  real  property  by  a  Federal  agency,  such  payments 
and  assistance  to  be  considered  a  part  of  the  real  property  acquisition  cost.” 

Section  805  would  authorize  the  President  to  make  such  rules  and  regulations 
determined  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Act  and  also  would  pre- 


scribe  minimum  legislative  guidelines.  Section  805  (a)  (2)  {A)  would  limit  re¬ 
imbursement  to  actual  and  reasonal>le  ex])enses  in  searching  for  a  reiihu'ement 
farm  to  those  individuals  who  are  displaced  from  a  farm  operation.  Tiie  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  advises  that  it  has  followed  the  policy  of  reimbursing  persons 
in  locating  all  types  of  replacement  property  and  can  lind  no  reason  to  limit  the 
reimbursement  to  farms.  The  General  tiervices  Administration  also  recommends 
reimbursement  for  searching  for  all  types  of  replacement  property.  Accordingly, 
we  recommend  that  this  provision  be  amended  on  page  42,  lines  5  and  d  by  delet¬ 
ing  ‘411  the  case  of  a  farm  opei'ation,”  and  on  page  42,  line  7  by  substituting 
•■proi)erty”  for  “farm”. 

Section  805 (n)  (2)  (B)  would  authorize  a  payment  to  businesses  and  farm 
f>l)erations  which  di.spose  of  their  personal  property  and  replace  such  at  the  new 
lecation.  This  pajunent  would  be  made  whether  or  not  any  expense  is  actually 
incurred  by  displacwl  ptmsons.  The  Department  of  Defense,  under  its  present 
authority  to  make  relocation  payments,  only  authorizes  the  payment  of  the 
difference  between  the  sale  price  and  the  co.st  of  comparable  replacement  prop¬ 
erty,  but  not  in  excess  of  the  cost  of  moving  the  property,  or  its  market  value, 
whichever  is  less.  Under  the  present  language,  the  owner  would  be  entitled  to 
an  amount  etpiivalent  to  the  full  cost  of  moving  irrespective  of  any  difference 
between  the  dispo.sal  and  replacement  amounts.  A  di.siffaced  person  who  would 
dispose  and  replace  personal  property  of  a  very  low  value,  which  is  vei'y  bulky, 
heavy  and  eo.stly  to  move  might  receive  an  unintended  “windfall”  if  the  present 
language  remains  in  the  bill.  We  believe  that  the  present  practice  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  should  be  made  applicable  to  all  programs  and  we  recommend 
that  this  provision  be  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(B)  if  he  di.sxKKses  of  personal  property  on  moving  his  business  or  farm 
operation  and  replaces  such  property  with  comparable  property  at  the  new 
location  at  a  price  exceding  the  sale  price,  the  amount  of  the  difference  of 
such  prices,  not  to  exceed,  however,  the  estimated  cost  of  moving  the  property 
or  its  market  value,  whichever  is  le.ss.” 

Section  807  details  the  requirements  for  approval  of  contracts  or  agreements 
State  agencies  must  meet  for  Federal  financial  a.s.sistance,  the  type  of  relocation 
payments  and  assistance  to  be  provided,  and  how  the  lu’ogram  is  to  be  financed. 

Section  807(a)  (2)  requires  State  agencies  to  make  fixed  relocafion  payments 
in  the  same  amount  and  under  the  .same  terms  and  conditions  as  are  required  to 
be  made  by  a  Federal  agency  by  subsection  S02  (b),  (c),  (d),  and  (e)  of  this  title. 

We  believe  there  should  ahso  be  authorized  for  federally  assi.sted  projects  the 
payment  for  owner -occupants  which  we  recommended  as  a  new  subsection  802(f). 
However,  we  understand  that  several  States  are  comsidering  legislation  which 
would  permit  such  iMyments  as  a  part  of  the  acquisition  price  under  eminent 
domain  rather  than  as  a  separately  determined  relocation  payment.  We  believe 
this  bill  should  prevent  the  possibility  of  double  payment  without,  however, 
eliminating  an  area  of  experimentation.  This  can  be  accomplished  by  a  provision 
prohibiting  Federal  assistance  for  a  payment  under  this  section  if  the  owner- 
occupant  receives  a  i>ayment  under  state  law  which  the  head  of  the  Federal 
agency  determines  to  have  the  same  purpose  and  effect  and  for  which  Federal 
assi.rtance  is  available.  Accordingly,  we  recommend  the  following  language  be 
inserted  as  subsection  807 (a)  (o)  : 

“(5)  A  irayment  for  owner-occupants  under  the  .s-ame  terms  and  conditions 
as  are  require<l  to  be  made  by  Federal  agencies  by  subsection  S02(f)  of 
this  Act :  Provided,  That  no  such  payment  shall  be  required  or  included  as 
a  project  cost  under  subsection  807  ( b )  if  the  owner-occupant  receives  a  pay¬ 
ment  required  by  the  State  law  of  eminent  domain  which  is  determined  b.v 
the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  to  have  sub.stantially  the  same  purpose  and 
effect  as  subsection  802(f)  and  to  be  part  of  the  co.st  of  the  project  for  which 
Federal  financial  as.sistance  is  available.” 

Section  807 (b)  pro-vides  in  the  case  of  fede^rally  a.s.sisted  projects  that  co.sts 
of  lelocation  would  be  included  in  project  co.sts  and  Federal  financial  assistance 
would  be  provided  to  the  same  extent  as  other  project  co.sts,  except  that  the 
Federal  agency  would  contribute  the  first  .$25,000  of  the  cost  of  providing  a  relo¬ 
cation  payment  to  any  di.si3laced  person.  The  effect  of  the  proposal  would  be  to 
have  the  Federal  Government  assume  almost  all  relocation  payments. 

We  believe  that  relocation  payments  are  an  essential  element  of  project  co.st 
and  .see  no  reas-on  to  exempt  the  first  $25,000  from  the  usual  .sharing  requirements. 
Moreover,  these  relocation  provisions  will  be  administered  by  local  agencies.  They 
can  be  expected  to  admini.ster  the  provisions  more  economically  and  efficiently 
if  they  are  also  required  to  bear  the  same  portion  of  these  costs  as  of  other  project 
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costs  involved.  We  believe  strongly  that  reloc-atiou  payments  .should  be  .shared  as 
other  project  costs.  Accordingly,  we  recommend  that  the  comma  after  “project 
co.sts’’  on  line  24,  page  45,  be  changed  to  a  period  and  the  balance  of  the  sentence 
on  lines  24  and  25  of  page  45  and  1  of  page  46  be  deleted. 

We  believe  that  a  new  section  should  be  added  to  this  title  to  proAude  for  the 
effective  date  of  this  title.  This  amendment  is  necessary  to  provide  sufficient  time 
for  the  asvsignment  of  responsibility  and  for  drafting  of  regulations  for  direct 
Federal  programs  and  to  allow  State  and  local  governments  .sufficient  time  to 
make  nece.ssary  changes  in  their  laws  and  possibly  their  con.stitutions  to  permit 
the  agreements  required  as  a  condition  of  Federal  aid.  We  recommend  the  new 
Section  811  should  read  as  follow's : 

“This  Act  shall  become  effective  ISO  days  after  enactment,  except  that 
Sections  807,  808,  and  810(a)(4),  (5),  (6),  (7),  (8),  (9),  and  (10)  shall 
become  effectve  three  years  after  enactment ;  Provided  That,  commencing  180 
days  after  enactment,  the  provisions  of  Sections  807  and  808  shall  be  appli¬ 
cable  with  resi>ect  to  any  contract,  grant  to,  or  agreement  wuth  a  State 
agency,  where  such  State  agency  is  able  under  State  law  or  local  ordinance 
to  agree  to  the  requirements  set  out  in  Section  807(a)  and  the  provisions 
of  law  governing  relocation  payments  and  assistance  otherwise  applicable 
to  the  provisions  of  Federal  financial  assistance  to  such  State  agency  shall 
be  superseded  by  this  Act.” 

BUREAU  OF  THE  BUDGET  PROPOSED  AMENDMENTS  TO  SECTIONS  903  (C)  AND  904 

Section  903(c). — Change  the  period  at  the  end  of  the  section  to  a  comma  and 
add  as  follows:  “which  determination  of  fair  value  and  method  used  by  the 
agency  head  shall  be  final  and  conclu.sive.  PROVIDED,  (1)  that  payment  here¬ 
under  will  not  re.sult  in  duplicaton  of  any  payments  otherwise  authorized  by 
law;  (2)  that  the  fee  owner  of  the  land  involved  disclaims  any  intere.st  in  the 
improvements  of  the  lessee:  and  (3)  the  les.see  in  consideration  for  such  pay¬ 
ment  shall  assign,  transfer  and  release  to  the  United  States  all  his  right,  title  and 
intere.st  in  and  to  such  improvements ;  PROVIDED  FURTHER,  that  no  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  deprive  the  lessee  of  his  right  to  reject 
the  payments  hereunder  and  to  obtain  payment  for  his  property  interests  of  just 
comi>ensation  as  otherwise  defined  by  law.” 

Section  90 Jf. —  (1)  On  line  1  of  Section  904(a)  after  “agency,”  delete  “not  later 
than”  and  substitute  “as  soon  as  practical  after.” 

(2)  On  line  14  of  subsection  904(a)  (2),  after  “property”  delete  and”  and 
add  as  follows  :”  provided  that  .such  mortgage  shall  be  of  record  as  required  by  law 
on  the  date  the  official  announcement  of  the  project  is  made  by  tbe  authorized 
Federal  agency ;  and” 

“Senator  Muskie.  The  relocation  provisions  of  this  bill  would  be 
aimed  at  achieving  uniformity. 

Mr.  Hughes.  Yes. 

Senator  Muskie.  Across  the  board. 

Mr.  Hughes.  Yes. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  think  as  the  problem  is  emerging,  we  ought  to 
be  considering  whether  or  not,  and  I  guess  you  do  to  some  extent,  the 
present  level  of  assistance  is  adequate. 

Mr.  Hughes.  We  have  certainly  considered  that,  and  I  think  both 
the  statement  submitted  for  the  record  and  the  one  which  I  presented 
do  reflect  some  of  that  concern. 

As  your  comment  indicated,  the  practice  among  the  agencies  varies 
tremendously,  because  of  differences  in  their  own  statutes  and  in  their 
own  traditions  really.  The  evolution  of  a  uniform  policy  and  practice 
is  probably  at  least  as  painful  within  the  executive  branch  as  it  is  in 
Congress.  But  we  fully  agree  as  to  the  desirability  of  that,  and  we 
believe  the  executive  branch  by  and  large  agrees. 

Part  of  the  problem  here,  of  course,  is  thait  magic  numbers  are  very 
diflicult  to  come  by.  What  is  adequate  recognition  of  relocation  costs? 
I  am  certain  that  the  committee  will  Avish  to  consider  very  carefully 
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whether  we  have  underdone,  or  for  that  matter  ovei'done  onr  efforts 
to  meet  need  in  various  areas.  By  and  large  I  think  the  proposals  that 
we  have  made  involve  a  very  substantial  liberalization  of  relocation 
arrangements  for  the  great  majority  of  agencies  involved. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  notice  especially  your  recommendation  that  a 
lump  sum  of  up  to  $5,000  be  added  to  the  fair  market  value  for  homes, 
et  cetera,  in  certain  price  categories.  This  is  a  move  in  that  direction. 

l\Ir.  Hughes.  Yes. 

Senator  ISIuskie.  I  think  it  has  been  onr  attitude  too  nmch  in  the 
past  as  we  buy  up  land  for  public  purposes  to  try  to  get  it  as  cheaply 
as  we  can  at  the  expense  of  the  people  who  are  being  displaced  by  this 
action.  I  think  it  really  is  unconscionable  to  expect  them  to  bear  the 
lion's  share  or  a  major  share  of  the  burden  of  public  programs. 

IMr.  Hughes.  This  has  been  a  problem,  I  think,  both  in  the  reloca¬ 
tion  area,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  in  the  property  acquisition  area. 

Senator  Muskie.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hughes.  The  traditional  postux’e  of  the  Goveniment  in  many 
ways  has  not  been  the  posture  of  the  sovereign.  It  has  been  a  business 
posture,  a  hard  bargaining  posture.  Obviously  the  Government  needs 
to  protect  its  own  interests  and  the  interests  of  the  public  at  large.  But 
it  seemed  to  us  as  we  dealt  both  with  the  problem  of  relocation  and 
with  the  problem  of  acquisition  of  proi^ierty,  that  the  Government  also 
has  a  responsibility  to  be  fair  and  not  to  take  advantage. 

Senator  Muskie.  Or  even  to  drive  a  hard  bargain. 

IMr.  Hughes.  To  drive  a  fair  bargain. 

Senator  Muskie.  To  drive  a  fair  bargain. 

Mr.  Hughes.  But  not  a  hard  bargain,  that  is  correct.  The  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  has  a  somewhat  split  personality  on  this  matter. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  am  sure  you  do. 

Mr.  Hughes.  The  “one-price”  comment  which  I  made  in  the  state¬ 
ment  I  think  reflects  some  traditional  agency  concern  in  this  area,  and 
some  of  the  agencies  feel  they  are  in  kind  of  a  logical  dilemma.  If 
they  have  started  out  negotiating  at  a  fair  price,  why  isn’t  that  the 
price,  and  what  is  the  use  of  bargaining,  and  so  on.  You  can  under¬ 
stand  the  difficulty. 

Senator  Muskie.  Is  there  likely  to  be  a  problem  of  coordination 
among  the  departments  and  agencies  with  respect  to  their  relocation 
activities?  If  so,  how  do  you  propose  to  handle  it? 

IMr.  Hughes.  There  have  been  some  problems,  Mr.  Chairman,  but 
we  think  we  have  it  reasonably  well  in  hand  at  this  point.  IVe  have 
worked  extensively  with  the  agencies  on  this  as  well  as  on  the  property 
acquisition  problem.  They,  too,  understand  the  reasons  why  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  buy  land  for  highways  and  pay  relocation  costs  on  the 
same  terms  and  on  the  same  set  of  principles  as  it  busy  areas  for 
urban  renewal  or  airports  or  Corps  of  Engiiieers  project. 

Senator  Muskie.  To  summarize  your  position  on  this  bill,  your 
reservations  and  objections  include:  one,  the  consolidation  of  pro¬ 
grams  ;  two,  the  5-year  termination  provision  and  the  review  of  grants- 
in-aid  section;  and  three,  your  recommendation  as  to  the  relocation 
section.  That  is  about  it,  is  it  ?  Other  than  that,  you  support  the  bill  ? 

IMr.  Hughes.  I  think  that  is  substantially  it,  Mr.  Chairman,  yes, 
and  even  in  those  areas — relocation,  and  in  the  grant  consolidation 
area,  for  example — we  would  like  to  work  with  you  and  the  staff  to  see 
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if  we  can  evol\'e  iteclinicjues  that  would  facilitate  the  processes.  If  we  ^ 
can  do  so,  we  certainly  would  be  delighted.  y 

Senator  Mvskie.  AVe  would  be  glad  to  work  with  you.  The  ideas  | 
embodied  in  the  bill  are  in  a  sense  over-simplifications  that  are  at-  I 
tractive.  lint  I  think  as  we  have  worked  with  this  we  have  learned  3 
that  the  oversimplified  formula  doesn't  necessarily  work.  I  think  there  f 
is  enough  in  the  bill  to  commend  itself  to  further  effort  on  our  part  and  ! 
yours  to  try  to  work  this  out.  j 

Air.  Hughes.  I  certainly  agree,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  think,  then,  that  is  all  for  this  morning,  Air.  | 
Hughes.  i 

Air.  Hughes.  Thank  you.  Air.  Chairman.  j 

Senator  AIuskie.  Thank  yon  both  very  much.  | 

AA^e  will  be  back  to  you,  I  am  sure. 

Air.  Hughes.  Thank  you.  , 

Senator  AIuskie.  The  committee  will  be  recessed  until  10  o’clock 
tomorrow  morning. 

(AA’’ hereupon,  at  11 :40  a.m.  the  subcommittee  recessed  to  reconvene 
at  10  a.m.,  Friday,  May  10, 1968.) 


IXTERdOVERNMENTAL  COOPERATION  ACT  OF  1967 
AND  RELATED  LEGISLATION 


FRIDAY,  MAY  10,  1968 

U.S.  Senate, 

Subco:mmittee  on  Inteiuiovernmental  liELA^rroNS 

OF  THE  COMMI'TTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS, 

W mhuigton,  D.C. 

The  subconiiuittee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10:10  a.m.,  in  room 
000:1,  Xew  Senate  Office  Iluikling,  Senator  Edmund  S.  Muskie  (chair¬ 
man)  preffiding. 

Present:  Senators  Muskie  and  iMundt. 

Stall  members  ];)resent :  Charles  M.  Smith,  stall'  director;  Kobert  E. 
Perry,  minority  counsel;  E.  Winslow  Turner,  general  counsel; 
Lucinda  T.  Dennis,  administrative  secretary. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  subcommittee  ivill  be  in  order. 

Before  we  begin  with  our  witnesses,  without  objection,  we  will  in- 
chule  in  the  record  a  statement  by  Senatoi’  Jack  Miller,  of  Iowa.,  who 
has  been  most  inteiested  in  this  legislation,  first  when  he  was  a  meml)er 
of  this  subcommittee,  and  subsequently.  We  are  ha{)py  to  have  his 
slatement  whidh  will  be  included  in  the  record. 

(The  statement  follows :) 

Statemext  of  Hon.  .Jack  Millee,  a  U.S.  Sexatok  Fko.m  tue  State  of  Iowa 

]Mt.  Uhiiirnian  ami  members  of  the  subcommittee,  as  a  co-.si'.onsor  of  the  bill 
on  wbicb  these  bearings  are  bein.i?  held,  I  wi.'-h  to  express  a  few  viewiK)iiits  u  bich 
may  be  helpful  towards  favorable  consideration  of  this  proposed  legislation  by 
the  Subcommittee. 

Tlie  main  thrust  of  the  bill  as  a  whole  is  to  provide  for  greater  efliciency  and 
effectiveness  of  the  oi)eration  of  the  federal  government  in  carrying  out  the 
mandate.s  of  Congress,  i)articularly  when  other  levels  of  government  are  involved. 

One  of  the  principal  targets  for  improvement  in  environmental  conditions  for 
our  pe(>ple  has  to  do  with  urlnin  areas.  There  are  many  federal  programs  affect¬ 
ing  urban  areas  and  the  people  living  there,  but  there  is,  as  yet,  no  unified  policy 
and  guidelines  for  tlie.se  programs;  nor  is  there  a  mechanism  to  insure  full 
coordination  of  these  iirograms  within  the  interested  agencies  of  the  federal 
government  and  between  the  various  levels  of  government.  We  believe  this 
legislation  will  fill  this  gaj). 

Our  system  of  grants  in  aid  from  the  federal  government  to  the  states  and 
other  levels  of  government  has  mushroomed  without  any  particular  attention 
to  the  need  for  consolidation  and  coordination  to  prevent  duplication,  over- 
la  iijiing,  and  obsole.sence.  Criticism  that  old  programs  never  die,  nor  do  they  even 
fade  away,  is  justifiable.  Now,  with  our  federal  government  in  its  worst  financial 
stress  .since  the  Ifi.SO’s  how  could  there  be  a  more  appropriate  time  to  establi.sh 
a  basis  for  review  and  consolidation  of  these  many  programs  of  grants  in  aid? 
Tlie  mechanisms  for  doing  so  are  contained  in  this  bill,  and  the  decisions  are 
left  with  the  Congress — but  in  a  manner  which  will  help  insure  that  Congress 
knows  what  it  is  doing.  There  isn’t  a  Member  of  Congre.ss  who  isn't  eoncerned 
about  the  grants-in-aid  thicket  in  which  tho.se  we  represent  find  themselves — 
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because  we  find  ourselves  in  the  thicket  too.  It  is  lonp:  pa.st  time  to  break  out 
into  the  oi>en  and  put  order,  priorities,  and  efficiency  in  what  we  have  been  doing;. 

No  one  in  Congress  intended  hardship  to  result  to  individual.s  and  businesses 
from  our  proRram.s  for  redevelopment  and  renewal,  but  that  is  what  lias  liap- 
pened.  Due  to  lack  of  uniform  policy  and  procedures,  no't  all  individual.s  and 
businesses  liave  been  treated  alike,  and  this  is  manifestly  unfair.  Not  only 
should  hardships  be  avoided  or,  at  least,  alleviated ;  but  the  treatment  should 
be  uniform.  For  the  first  time,  adoption  of  this  legislation  will  establi.sh  uniform¬ 
ity  for  the  various  federal  and  federally-assisted  programs  involving  relocation 
of  individuals  and  bu.sinesses.  It  is  too  late  to  rectify  past  mistakes,  hut  it  is 
not  too  late  to  prevent  future  mistakes — and  there  will  be  many  with  our  ongoing 
programs  unless  action  is  taken  now. 

AVhether  one  has  supported  some  of  these  federal  programs  or  not,  eacli  of 
us  must  be  concerned  that  the  i)eople  who  are  paying  the  bill  receive  maximum 
value  for  their  tax  money.  Each  of  us  must  be  concerned  that  maximum  benefit 
goes  to  tho.se  for  whom  the  legislation  was  intended.  In  its  partnership  with  other 
levels  of  government,  the  federal  government  has  a  respon.sibility  to  serve  as 
a  model  of  efficiency,  effectiveness,  progre.ss,  and  fairne.ss.  S.  698  will  l>e  most 
helpful  in  enabling  us  to  meet  that  responsibility. 

Senator  Muskie.  We  sliall  proceed  with  this  morning’s  witnesses. 
First,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  tvelcome  the  executive  director  of  the  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Eelations,  Mr.  Colman,  and  his  as¬ 
sistant,  Mr.  Walker.  Mr.  Walker,  having  been  a  member  of  this  sub¬ 
committee  staff  in  the  past,  should  be  in  a  position  to  enlighten  us. 

We  are  delighted  to  have  you  both  with  us  this  morning. 

TESTIMONY  OF  WILLIAM  G.  COLMAN,  EXECUTIVE  DIEECTOR,  AD¬ 
VISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS; 

ACCOMPANIED  BY  DAVID  B.  WALKER,  ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR 

(GOVERNMENTAL  STRUCTURE  AND  FUNCTIONS),  AND  ALBERT  J. 

RICHTER,  SENIOR  ANALYST 

Mr.  CoLM.VN.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  with  us  this  morning  iSIr. 
Eichter. 

Senator  Mttskie.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  have  you  with  us. 

At  this  point,  the  record  of  the  hearing  will  begin  to  accpiire  real 
meaning. 

]\[r.  (lonM.\N.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  iierc. 

IVe  have  prepared  for  the  use  of  the  subcommittee  a  lengthy  back¬ 
ground  statement.  We  have  underlined  the  highlights  of  the  statement. 
If  it  is  your  ideasure.  Sir,  I  can  read  the  highlights. 

I  am  appearing  on  behalf  of  the  chairman,  Farris  Bryant,  and 
members  of  the  Advisory  Commission  in  supf)ort  of  the  proposed 
“Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act”  and  two  related  measures. 

The  “Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act”  is  based  on  several  of 
the  most  significant  findings  and  recommendations  for  Federal  action 
advanced  by  the  Commission  during  the  past  8  years.  The  measure,  as 
a  whole,  was  specifically  endorsed  by  the  Commission  at  its  April  14, 
1967,  meeting. 

Enactment  of  this  legislation  is  of  critical  significance,  since  it 
comes  to  grips  with  several  of  the  major  management  problems  that 
plague  effective  Federal-State-local  relations.  Improved  public 
administration  is  a  prime  prerequisite  for  improved  intergovernmental 
relations  and  this  legislation — in  all  of  its  titles — is  geared  to  achiev¬ 
ing  this. 

I  shall  skip  title  I,  Mr.  Chairman,  since  it  deals  with  definitions. 
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Title  II :  title  II  seeks  to  coordinate  and  make  more  flexible  certain 
standards  and  procedures  governing  financial,  organizational,  and 
other  activities  of  State  executive  and  other  State  oflicials,  insofar 
as  these  activities  are  affected  by  Federal  grant  programs.  The  specific 
language  of  this  title  reflects  "the  considerable  attention  given  to  it 
and  amending  action  taken  in  19GG  by  the  House  Subcommittee  on 
Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization  with  respect  to  predecessor 
provisions. 

The  present  title  effects  a  mimber  of  basic  changes  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States.  Section  201  provides  that  Governors 
or  State  legislatures  -would,  on  recpiest,  be  informed  by  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  of  the  purposes  and  amounts  of  grants  being 
received.  This  procediiral  innovation  would  assist  Governors  in  pre¬ 
paring  a  more  adequate  budget  and  enable  him  to  maintain  more  effec¬ 
tive  coordination  over  his  executive  departments  and  agencies.  In  a 
similar  fashion,  State  legislatures  woidd  be  assisted  in  their  adminis¬ 
trative  oversight  and  fiscal  functions. 

Coordination  of  grant-in-aid  programs  is  as  critical  a  problem  at 
the  State  level  as  it  is  at  the  Fedei*al,  and  Governors  have  a  major 
responsibility  in  this  area.  Yet  many  State  chief  executives  are  not 
in  a  position  to  assume  this  role.  As  of  the  beginning  of  this  year, 
4G  States  had  established  some  form  of  liaison  unit  to  coordinate  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  programs,  but  these  units  vary  greatly  in  structure  and  power. 

Clearly,  progress  has  been  made  in  overcoming  the  problem  of 
agency  bypassing  of  the  Governor  and  much  of  this  can  be  attributed 
to  the  impact  of  the  conferences  on  Federal-State  relations  conducted 
by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning  in  more  than  40  States  through¬ 
out  19G7  and  to  the  initiative  of  the  Washington  office  of  the  National 
Governors’  Conference.  Nonetheless,  the  provisions  of  section  201 
-would  formalize  certain  pi’ocedures  which  are  now  informal  and 
establish  as  rights  what  now  are  privileges  unknown  to  many  State 
officials. 

Section  202  of  the  measure  rests  on  the  assumption  that  there 
can  be  a  proper  accounting  of  Federal  grant  funds  without  the  use 
of  separate  bank  accounts.  A  few  of  the  older  grant  statutes  and  some 
grant  regulations  stipulate  that  Federal  moneys  must  be  kept  in  sepa¬ 
rate  bank  accounts  by  State  governments.  To  clarify  the  intent  of  this 
section,  we  recommend  insertion  of  the  phrase  “or  administrative 
regulation”  after  the  word  “law”  on  line  15,  page  10,  of  the  bill. 

Section  203  establishes  a  procedure  designed  to  discourage  the 
advancement  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  funds  for  longer  time  periods 
than  are  necessary. 

Section  203  recognizes  the  merits  of  the  letter-of-credit  mechanism 
and  seeks  to  give  them  the  full  force  of  law.  It  is  geared  to  assuring 
that  States  will  not  draw  on  grant  funds  in  advance  of  their  program 
needs.  At  the  same  time,  it  does  not  seek  to  hold  them  accountable 
for  interest  or  other  income  earned  on  any  grant  funds  advanced, 
prior  to  their  disbursement  for  program  purposes.  Effective,  gov¬ 
ernmentwide  implementation  of  this  device  should  save  the  Federal 
Government  considerable  amounts  of  interest  costs. 

Section  204  stipulates  that  Federal  departments  and  agencies  may 
waive  legislation  requirements  for  a  “single  State  agency,”  multi¬ 
member  board  or  commission.  One  of  the  most  critical  needs  in  con- 


130 


temporary  inter«rovcrnmental  iKlministratiou  is  recognition  Ity  all 
concerned  that  the  States  have  varying  administrative  needs  and 
capacities.  This  provision,  namely  section  20-t,  in  title  II,  clearly 
recognizes  this  fact  and  gives  Federal  and  State  administrators  the 
kind  of  discretionary  authority  to  cope  with  this  hard  fact  of  inter¬ 
governmental  managerial  life. 

Title  111:  Title  III  of  S.  61)8  seeks  to  strengthen  the  role  of  the 
ti'aditional  “services-in-aid”  function  in  contemporary  Federal-State- 
local  relations.  It  permits  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  pro¬ 
vide  specialized  and  technical  services  to  State  and  Iwal  juri.sdictions 
on  a  reimbursable  basis. 

During  the  1965  hearings  on  the  predecessor  title,  the  question  ai-ose 
as  to  whether  this  authorization  constituted  a  threat  to  various  busi¬ 
nesses  in  the  private  sector.  It  is  our  position  that  the  language  of 
section  302  provides  ample  safeguards  against  this  potentiality.  The 
hearings  on  S.  561  also  raised  the  issue  as  to  whether  the  Federal 
Government  could  ascertain  accurately  the  “salaries  and  all  comput¬ 
able  overhead  and  indirect  costs  of  performing  such  services” — as  is 
stipulated  in  section  302.  The  point  here,  of  course,  is  whether  the 
Federal  Government  has  an  adequate  procedure  to  assure  fair, 
adequate,  and  complete  assignment  of  costs.  In  this  connection,  we 
understand  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  after  having  consulted 
with  State  and  local  officials,  is  about  to  issue  a  circular  j)romulgating 
principles  and  standards  for  determining  costs  applicable  to  grants 
and  contracts  with  State  and  local  governments.  If  this  is  feasible  in 
the  grant-in-aid  context,  we  believe  that  there  is  no  reason  that  the 
same  rules  cannot  be  applied  to  the  reverse  situation  contemplated  by 
section  302,  that  is,  to  the  provision  of  Federal  technical  services  to 
State  and  local  irovernments. 

Title  IV :  This  title  establishes  a  coordinated  intergovernmental 
policy  for  the  planning  and  administration  of  Federal  grants  for 
urban  development. 

A  siiecial  feature  of  our  Federal  system  is  that  most  types  of  domes¬ 
tic  public  services  are  administerecl  by  general  local  governments — 
cities,  counties,  and  towns.  Yet,  special  districts  in  the  United  States 
are  growing  at  a  rapid  rate.  From  1962  to  1967,  thase  units  experienced 
a  16-percent  increase,  reaching  a  total  of  more  than  21,000.  It  is  the 
Commission’s  belief  that  where  Federal  grant-in-aid  legislation  makes 
both  special-purpose  local  governments  and  units  of  general  local  gov¬ 
ernments  eligible  to  receive  urban  development  loans  and  grants.  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  should  favor  the  latter,  in  absence  of  substantial  reasons 
to  the  contrary.  Section  402  of  this  title  implements  this  goal. 

Title  V:  Title  V  of  S.  698  has  a  lengthy  legislative  history  dating 
back  to  the  87th  Congress.  Strangely  enough,  there  is  still  considerable 
confusion  concerning  the  purposes  and  provisions  of  this  title.  Its 
basic  purpose  is  to  assure  that  new  grant-in-aid  programs  will  be  re¬ 
vised  and  redirected,  as  necessary,  to  meet  growing  and  changing 
needs  which  they  were  originally  designed  to  support. 

With  reference  to  the  5-year  termination  provision  in  this  title 
which  has  occasioned  so  much  debate  and  little  agreement,  the  follow¬ 
ing  should  be  noted : 

It  obviously  does  not  apply  to  those  future  grant-in-aid  programs 
that  would  have  a  termination  date. 
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It  would  not  apply  to  grants  wherein  Congress  had  waived  applica¬ 
tion  of  this  termination  provision. 

It  would  apply  only  to  those  grants  which  Congre.ss — for  some  rea¬ 
son  or  other — failed  to  designate  as  ongoing  or  short  run  programs. 

As  a  technical  matter  and  if  the  past  is  any  guide,  few  grants-in-aid 
would  be  affected  by  this  termination  provision.  Of  the  30  major  grant- 
in-aid  enactments  in  1906,  onlj’  four  contained  no  expiration  i)rovision 
(air  pollution  control  maintenance,  the  nonfood  assistance  program 
under  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966,  the  national  trust  historical 
preservation  legislation,  and  assistance  for  housing  in  Alaska).  Of 
the  17  enacted  during  the  first  session  of  the  90th  Congress  (1967), 
only  one  had  no  expiration  provision  (Meat  Inspection  Act).  Finally, 
of  the  four  passed  thus  far  in  this  session,  only  one,  (child  welfare 
services  under  the  social  security  amendments)  lacks  such  a  provision. 
We  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record  a  list  of  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  enacted  during  the  period  1961-April  1968,  showing  the  ex¬ 
tent  to  which  specific  expiration  dates  have  been  provided.  This  table 
should  allay  the  fears  of  those  who  view  section  502  of  S.  698  with 
alarm. 

Title  VI :  This  title  constitutes  an  entirely  new  departure  from  the 
previous  legislation  and  is  designed  to  overcome  the  proliferation  of 
Federal  gTant  programs  by  authorizing  the  President  to  submit  to 
Congress  plans  for  the  consolidation  of  individual  categories  within 
broad  functional  areas.  Such  authority  would  be  subject  to  the  type 
of  congressional  veto  that  presently  applies  to  executive  reorganization 
plans.  It  is  almost  superfluous,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  declare  to  this  sub¬ 
committee  that  the  proliferation  of  Federal  grants  has  created  serious 
fiscal  and  administration  problems  at  all  levels  of  government. 

Some  opponents  of  this  “reorganizational  plan  approach”  have  con¬ 
tended  that  it  involves  an  unconstitutional  delegation  of  legislative  au¬ 
thority  to  the  executive  branch.  We  are  convinced — and  various  author¬ 
ities  support  us — ^that  the  issues  involved  in  this  argument  differ  in 
no  respect  from  those  that  apply  to  the  Keorganization  Act  of  1919, 
as  amended.  Thus,  far,  the  latter  has  been  voted  by  Congress  on  seven 
different  occasions  and  renewal  is  again  pending.  Congress*  action 
then,  along  with  court  cases  upholding  the  validity  of  the  act,  clearly 
demonstrates  the  constitutionality  of  this  device. 

Title  VII :  Title  VII  amends  the  Federal  Property"  and  Administra¬ 
tive  Services  Act  by  stipulating  a  uniform  procedure  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion,  use  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  the  General 
Sendees  Administration  in  conformance,  to  the  extent  possible,  with 
local  governments’  planning  and  land  use  goals. 

Federal  land  acquisition  disposal  practices  in  urban  areas  clearly 
have  a  significant  impact  on  local  schools,  water  and  sewage  services, 
highways  and  streets  and  other  local  governmental  functions.  At  pres¬ 
ent,  there  is  no  foi-mal  Federal  policy  Avith  respect  to  these  practices, 
in  contrast  to  the  planning  requirements  in  seA’eral  grant  programs 
that  seek  to  strengthen  local  and  arenAvide  planning  and  land-use 
regulations. 

Furthermore,  the  testimony  on  March  8,  1967  of  Mr.  Boyd  L.  Pas- 
mus.sen.  Director  of  Interior’s  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  before  the 
U.S.  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Public  Lands  of  the  Interior  and  Insu¬ 
lar  Affairs  Committee  would  indicate  that  Bureau  of  Land  Manage- 
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meat  lias  found  that  the  local  land  use  planning  requirements  of  the 
Public  Sale  Act  of  1964  have  produced  salutary  changes  in  Interior's 
land  disposition  program  and  afforded  the  Department  major  oppor¬ 
tunities  to  strengthen  intergovernmenta,!  relations  in  this  functional 
area — an  opportunity,  it  Avould  seem,  that  the  Department  and  the 
States  and  counties  involved  are  using  to  good  advantage. 

Title  VIII :  This  title  establishes  a  uniform  policy  for  the  fair  and 
equitable  relocation  of  persons  and  businesses  forced  to  move  by  Fed¬ 
eral  or  federally  assisted  programs.  With  the  exception  of  those  pro¬ 
visions  relating  to  land  acquisition  which  are  now  covered  by  Title 
IX,  Title  VIII  in  this  bill  is  identical  to  a  separate  bill  which  passed 
the  Senate  on  July  22,  1966,  but  died  in  Hou.se  committee. 

The  Advisoi-y  Commi.ssion  considered  the  issue  of  Federal  reloca¬ 
tion  policy  in  a  report,  approved  in  January  1965,  on  relocation :  Fn- 
equal  ti’eatment  of  people  and  bxisinesses  displaced  by  governments. 
This  report  resulted  in  the  subsequent  introduction  by  you,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  of  S.  1681. 

As  already  noted,  the  Commission’s  1965  study  found  that  the  most 
serious  inequities  in  Federal  relocation  policies  arose  because  highway 
programs  cause  about  one-third  of  the  relocation  problem  and  the  level 
of  highway  assistance  and  payments  is  substantially  below  that  of  the 
major  Federal  displacing  program — urban  renewal.  It  is  therefore 
significant  that  a  special  1967  study  on  highway  relocation  assistance 
undertaken  by  the  Department  of  Transportation  pursuant  to  con¬ 
gressional  mandate  in  Public  Law  89-574  strongly  corroborates  the 
principal  findings  of  the  ACIR  study. 

Summing  up  the  Coimnission’s  recommendations,  they  are  precisely 
in  accord  with  those  in  title  VIII  with  respect  to  (a)  uniformity  among 
Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs  concerning  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  and  advisoiy  assistance,  (b)  assurance  of  provision  of  a  supply 
of  standard  housing  for  those  displaced,  (c)  Federal  rehnbursement 
for  relocation  expenses  in  federally  aided  programs,  and  (d)  Federal 
encouragement  of  coordination  of  relocation  administration  in  major 
urban  areas. 

A  relevant  question  is:  VJiat  Avould  be  the  co.st  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  proposed  provisions  for  relocation  payments  compared 
to  the  cost  of  present  provisions?  It  is  our  very  rough  estimate  that 
the  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  for  fiscal  year  1967  under  title 
VIII  of  S.  698  would  have  been  about  $79  million,  compared  to  an 
estimated  $40  million  cost  under  the  relocation  payments  provisions 
existing  at  that  time.  Of  the  total  increase  of  about  $39  million,  about 
$29  million  is  attributable  to  the  highway  program,  resulting  from  ex¬ 
tension  of  coverage  from  33  (in  fiscal  year  1967)  to  50  States,  liberali¬ 
zation  of  relocation  payments,  and  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Federal 
share  of  relocation  payments  from  90  percent  of  interstate  roads  and 
50  percent  on  primary  and  secondai'y  roads  up  to  100  percent  for  all 
payments  of  $25,000  or  less.  Another  $8  million  of  the  total  increase 
would  be  for  the  HL^D  programs,  again  reflecting  liberalization  of  re¬ 
location  payments  provisions.  The  remainder  of  the  estimated  in¬ 
crease  is  accounted  for  by  liberalized  payments  by  the  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers,  and  initiation  of  payments  by  four  Federal  agencies  not 
now  i-eimbursing  for  relocation  expenses:  GSA,  the  International 
Boundary  and  Water  Commission,  the  Post  Office  Department,  and 


139 


Title  IX :  This  title  of  S.  698  establishes  a  uniform  policy  on  land 
acquisition  practices  used  in  Federal  and  federally  assisted  develop¬ 
ment  profrnnns,  and  complements  the  previous  relocation  title. 

Title  IX  of  S.  698  incorporates  the  three  land  acquisition  pro])osals 
that  formerly  appeared  as  section  10  of  S.  1681,  plus  other  land  ac(iuisi- 
tion  provisions  ada])ted  from  sections  101-106  and  112  of  S.  1201.  (89th 
Congress.)  In  effect,  this  title  represents  the  first  attempt  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  to  establish  a  uniform  policy  on  land  acquisition 
practices  covering  both  Federal  and  federally  assisted  development 
programs. 

The  next  portion  of  our  statement  deals,  Mr.  Chairman,  with 
amendment  Xo.  748  to  S.  698,  which  recently  was  introduced  by  you, 
Mr.  Chairman,  dealing  with  “Accounting  auditing,  and  reporting  of 
grant-in-aid  funds."  This  proposed  new  title  would  carry  out  a  specific 
recommendation  adopted  by  the  Advisory  Commission  in  its  report  on 
“Fiscal  balance  in  the  American  Federal  system”  and  we  strongly  urge 
its  enactment. 

A  recent  study  b}^  the  State  budget  officers  (XASBO)  of  Federal 
grant-in-aid  requirements  which  impede  State  administration  showed 
considerable  dissatisfaction  with  the  detailed,  burdensome,  and  slow 
aiiditing  and  reporting  procedures  recpiired  by  Federal  grant  ])ro- 
grams.  The  variation  between  Federal  and  State  requirements  and 
among  Federal  requirements  regarding  frequency,  classification  sys¬ 
tems,  and  methods  of  accounting  were  cited  as  creating  particular 
problems.  The  excessively  detailed  reports  on  subprograms  were  men¬ 
tioned  by  one  State  official  who  indicated  that  54  individual  fiscal  re¬ 
ports  must  be  prepared  and  filed  regarding  expenditures  of  funds 
under  the  Vocational  Education  Act  at  both  State  and  local  levels, 
taking  weeks  of  staff  time. 

Although  the  difference  in  Federal  program  objectives,  magnitude, 
and  administrative  arrangements  can  hardly  be  expected  to  yield  com¬ 
pletely  to  uniform  reporting  and  accounting  requirements,  there  re¬ 
mains  the  question  of  whether  existing  requirements  are  reasonable  in 
their  demands.  Most  State  and  local  officials  feel  they  are  not  and  at 
least  some  Federal  aid  administrators  agree. 

In  its  recent  report  on  “Fiscal  balance  in  the  American  Federal 
system,”  the  Advisoi’y  Commission  adopted  a  three-pronged  recom¬ 
mendation  urging  enactment  of  general  legislation  by  the  Congress 
applicable  to  grants-in-aid  to  the  States  -whereby :  ( 1 )  the  Comptroller 
General  would  study  and  review  the  accounting  and  auditing  systems 
of  State  Governments  receiving  Federal  grants-in-aid  and  ascertain 
their  general  adequacy  and  integrity;  (2)  for  those  States  meeting 
certified  standards,  the  results  of  State  audits  of  the  expenditure  of 
Federal  grant  funds  woidd  be  accepted  by  Federal  administrators  in 
lieti  of  their  own  fiscal  audits  as  long  as  the  State  accounting  and 
auditing  system  continued  to  meet  the  prescribed  standards;  and  (3) 
this  authorization  would  be  extended  at  the  discretion  of  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  to  units  of  local  government  receiving  sizeable  grants 
directly  from  Federal  agencies. 

Concluding  the  discussion  of  the  proposed  new  title,  this  new  title 
seeks  to  develop  new  intergovennnental  arrangements  in  the  account¬ 
ing  and  auditing  field  which  would  lead  to  a  significant  saving  in  time 
and  energy  and  provide  the  basis  for  significant  improvements  in  inter¬ 
governmental  fiscal  management  without  in  any  way  shortcutting  the 
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exorcise  of  fiscal  })rudence  and  accountability  at  all  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment. 

IVe  tnrn  now  to  S.  29S1.  the  final  major  topic  that  is  covered  in  yonr 
hearings,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  onr  understanding  that  S.  2981,  The 
Joini  hhuiding  Sim])lification  Act  of  1968,  has  been  referred  to  yonr 
subcommittee  an.d  that  this  measure  is  to  be  considered  in  these  hear¬ 
ings.  I'he  Advisoiy  Commission,  in  its  fiscal  balance  rei:)ort,  recom¬ 
mended  enactment  by  tlie  Congress  of  this  administration  bill  as  an 
important  means  of  modernizing  the  management  of  Federal  a.ssist- 
ance  programs. 

States  and  localities  more  and  more  are  adopting  a  multifunctional, 
packaging  approach  to  meet  varying  social  and  physical  develo])- 
mental  needs.  Yet  presently,  a  State  or  local  government  in  putting 
together  an  integrated  i)rograni  must  apply  separately,  for  example, 
for  the  educational  component,  welfare  component,  job  training  com- 
2:)onent,  urban  renewal  component,  and  so  on.  Keeping  the  separate  ap¬ 
plications  moving  along  in  tandem  frequently  nearly  becomes  an  exor¬ 
cise  in  administrative  futility. 

This  bill  seeks  to  remove  or  simplify  administrative  or  technical  re¬ 
quirements  to  permit  a  more  flexible  2>ackaging  approach  to  considera¬ 
tion,  processing,  approval,  and  administration  of  Federal  assistance 
programs. 

Tlie  Advisory  Commission  believes  this  joint  funding  approach  is 
workable  assuming  it  is  reinforced  with  strong  direction  at  the  high¬ 
est  administrative  leA  els  in  the  executive  branch  and  at  the  same  time 
receives  the  dedication  to  cooperation  from  functional  program  ad¬ 
ministrators.  We  are  convinced  that  initial  implementing  efforts — as¬ 
suming  the  bill's  enactment — should  focus  on  the  intradepartmental 
})hase  of  this  packaging  problem,  since  the  management  hurdles  in 
this  area,  are  far  less  difficult  than  those  involving  interdepartmental 
collaboration. 

To  conclude,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Advisory  Commission  strongly  sup- 
jiorts  passage  of  S.  698,  the  proposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  including  amendment  Xo.  748,  and  we  su])port  the  enactment  of 
S.2981. 

These  bills  constitute  a  viable,  vigorous,  first  response  to  many  of 
the  management  muddles  that  plague  contemporary  intergovernmen¬ 
tal  relations.  lYe  su])port  them.  We  urge  their  early  enactment.  And  we 
offer  the  seiwices  of  our  staff  to  assist  the  subcommittee  in  whatever 
way  is  deemed  appropriate  to  facilitate  yoiir  deliberations, 

Tliaidc  you,  Mr.  Chainnan.  That  concludes  our  statement. 

Senator  Muskiic.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Cohnan,  for  your  ex¬ 
cellent  statement.  I  know  the  committee  will  be  interested  in  studying 
not  only  that  portion  which  you  read,  but  the  remainder  of  the 
statement. 

(The  complete  statement  follows :) 

Statement  of  Wm.  G.  Colman.  Executive  Director,  Advisory  Commission  on 

I NTERGOVERN  M  ENT^AL  ReeATIONS 

]Mr.  Chainuan  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  appearing  on  behalf  of  the 
Chairman.  Earris  Rryaiit,  and  members  of  the  Advisory  (yjmmission  in  support  of 
the  proiKisrd  “intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act"  and  two  related  measures. 

^  In  19u9,  as  you  well  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Congress  established  the  Advisory 
ComnUssion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  and  stipulated  that  in  iierforming 
its  primary  function  of  developing  and  considering  “ways  and  means  of  fostering 
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l)(“l(('r  relations  between  the  levels  of  fjoverniaent"  the  Conimis-iion — among  other 
things — should  “provide  a  forum  fur  discussing  the  administration  and  coordina¬ 
tion  of  Ft'deral  grant  aiul  other  programs  i-e(piiriug  intergovernmental  relations 
cooperation"  and  “give  critical  attention  to  the  conditions  and  cuntia)ls  involving 
adnunistratiou  of  Federal  grant  programs.” 

The  •Tntergovernmentai  Cooperation  Act"  is  based  on  several  of  the  most  sig¬ 
nificant  tindings  and  recommendations  for  Federal  action  advanced  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  during  the  past  eight  years.  The  measure,  as  a  whole,  was  stiecitically 
endorsed  by  the  Commission  at  its  April  14,  11)67  meeting. 

F.nactment  of  this  legislation  is  of  critical  significance,  since  it  comes  to  grip 
witli  several  of  the  major  management  problems  that  plague  effective  Federal- 
State-local  relations.  Improved  public  administration  is  a  prime  prerequisite  for 
improved  intergovernmental  relations  and  this  legislation — in  all  of  its  titles — is 
gc'ared  to  achieving  this.  To  put  tins  legislation  in  its  proijer  perspective,  certain 
iiasic  features  of  the  contemporary  grant-in-aid  system  should  noted : 

The  twin  pre.ssures  of  population  growth  and  rapid  urbanization  have 
generated  greater  demands  for  more  and  better  services  traditionally  pro¬ 
vided  by  State  and  local  governments.  These,  in  turn,  have  triggered  an 
exitansion  of  Federal  involvement  in  several  domestic  program  areas — largely 
by  means  of  the  grant-in-aid  device  and  quite  heavily  in  recent  years.  From 
liXi."  through  the  end  of  the  last  session  of  Congress,  some  240  new  grant-in- 
aid  programs  were  enacted,  bringing  the  total  to  over  400  separate  categorical 
authorizations. 

Grant-in-aid  expenditures  thus  far  have  increa.sed  more  than  two  and  one- 
half  times  in  this  decade,  rising  from  $7  billion  in  fiscal  year  ILOi)  to  an 
estimated  $18.3  billion  for  this  fiscal  year.  All  told,  some  $08.3  billion  in 
Federal  aid  has  been  disitersed  to  State  and  local  jurisdictions  during  this 
nine  year  period. 

This  extraordinary  expansion  in  the  numl>er  and  dollar  amounts  of  grants- 
in-aid  clearly  signifies  a  greater  acceptance  of  the  partneivship  princijile 
wiiich  uudergirds  this  intergovernmental  device.  It  also  signifies  a  rejection 
of  the  centralizing,  direct  Federal  Government-citizen  relationship. 

The  extraordinary  number  and  variety  of  grant  programs,  however,  have 
led  to  serious  problems  of  overlapping,  fragmentation,  information,  and  dif¬ 
ficult  management  at  all  levels. 

We  know  now  that  management  is  as  important  as  legislative  enactment.  We 
al.so  know  that  while  executive  orders,  Budget  Bureau  circulars,  and  depart¬ 
mental  changes  in  procedure  can  cori’ect  some  of  the  difficulties  in  intergovern¬ 
mental  administration,  other  management  headaches  stem  from  statutory  provi¬ 
sions,  from  uncertainty  as  to  power  of  the  Executive  Branch  in  certain  areas, 
and  from  the  fact  that  the  I’resident  needs  extra  authority  to  discharge  his 
tough  assignment  as  chief  manager  of  the  gi-ant-in-aid  system.  We  feel  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  advances  sensible  solutions  to  several  of  the  pressing  problems 
impeding  improved  intergovernmental  administration. 

The  bill,  as  introduced,  seeks  reform  in  eight  basic  areas.  In  the  subsequent 
discussion  of  its  eight  substantive  titles,  efforts  will  be  made  concerning  those 
provisions  that  appeared  in  predecessor  legislation  tS.  5G1,  the  proposed  “Inter- 
goveniniental  Cooperation  Act  of  IbfiG”  and  S.  1681,  the  proiwsed  “Uniform  lie- 
location  Act  of  1966" — 89th  Congress)  to  provide  up-to-date  background  informa¬ 
tion  regarding  their  relevance.  The  new  titles  in  S.  698  (Titles  VI  and  IX  dealing 
with  Presidential  authority  to  submit  consolidation  proposals  to  Congress  and 
with  establishment  of  a  uniform  policy  on  land  acquisition  practices  respectively) 
receive  moi'e  extensive  treatment. 

Title  I:  Title  1  of  the  proposed  legislation  contains  definitions  of  terms  that  are 
used  frequently  throughout  the  other  titles  and  appears  to  be  inadequate  in  all 
major  resi>ects,  but  one.  The  definition  of  “grant”  or  “grant-in-aid”  in  Section 
Kfij  was  carefully  drawn  with  particular  reference  to  the  needs  of  Title  II,  “Im¬ 
proved  Administration  of  Grants-in-Aid  to  the  States,”  and  Title  V,  “Congres¬ 
sional  Iteview  of  Federal  Grants-in-Aid  to  States  and  to  Local  Units  of  Govern¬ 
ment”  and  specifically  excludes  certain  types  of  Federal  assistance,  such  as 
loans  and  loan  guarantees  that  are  relevant  to  the  broader  scope  of  Federal  as¬ 
sistance  involved  in  those  titles  that  have  been  added  to  the  original  legisla¬ 
tion  :  Title  VI,  “Consolidation  of  Grants-in-Aid  Programs,”  Title  VIII,  "Uni¬ 
form  Relocation  Assistance,”  and  Title  IX,  “Uniform  Land  Acquisition  Policy.” 
To  fill  this  definition  gap,  we  suggest  revising  Section  107  to  include  a  definition 
of  the  terms  “Federal  assistance,”  "Federal  financial  assistance,”  “Federal  as¬ 
sistance  programs,”  and  “federally  assisted  progTams,”  while  at  the  same  time 
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preserving  the  present  Sec-tion  107's  intent  with  res^iect  to  District  of  Colninhia 
financial  payments.  The  following  language  wonld  implement  this  sugge.stion : 

“Fedeeal  Assistance,  Federal  Financial  Assistance,  Federal  Assistance 
Programs,  or  I^deeally  Assisted  Programs 

“Sec.  107.  The  term  ‘Federal  assistance,’  ‘Federal  financial  assistance.’ 
‘Federal  assistance  programs,’  or  ‘federally  assisted  programs,’  means  pro¬ 
grams  that  provide  assistance  through  graiit  or  contractual  arrangements,  and 
includes  technical  assistance  programs  or  programs  providing  assistance  in  the 
form  of  loans,  loan  guarantees  or  insurance.  The  term  does  not  include  any  annual 
payment  by  the  United  States  to  the  District  of  Columbia  authorized  by  Article 
IT  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Revenue  Act  of  1947  (D.G.  Code,  secs.  47-2o01a 
and  47-2o01b).” 

Appropriate  revisions  ivould  be  needed  in  Title  VI  to  make  this  broaxier  defini¬ 
tion  apply  to  consolidations  authorized  under  this  title,  rather  than  the  more 
narrow  definition  of  grants-in-aid  wdiich  apiiears  in  Section  106. 

Title  II:  Title  II  seeks  to  coordinate  and  make  more  flexible  certain  stand¬ 
ards  and  procedures  governing  flnajicial,  organizational,  and  other  activitie.s  of 
State  executives  and  other  State  officials,  insofar  as  these  activities  are  affected 
by  Federal  grant  programs.  The  specific  language  of  this  title  reflects  the  con¬ 
siderable  attention  given  to  it  and  amendatory  action  taken  in  1966  by  the  House 
Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization  with  respect  to 
predecessor  provisions. 

The  present  title  effects  a  numher  of  basic  changes  in  the  administration  of 
grants-in-aid  to  the  States.  Section  201  provides  that  governors  or  State  legis¬ 
latures  would,  on  request,  be  informed  by  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
of  the  purposes  and  amounts  of  grants  being  received.  This  procedural  innova¬ 
tion  would  assist  governors  in  preparing  a  more  adequate  budget  and  enable  him 
to  maintain  more  effective  coordination  over  his  executive  departments  and  agen¬ 
cies.  In  a  similar  fashion.  State  legislatures  would  be  assisted  in  their  adminis¬ 
trative  oversight  and  fiscal  functions. 

Coordination  of  grant-in-aid  programs  is  as  critical  a  problem  at  the  State 
level  as  it  is  at  the  Federal,  and  governors  have  a  major  responsibility  in  this 
area.  Yet  many  State  chief  executives  are  not  in  a  position  to  assume  this  role. 
Xot  all  States,  for  example,  require  agencie.s  to  obtain  the  approval  of  the  gov¬ 
ernor  before  entering  into  negotiations  with  Federal  departments  for  grant 
programs.  A  1965  survey  indicated  that  in  18  States  gubernatorial  approval 
is  required,  while  in  18  other  States  it  was  not.  Hie  situation  varied  in  ten  States, 
it  was  found,  where  approval  was  required  in  some  instances  but  not  in  others.  In 
the  four  remaining  States,  some  other  form  of  approval  was  stipulated. 

As  of  the  beginning  of  this  year,  46  States  had  established  some  form  of  liaison 
unit  to  coordinate  Federal  aid  programs,  but  these  imits  vary  greatly  in  struc¬ 
ture  and  power.  In  Delaware,  Georgia,  and  North  Carolina,  State  planning 
agencies  have  been  assigned  this  responsibility.  In  New  York  and  Rhode  Island, 
an  interdepartmental  committee  has  been  established  on  a  continuing  ba.sis  to 
make  studies  and  recommendations  to  the  governor  and  legislature.  In  other 
States,  including  Connecticut.  Illinois,  Louisiana,  Vermont,  and  Maine,  the  gov¬ 
ernors  have  designated  an  official  in  his  office  or  in  the  Department  of  Adminis¬ 
tration  to  coordinate  grant-in-aid  activities.  To  complement  these  efforts,  at  least 
13  States  have  establi.shed  a  Wa.shingtoii  office. 

Clearly,  progress  has  been  made  in  overcoming  the  problems  of  agency  by¬ 
passing  of  the  goveimor  and  much  of  this  can  be  attributed  to  the  impact  of 
the  conferences  on  Federal-State  relations  conducted  by  the  Office  of  Emergency 
Planning  in  more  than  40  States  throughout  1967  and  to  the  initiative  of  the 
Washington  office  of  the  National  Governors’  Conference.  Nonetheless,  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  Section  201  would  formalize  certain  procedures  which  are  now  in¬ 
formal  and  establi.sh  as  rights  what  now  are  privileges  unknown  to  many  State 
officials. 

Section  202  of  the  measure  rests  on  the  assumption  that  there  can  be  a  prop¬ 
er  accounting  of  Federal  grant  funds  without  the  use  of  separate  bank  accounts. 
A  few  of  the  older  grant  statutes  and  some  grant  regulations  stipulate  that 
Federal  monies  must  be  kept  in  separate  bank  accounts  by  State  governments. 
Some  States  as  a  consequence  maintain  intricate  systems  of  bank  accounts  for 
various  Federal  aid  programs.  With  the  development  of  modern  accounting 
techniques,  it  is  only  necessary  that  the  State  maintain  appropriate  fund  ac¬ 
counts  which  distinguish  the  balance  that  the  State  has  received  but  not  yet 
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eiiriietl.  This  section  of  S.  698  provides  for  the  application  of  these  principles 
to  grants  to  States,  while  preserving  the  Federal  (Government’s  legitimate  con¬ 
cern  in  seeing  that  all  such  grants  are  api)lied  as  intended  and  in  receiving 
certain  elementary  facts  with  resiject  to  the  flnancial  status  of  grant  programs. 
To  clarify  the  intent  of  this  section,  we  recommend  insertion  of  the  phrase  “or 
administrative  regulation”  after  the  word  “law”  on  line  15,  page  10,  of  the  hill. 

Sec-tion  203  establishes  a  procedure  designed  to  discourage  the  advancement 
of  Federal  grant-in-aid  funds  for  longer  time  periods  than  are  neces.sary.  As 
was  noted  in  the  prior  hearings  on  S.  561,  the  Department  of  the  Treasury  has 
already  sought  administratively  to  achieve  this  objective  through  its  Depart¬ 
mental  Circular  No.  1075,  issued  on  May  28,  1964.  This  circular  was  and  is 
geared  to  establishing  a  letter-of-credit  procedure  which  maintains  funds  in 
Treasury  until  needed  by  recipient  jurisdictions  and  thus  reducing  interest 
co.sts.  Advances  for  three  to  six  months  formerly  made  in  several  programs  and 
still  permitted  in  some  have  resulted  in  expenditures  of  money  from  the  Federal 
Treasury  before  they  were  actually  needed — ^with  no  concomitant  advantage 
accruing  to  the  Federal  or  State  agencies  concerned  or  to  effective  program 
implementation. 

Lump  sum  advances  at  specified  intervals  now  constitute  a  rather  outmoded 
way  of  transmitting  money  from  one  jurisdiction  to  another — given  the  emer¬ 
gence  of  telegraphic  transfers,  sight  drafts,  and  the  letter-of-credit  procedure. 
The  Treasury  circular  recognizes  this  fact  and  pursuant  to  its  procedures  ad¬ 
vances  are  limited  to  the  minimum  allowances  that  are  necessary  and  are  timed 
to  coincide  with  the  actual  cost  requirements  of  the  recipient  jurisdiction  in 
carrying  out  the  purposes  of  a  grant  program.  This  letter-of-credit  device  in 
and  by  itself  does  not  insure  against  excessive  withdrawals,  as  Treasury  has 
recently  discovered  in  its  monitoring  of  the  system.  Yet  it  can  and  does  provide 
a  simple,  uncomplicated  way  of  getting  payments  for  readily  ascertainable  short¬ 
term  neeils.  It  ahso  precludes  the  necessity  of  trying  to  anticipate  the  require¬ 
ments  of  longer  time  periods  with  the  consequent  tendency  to  overestimate. 

Two  problems,  however,  seem  to  have  arisen  thus  far  in  administering  this 
letter-of-credit  procedur&s.  First  certain  States,  including  among  others  Alabama, 
Arizona,  California,  Indiana,  Kansas,  Ohio,  Oklahoma,  Tennessee,  and  Mas- 
sachu.sett.s,  appear  to  have  legal  fiscal  requirements  that  impede  application  of 
the  procedure  to  these  jurisdictions.  Second,  certain  of  the  Federal  agencies 
using  the  device  have  not  been  fully  awai’e  of  its  basic  purpo.se  and  have  failed 
to  institute  an  effective  monitoring  system.  A  special  Federal  Ta.sk  I\»rce  on 
letter-of-credit  procedure  spearheaded  by  Treasury  is  now  reviewing  these  and 
other  related  pi-oblems  with  a  view  toward  overcoming  these  deficiencies.  In 
short,  the  letter-of-credit  procedure  per  se  is  no  better  than  those  using  it,  but 
with  effective  implementation  it  could  become  a  vitally  significant  financial 
proc-edure  for  eliminating  a  continuing  tension  point  in  intergovernmental  fiscal 
relations. 

Section  203  recognizes  the  merits  of  this  mechani.sni  and  seeks  to  give  them 
the  full  force  of  law.  It  is  geared  to  assuring  that  States  will  not  draw  on  grant 
funds  in  advance  of  their  program  needs.  At  the  same  time,  it  does  not  seek  to 
hold  them  accountable  for  interest  or  other  income  earned  on  any  grant  funds 
advanced,  prior  to  their  disbursement  for  program  purposes.  Effective,  govern¬ 
ment-wide  implementation  of  this  device  should  save  the  Federal  Government 
considerable  amounts  of  interest  costs. 

Section  204  stipulates  that  Federal  departments  and  agencies  may  waive 
legislative  requirements  for  a  “single  State  agency,”  multimember  board,  or 
commission.  In  1965,  we  testified  that  “about  one-third  of  the  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  are  governed  by  single  State  agency  provLsions”  and  “almost 
three-fourtlis  of  total  Federal  grant  funds  are  disbursed  under  these  provisions.” 
A  cursory  examination  of  grant  programs  enacted  since  that  time  reveals  that 
at  lea.st  four  of  the  newer  programs,  including  the  Narcotic  Addiction  and  Alco¬ 
holism  amendments.  Regulation  of  Surface  Mining  Operations  legislation,  the 
Clean  Air  Act  amendments,  and  the  Meat  Inspection  Act,  contain  “single  agency” 
provisions. 

The  merits  of  the  single  State  agency  requirement  now  appear  to  be  largely 
historical.  In  the  formative  years  of  the  public  a.ssistance,  for  example,  the 
requirement  was  es.sential  to  bring  order  out  of  chaos  in  the  existing,  as  well 
as  newly  emerging  public  assistance  programs  in  the  States.  It  was  necessary 
then  that  the  Federal  agency  have  one  and  only  one  State  agency  to  deal  with 
ill  matters  regarding  public  assistance  and  that  this  agency  be  held  responsible 
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for  ndiiiiiiisteriiiK  tlioso  programs.  "With  improved  State  adniinistratioii  of 
eral  aid  iwograiiis  liowever  and  the  pressing  coiiteinporary  need  of  the  States 
to  restnn  tnre  tlieir  governmental  organization  in  order  to  keep  ahreast  of  their 
added  fnnetion.s  and  responsihilities,  the  kind  of  flexihility  i>ermitte<l  by  See- 
tion  204  is  of  the  utmost  signifieance. 

Rigid  application  of  single  agency  requirements  can  tie  ui>  governors  as  well 
as  State  legislatures  in  their  reorganization  efforts.  ^Moreover,  given  the  increasing 
number  of  grant-in-aid  programs  which  requii’e  “multidi.sciplinary”  packaging 
approaches,  a  doctrinnain^  adherence  to  this  re<iuirenient  apinairs  wholly  archai<'. 
Under  this  section,  the  head  of  the  administering  Federal  department  or  agency 
is  authorized  to  waive  the  requirement  on  request  of  a  recipient  State,  if  the 
department  or  agency  is  convinced  that  the  proposed  alternative  administrative 
arrangement  will  not  undermine  the  program  objectives  sought  through  the 
grant. 

One  of  the  most  critical  needs  in  contemporary  intergovernmental  adminis¬ 
tration  is  recognition  ,by  all  concerned  that  the  States  have  varying  admini.s- 
trative  needs  and  cairacities.  This  provision,  namel.v,  section  204  in  Title  1 1 
clearly  recognizes  this  fact  and  gives  Federal  and  State  administrators  the  kind 
(if  discretionary  authority  required  to  cope  with  this  hard  fact  of  intergovern¬ 
mental  managerial  life. 

Title  III :  Title  III  of  S.  698  seeks  to  strengthen  the  role  of  the  traditional 
“services-in-aid”  function  in  contemporary  Federal-State-local  relations.  It 
permits  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  provide  specialized  and  technical 
services  to  State  and  local  jurisdictions  on  a  reimbursable  basis.  A  numlau-  of 
Federal  departments  and  agencies  already  provide  such  .services  gratuitously 
or  at  cost  as  a  consequence  of  specific  Congressional  authorization.  The  incrc^a.s- 
ingly  complex  and  technical  nature  of  State  and  local  governmental  activities, 
along  with  the  soaring  costs  of  providing  technical  per.sonnel  and  equipment, 
highlight  the  pressing  need  for  this  permissive  provision. 

During  the  1965  hearings  on  the  predeces.sor  title ;  the  question  arose  as  to 
whether  this  authorization  constituted  a  threat  to  various  businesses  in  the 
private  sector.  It  is  our  opinion  that  the  language  of  Section  302  provides  ample 
safeguards  against  this  potentiality.  The  hearings  on  S.  561  also  rai.sed  the  i.ssue 
as  to  whether  the  Federal  Government  could  a.scertain  accurately  the  “salaries 
and  all  computa.ble  overhead  and  indirect  costs  of  performing  such  services" — 
as  is  stipulated  in  Section  302.  The  point  here,  of  Course,  is  whether  the  Federal 
Government  has  an  adequate  procedure  to  assure  fair,  adequate,  and  wmplete 
a.s.signment  of  costs.  In  this  connection,  we  understand  that  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget,  after  having  consulted  with  State  and  local  officials,  is  about  to  issue 
a  circular  promulgating  principles  and  standards  for  determining  costs  applicable 
to  grants  and  contracts  with  State  and  local  governments.  If  this  is  feasible  in 
the  grant-in-aid  context,  we  believe  that  there  is  no  reason  that  the  same  rules 
cannot  be  applied  to  the  reverse  situation  contemplated  by  Section  302,  that  is 
to  the  provision  of  Federal  technical  services  to  State  and  local  governments. 

The  discretionary  power  provided  in  this  title  w'ould  not  affect  the  progi-ams 
of  tho.se  Federal  agencies  that  have  ,been  authorized  to  provide  si>ecial  technical 
assistance,  facilities,  or  consultation  services  without  reimbur.sement.  The 
“services-in-aid”  policy  stipulated  is  wholly  permissive  and  requesting  State  or 
local  agencies  ami  the  Federal  agency  involved  would  have  to  agree  on  the  scope 
and  costs  of  the  services  to  be  iierformed. 

Title  IV :  This  title  establishes  a  .coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  for  the 
planning  and  administration  of  Federal  grants  for  urban  development.  With 
increasing  urbanization,  there  has  .been  a  rapid  growth  in  Federal  funds  and 
programs  available  for  such  development.  The  Commission,  in  its  .lanuary  1994 
report.  Impact  of  Federal  Urban  Development  Programs  on  Local  Government 
Organization  and  Plans,  identified  some  43  separate  Federal  urban  development 
grant  and  loan  programs  administered  by  13  separate  departments  and  agencies. 
An  early  1966  survey  put  the  figures  at  over  SO  and  the  pre.sent  figure  proba.hly 
falls  .somewhere  in  the  vacinity  of  120  (using  DIIUD  estimates) . 

During  the  next  fiscal  year,  approximately  .$12  billion  of  the  more  than  820 
billion  of  total  estimated  Federal  aid  will  be  spent  in  standard  metroixilitan 
statistical  areas,  according  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  calcidations.  This  rep¬ 
resents  a  hike  of  about  $8  billion — or  nearly  205  percent — over  the  compara.hle 
1961  figure  and  a  $3  billion  increase  for  the  past  three  years.  According  to 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  estimates,  the  total  Federal 
financial  commitment  for  FY  1969  for  urban  community  and  social  developnnuit 
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assistance  may  well  exceed  tlie  $37  billion  mark — or  twice  the  1961  level.  These 
figures,  it  should  Jbe  noted,  are  based  on  the  projected  extent  of  Federal  linancial 
obligations  or  commitments  to  communities  of  2500  or  more  and  include  insurance 
and  guaranteed  loans. 

The  greatest  growth  in  urban-oriented  grants  have  occurred  in  the  area.s  of 
education,  housing  and  community  development,  and  programs  to  better  the 
position  of  the  disadvantaged.  They  include  grants  that  go  directly  to  the  local 
c'orn  muni  ties  involved  as  well  as  those  to  States  which  subsequently  are  channeled 
to  or  benefit  urban  communities. 

The  need  for  coordination  and  improved  intergovernmental  relations  is  clearly 
greatest  in  our  metropolitan  areas  where,  according  to  the  1967  Census  of  Covei'u- 
ments,  the  fragmentation  and  overlapping  of  governmental  jurisdictions  is  ac¬ 
celerating.  Title  IV  offers  some  procedures  for  assisting  the  various  levels  of 
government  operating  directly  or  indirectly  in  such  areas  to  work  together  to 
solve  common  pro,blems.  It  authorizes  the  President  to  establish  government-wide 
guides  for  the  formulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of  Federal  urban  development 
programs  and  projects  ( Section  401) .  It  also  provides  as  a  matter  of  Congressional 
policy,  that  agencies — to  the  maximum  extent  possible — will  take  into  acaount 
all  viewqx>ints — national.  State,  regional,  and  local — in  the  formulation  and 
evaluation  of  such  programs  and  projects  (Sedtion  401).  Moreover,  systematic 
planning  required  by  several  individual  Federal-urban  programs  shall — again, 
to  the  extent  possible — ^be  coordinated  with  and  made  part  of  comprehensive 
local  and  areawide  ur,ban  development  planning  ( Section  401) . 

A  special  feature  of  our  federal  system  is  that  most  types  of  domestic  pul)lic 
services  are  administered  by  general  local  governments — ^cities,  counties,  and 
towns.  Yet,  special  districts  in  the  United  States  are  growing  at  a  rapid  rate. 
From  1962  to  1967,  these  units  experienced  a  16  i>ercent  increase,  reaching  a 
total  of  more  than  21,000.  It  is  the  Commission’s  belief  that  where  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  legislation  makes  both  special  purpose  local  govemments  and  units  of 
general  local  governments  eligible  to  receive  urban  development  loans  and  grants. 
Federal  agencies  should  favor  the  latter,  in  a,bsence  of  substantial  reasons  to  the 
contrary.  Section  402  of  this  title  implements  this  goal. 

Title  V :  Title  V  of  S.  698  has  a  leiithy  legislative  history  dating  back  to  the 
S7th  Congress.  It  provides  a  uniform  policy  and  procedure  for  Congressional 
review  of  future  graiiLs-in-aid  to  States  and  local  units  of  government.  In  those 
cases  where  no  expiration  date  for  grant  authority  is  specified  by  law  and  where 
such  grants  are  not  specifically  exempted  from  the  provisions  of  Section  502, 
a  five-year  termination  date  is  stipulated. 

Strangely  enough,  there  is  still  considerable  confusion  concerning  the  purposes 
and  provisions  of  tins  title.  Its  basic  purpose  is  to  assure  that  new  grant-in-aid 
programs  will  be  revised  and  redirected,  as  necessary,  to  meet  growing  and 
changing  needs  which  thej^  were  originally  designed  to  support. 

Crants-in-aid,  as  was  noted  at  the  outset,  constitute  the  Federal  Government’s 
principal  wmapon  for  accomplishing  national  legislative  goals  in  the  domestic 
arena,  while  at  the  same  time  maximizing  intergovernmental  cooperation  and 
reliance  on  grassroots  of  governmental  administration.  Yet,  one  perennial  criti¬ 
cism  made  of  Federal  grant  programs  is  that  once  established  they  tend  to  con¬ 
tinue  of  their  own  accord  without  substantial  modification,  even  when  the 
circumstances  that  prompted  their  establishment  have  changed  or  disapi>eared. 
The  need  for  systematic  reassessment  of  grant-in-aid  programs  is  especially  im¬ 
portant  in  a  period  of  rapid  urbanization  and  technological  change,  such  as  we 
are  now  experiencing. 

The  Advisory  Commission  in  its  report  on  Periodic  Congressional  Reassessment 
of  Grants-in-Aid  to  State  and  Local  Governments  ( 1961 ) ,  and  the  .Joint  Committee 
on  Congressional  Reorganization  in  one  of  its  major  findings  clearly  underscored 
the  need  for  this  title.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  serves  as  excellent  complementary 
legi.'^lation  to  Section  105  of  the  proposed  Congressional  Reorganization  Act 
(S.  355  and  H.R.  2595)  which  authorizes  “review  analysts”  for  each  of  the 
major  standing  committees  of  Congress. 

With  reference  to  the  five-year  termination  provision  in  this  title  which  has 
occasioned  so  much  debate  and  little  agreement,  the  following  points  should  be 
noted ; 

It  obviously  does  not  apply  to  those  future  grant-in-aid  programs  that 
would  have  a  termination  date  ; 

It  would  not  apply  to  grants  wherein  Congress  had  waived  application  of 
this  termination  provision  ;  and 
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It  would  apply  only  to  those  grants  which  Congress — for  some  reason  or 
other — failed  to  designate  as  ongO'ing  or  short-run  programs. 

As  a  practical  matter  and  if  the  past  is  any  guide,  few  grants-in-aid  would 
be  affected  by  this  termination  provision.  Our  staff  analysis  of  recently  enacted 
grant  programs  indicates  that  Congress  as  a  matter  of  course  now  provides 
expiration  dates  for  almost  all  grant  programs.  Of  the  41  enactments  of  new  or  ex¬ 
panded  grant  programs  in  1963,  all  but  three  contained  expiration  or  other 
limiting  provisions  (the  three  include:  USDA’s  program  for  Water  Works  and 
Sewage  Plants  in  Rural  Areas,  and  two  programs  authorized  by  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1965).  Of  the  30  major  grant-in-aid  enactments  in  1966, 
only  four  contained  no  expiration  provision  (Air  Pollution  Control  Maintenance, 
the  Nonfood  Assistance  program  under  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966,  the 
National  Trust  Historical  Preservation  legislation,  and  Assistance  for  Housing  in 
Alaska).  Of  the  17  enacted  during  the  first  session  of  the  90th  Congress  (1967), 
only  one  had  no  expiration  provision  (Meat  Inspection  Act).  Finally,  of  the  four 
passed  thus  far  in  this  session,  only  one  (Child  Welfare  Services  under  the  Social 
Security  Amendments)  lacks  such  a  provision.  We  would  like  to  submit  for 
the  record  a  list  of  grant-in-aid  programs  enacted  during  the  period  1961-April 
1968,  showing  the  extent  to  which  specific  expiration  dates  have  been  provided. 
This  table  should  allay  the  fears  of  those  who  view  Section  502  of  S.  698  with 
alarm. 

With  reference  to  the  final  three  sections  of  Title  V  we  agree  with  the  position 
taken  earlier  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  others  that  Section  504,  which  calls 
for  studies  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs,  would 
simply  give  greater  focus  to  the  efforts  of  GAO  and  would  result  in  a  better 
servicing  of  the  needs  of  the  reviewing  committees.  It  is  our  belief  that  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  now  has  the  authority  to  undertake  the  mission  assigned  to 
him  by  this  section.  Similarly,  the  role  assigned  to  the  Advisory  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  under  Section  505,  while  creating  possible  budgetary 
problems,  certainly  is  within  the  Commission’s  present  mandate  “to  make  avail¬ 
able  technical  assistance  to  executive  and  legislative  branches  of  the  Federal 
Government  in  their  review  of  proposed  legislation  to  determine  its  overall  effect 
on  the  federal  system.”  The  question  raised  in  the  1965  hearings  as  to  a  possible 
conflict  regarding  the  role  of  Federal  executive  members  on  the  Commission 
appears  to  lack  much  substance,  since  any  member  of  the  Commission  is  always 
at  liberty  to  dissent  to  or  abstain  from  recommendations  adopted  by  the 
majority.  Finally,  the  GAO  records  and  audit  authority  stipulated  in  Section  506 
is  simply  in  accord  with  good  fiscal  management  practices.  Most  grant-in-aid 
legislation  contains  such  provisions,  but  the  general  authority  provided  w’ould 
remove  any  ambiguities  concerning  GAO’s  power  in  those  few  instances  where 
it  is  lacking. 

Title  VI :  This  title  constitutes  an  entirely  new  departure  from  the  previous 
legislation  and  is  designed  to  overcome  the  proliferation  of  Federal  grant  pro¬ 
grams  by  authorizing  the  President  to  submit  to  Congre.ss  plans  for  the  consoli¬ 
dation  of  individual  categories  within  broad  fimctional  areas.  Such  authority 
would  be  subject  to  the  type  of  Congressional  veto  that  presently  applies  to 
executive  reorganization  plans. 

It  is  almost  suijerfiuous,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  declare  to  this  Subcommittee  that  the 
proliferation  of  Federal  grants  has  created  serious  fiscal  and  administrative 
problems  at  all  levels  of  government.  Your  “Creative  Federalism”  hearings  as  well 
as  those  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization  clearly 
reveal  the  detrimental  impact  of  such  factors  as  the  lack  of  information  concern¬ 
ing  sources  of  available  funds,  the  overlapping  and  duplication  among  functional 
programs,  and  the  infiexibility  of  many  'separate  funds  and  requirements  on  capac¬ 
ity  of  both  administrators  and  elected  ofiicials  to  effectively  execute,  coordinate 
and  evaluate  grant-in-aid  programs. 

Consolidation  then  is  a  top  priority  item  on  practically  everybody’s  check 
list  on  how  to  strengthen  the  grant-in-aid  system.  Unfortunately,  consolidation  is 
far  easier  to  orate  about,  than  to  achieve.  Certain  encouraging  steps,  however, 
have  been  taken  at  the  Federal  level  to  achieve  greater  rationality  in  the  maze  of 
programs  by  grant  consolidations. 

First,  under  the  leadership  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  which  administers  approximately  half  of  the  grant  programs,  the 
Comprehensive  Public  Health  Planning  and  Public  Health  Services  amend¬ 
ments  (Partnership  in  Health  Act)  were  developed  and  subsequently  enacted 
by  Congress.  This  Act  consolidates  several  previously  separate  categorical  pro- 
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grams  and  established  a  single  authorization,  appropriation  and  set  of  re- 
(luirements.  Under  it,  the  States  are  given  considerable  discretion  in  devel¬ 
oping  their  own  health  servic-es  in  light  of  their  own  special  needs. 

Second,  President  Johnson  in  his  Mai’cli  1967  message  on  “The  Quality  of 
Government”  announced  that  he  requested  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  to  review  the  range  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  to  determine 
additional  areas  where  consolidation  should  be  taken.  Pursuant  to  this 
Presidential  directive,  top  level  HEW  officials  have  been  working  with  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  in  analyzing  possibilities  of  further  consolidations  in 
HEW  administered  programs. 

Third,  this  yiMir  two  additional  consolidating  measures  were  introduced 
by  the  Administration  for  Congressional  consideration :  the  proposed  Part¬ 
nership  in  Earning  and  Learning  Act  (S.  3099  and  H.R.  15006)  and  the 
proposed  Consolidation  of  the  Educational  Opportunity  Grant,  National 
Defense  Student  Loan,  and  Work  Study  Programs  (Section  402  of  S.  3098 
and  H.R.  15067). 

To  date  then,  grant  consolidation  has  followed  the  normal  cour.se  of  the 
legislative  proee.ss.  A  major  rationale  for  this  approach  is  that  combining  grants 
involves  changing  varying  legislative  requirements  concerning  allocation  for¬ 
mulas,  matching  ratios,  as  well  as  the  basic  responsibility  of  Congress  for  deter¬ 
mining  the  direction  of  Federal  funds  to  achieve  siiecial  and  national  objectives. 
The  principal  defects  of  this  method  are  of  a  political  and  more  practical  nature. 
First,  middle  management  administrators  at  both  the  State  and  Federal  levels 
frequently  are  unfriendly  to  departmental  efforts  to  consolidate  programs  which 
they  administer.  Second,  si^eeial  interests  which  usually  attach  them.selves  to 
the  grant  aided  functions  frequently  set  up  political  obstacles  to  Congressional 
efforts  which  threaten  to  upset  the  grant-in-aid  status  quo.  Third,  the  practical 
problems  imposed  by  the  complexity  and  divergent  program  goals  of  the  existing 
grant  structure  hinder  the  formulation  and  effective  implementation  of  workable 
consolidations.  These  factors  combine  to  hinder  both  departmental  and  Con¬ 
gressional  endeavors  to  achieve  grant  consolidations  through  the  normal  legis¬ 
lative  process. 

The  approach  embodied  in  Title  VI  is  geared  to  overcoming  some  of  these 
obstacles.  Under  it,  the  President  would  submit  grant  consolidation  plans  to 
Congress  under  procedures  similar  to  those  used  for  administrative  reorganization 
plans  and  this  would  place  primary  responsibility  for  this  effort  in  the  Executive 
Office  of  the  President.  A  plan  would  become  effective  at  the  end  of  ninety  (90) 
calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of  Congress  following  its  transmittal, 
unless  either  House  passed  a  resolution  disapproving  the  proposed  consolidation. 
Each  plan  would  involve  a  consolidation  of  individual  programs  within  the  same 
functional  area  and  would  focus  administrative  responsibility  in  one  Federal 
agency,  specify  the  formula  or  formulas  for  making  the  grant,  and  describe 
the  differences  betwmen  the  new  formula  and  those  under  each  of  the  previous 
individual  programs. 

Some  opponents  of  this  “reorganizational  plan  approach”  have  contended  that 
it  involves  an  unconstitutional  delegation  of  legislative  authorit.v  to  the  executive 
branch.  We  are  convinced — and  various  authorities  support  us — that  the  issues 
involved  in  this  argument  differ  in  no  respect  from  those  that  apply  to  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1919,  as  amended.  Thus  far,  the  latter  has  been  voted  by 
Congress  on  seven  different  occasions  and  renewal  is  again  pending.  Congress’ 
action  then,  along  with  court  cases  upholding  the  validity  of  the  Act,  clearly  dem¬ 
onstrate  the  constitutionality  of  this  device. 

The  Advisory  Commission  in  its  massive  study  of  Fiscal  Balance  in  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Federal  System  recommended  a  drastic  decrease  in  the  number  of  separate 
authorizations  for  Federal  grants  and  siiecifically  .sanctioned  the  method  set 
forth  in  this  title  as  a  means  of  furthering  this  objective. 

Title  VII :  Title  VII  amends  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services 
Act  by  stipulating  a  uniform  procedure  for  acquisition,  use  and  disix>sition  of 
land  within  urban  areas  b.y  the  General  Services  Administration  in  conformance, 
to  the  extent  possible,  with  local  governments’  planning  and  land  use  goals.  The 
U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  and  the  National  League  of  Cities  have  adopted  spe¬ 
cific  resolutions  calling  for  this  title  and  it  is  wholly  consistent  with  the  findings 
and  recommendations  in  the  Commission’s  rei>ort  on  the  Impact  of  Federal  Urban 
Development  Programs  on  Local  Government  Organization  and  Planning. 

Under  the  provisions  of  this  title,  the  GSA  Administrator  in  disposing  of  Fed¬ 
eral  urban  land  holdings,  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give  advance  notice  to 
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tlif*  g(“iH‘i-al  local  g(jveniniciit  having  zoning  and  land  nsc  jarisdiction  ovt-r  the 
land  involved  in  the  proposed  transaction,  idle  Administrator  is  also  direct<“d  to 
comply,  to  the  extent  possible,  with  the  zoning  and  land-iise  regulations  of  the 
local  government  affected  when  acquiring  or  changing  the  use  of  any  real  proii- 
erty  in  urhan  areas. 

Federal  land  aciiuisition  di.sposal  practices  in  urban  areas  clearly  have  a  sig¬ 
nificant  impact  on  local  .schools,  water  and  sewage  service.s,  highways  and  streets 
and  other  local  governmental  functions.  At  present  there  is  no  formal  Federal 
policy  with  respect  to  these  practices,  in  contrast  to  the  planning  requirements  in 
several  grant  programs  that  seek  to  .strengthen  local  and  areawide  planning  ami 
land-use  regulations.  The  notice  required  in  disposition  proceedings  would  give 
local  governments  an  opportunity  to  zone  the  use  of  such  land  in  accordance  with 
local  comprehensive  planning  objectives.  Moreover,  the  GSA  Administrator  in 
such  proceedings,  to  the  extent  feasible,  would  furnish  any  prosiiective  purchases 
with  local  planning  inform.-ition  relating  to  zoning,  land  use,  and  other  regula¬ 
tions  which  would  be  applicable  to  the  iTse  and  development  of  the  property 
offered  for  sale.  In  acquiring  or  changing  the  use  of  real  proi)erty  in  urban 
areas,  the  Administrator,  to  the  extent  practicable,  would  consider  all  objections 
made  by  the  affected  local  government  relating  to  possible  conflicts  with  its 
zoning  regulations  or  planning  objectives  and  GSA  is  required  to  comply  with 
such  regulations  and  objective.s — to  the  extent  he  determines  feasible.  The  lan¬ 
guage  of  this  title  clearly  protects  the  Federal  interest  in  these  various  proceed¬ 
ings.  At  the  same  time,  due  consideration  is  given  to  protecting  the  legitimate 
planning  and  land  use  objectives  of  urban  local  governments. 

The  thrust  and  even  some  of  the  language  of  this  title  closely  resemble  legisla¬ 
tion  enacted  in  the  88th  Congress  establishing  similar  procedures  for  sale  or 
disposition  of  public  lands  by  the  Department  of  Interior  (78  8tat.  986).  Tiie 
following  excerpt  from  the  regulations  issued  by  the  Department  of  Interior  on 
this  Act  {Federal  Register,  February  20,  1965)  demonstrate  that  the  procedures 
established  in  Title  VII  of  S.  698  are  both  practical  and  desirable : 

“Disposal  programs  will  be  scheduled  in  a  manner  to  make  all  actions  consistent 
with  established  or  proposed  State  or  local  governmental  programs  and  with 
State,  county,  and  other  local  governmental  master  and  detailed  plans.  Disposals 
within  the  area  of  influence  of  growing  communities  will  be  deferred  until  local 
governmental  master  plans  have  been  adopted  and  zoning  regulations  are  in 
effect.  However,  in  the  absence  of  master  plans,  critical  needs  in  such  areas  or 
influence  may  be  met  if  such  action  appears  proper  to  the  authorized  oflicer  after 
consultation  with  the  appropriate  local  planning  and  governing  officials. 

"Xo  less  than  90  days  before  offering  for  sale  lands  which  have  been  classified 
for  disposal  under  the  act  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  in  part  2410,  the 
authorized  nffieer  will  notify  the  head  of  the  governing  body  of  the  political  sub¬ 
division  of  the  State  having  jurisdiction  over  zoning  in  the  geographic  area  within 
which  the  lands  are  located,  to  afford  that  liody  an  opportunity  to  zone  the  land 
for  use  in  accordance  with  local  planning  and  development.” 

Furthermore,  the  testimony  on  March  8,  1967  of  Mr.  Boyd  D.  Rasmussen, 
Director  of  Interior's  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  before  the  U.S.  Senate  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Public  Lands  of  the  Interior  and  In.sular  Affairs  Committee  would 
indicate  that  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  found  that  the  local  land  use 
planning  requirements  of  the  Public  Sale  Act  of  1964  have  prcxluced  salutary 
changes  in  Interior’s  land  disposition  program  and  afforded  the  Department 
major  opiiortunities  to  strengthen  intergovernmental  relations  in  this  functional 
area — an  opportunity,  it  would  seem,  that  the  Department  and  the  States  and 
counties  involved  are  using  to  good  advantage. 

Title  VIII :  This  title  establishes  a  uniform  policy  for  the  fair  and  equitable 
relocation  of  persons  and  businesses  forced  to  move  by  Federal  or  federally 
assisted  programs.  IVith  the  exception  of  those  provisions  relating  to  land  acqui¬ 
sition  which  are  now  covered  by  Title  IX,  Title  VIII  in  this  bill  is  iilentical  to  a 
separate  bill  which  passed  the  Senate  on  .Inly  22,  1966  but  died  in  the 
House  committee. 

The  Advisory  Commission  considered  the  issue  of  Federal  relocation  policy  in  a 
report,  approved  in  .lanuary  196.5,  on  Relocation :  Unequal  Treatment  of  People 
and  Businesses  Displaced  by  Governments.  This  report  resulted  in  the  subsequent 
introduction  by  you,  ^Ir.  Chairman,  of  S.  1681. 

The  Commission  undertook  the  study  of  relocation  when  it  became  concerned 
over  the  reported  lack  of  uniformity  in  relocation  policies  among  and  within  the 
three  levels  of  government  and  the  resultant  inequitaljle  and  inconsistent  treat¬ 
ment  of  those  displaced.  It  felt  that  the  problem  had  clear  intergovernmental 
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implications,  particularly  bccanst*  the  federally  assisted  urljan  renewal  and  high- 
\\ay  i>rogranis  cause  most  of  the  displacement  nationwide,  and  the  displacement 
occurs  mainly  in  urban  areas  where  intergovernmental  relations  are  most  critical. 

The  heart  of  the  Commission’s  Relocation  report  was  an  analysis  of  govern- 
I  mental  policies  and  practices  in  relocation  current  at  I  hat  time  at  all  three  levels. 

A  fundamental  source  of  information  was  a  (piestionnaire  survey  of  the  practices 
,  and  policies  f>f  cities  over  KRt. ()()((  tioptdation  conducted  jointly  in  the  summer 
of  ll>(i4  by  the  Commission  and  the  I’.S.  Conference  of  .Mayors,  in  addition.  Com¬ 
mission  staff  worked  clo.sely  with  the  staff  of  the  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real 
I’ropcu'ty  Ac(piisirion  of  the  House  Committee  on  I’ublic  Works. 

The  Commission  found  that  governmental  re.sponsibility  for  helping  displacees 
to  relocate  stems  from  two  sources  :  ( 1}  governmeufs  exercise  of  eniiuent  domain 
in  acfpiiring  real  property;  and  (2)  its  concern  for  the  economic  and  social 
wtdf.'ire  of  its  citizens.  I'nder  the  Constitutional  doctrine  of  eminent  dtnnain  in 
the  I'nited  States,  government  can  force  people  to  sell  their  proi)erty.  The  prop¬ 
erty  owner  thus  cannot  refuse  to  sell  if  he  believes  the  price  offered  is  insuffi- 
<-ient  to  compensate  for  all  costs  of  reestablishing  himself.  Since  the  canirts  gen¬ 
erally  have  limited  compensation  to  the  fair  market  value  of  the  real  proiwrty 
acquired,  property  owners  and  tenants  must  look  to  the  legislature  to  be  com- 
liensated  for  incidental  costs  not  covered  by  the  value  of  the  real  proi)erty  taken. 

I  nlike  proiterty  owners  displaced  by  public  acquisition,  owners  displaced  by 
private  ac(]uisition  can  hold  out  for  a  sales  price  which  will  assure  them  coni- 
liensalion  for  the  cost  of  resettling,  as  well  as  the  value  of  their  real  pro[)erty. 
'■I'enants  in  either  case — public  or  private — have  little  lu'otection.  laiwer  income 
groups  are  usually  renters  and  tind  it  most  difficult  to  rehouse  and  readjust. 

Government  for  many  years  has  had  a  policy  of  concern  for  the  economic 
and  social  opportunities  of  its  citizens.  This  concern  logically  should  include  the 
social  and  economic  effects  of  forcible  displacement,  particularly  at  this  juncture 
in  time. 

As  a  general  principle,  therefore,  the  Commission  concluded  that  persons  and 
businesses  displaced  by  local.  State,  or  Fedei-al  public  works  and  other  programs 
are  entitled  to  assistance  in  relocating,  and  this  entitlement  extends  to  lessees 
and  tenants  as  well  as  to  owners  of  homes  and  business  establishments. 

XiiK"  major  findings  arose  from  the  Commission  study: 

It  found  that  governmental  displacement  of  persons  and  businesses  is  sub¬ 
stantial,  particularly  with  respect  to  the  federally  aided  urban  renewal, 
highway  programs,  and  local  code  enforcement.  IMoreover.  all  indications  are 
that  the  rate  of  displacement  will  continue  to  grow.  Thus,  it  is  noteworthy 
that  while  the  House  Select  Subcommittee  in  19(14  estimated  future  annual 
dis{)lacement  of  families  and  individuals  by  highway  departments  at  3(1.770 
and  businesses  and  nonprofit  organizations  at  8.87(1,  a  1967  study  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Transportation  estimated  these  annual  figures  for  the  period 
July  1967  through  June  1970  would  be  48.983  and  o.ood.  respectively. 

The  Commission  discovered  great  inconsistencies  in  present  provisions  for 
relocation  assistance.  These  inconsistencies  are  among  different  programs 
within  the  same  level  of  government — local.  State,  and  Federal — and  among 
levels  of  government.  They  concern  the  amount  and  scope  of  relocation  pay¬ 
ments,  advisory  assistance,  and  assurance  with  respect  to  availability  of 
standard  hoxising.  Nationwide,  federally  aided  urban  renewal  and  highway 
programs  cause  the  most  displacement.  The  urban  renewal  program  makes 
the  most  comprehensive  provision  for  relocation  assistance,  but  relocation 
l»rovisions  of  the  highway  program  are  appreciably  less  equitable. 

The  effect  of  the  inconsistencies  is  felt  mo.st  keeidy  in  urban  areas  where 
programs  of  all  kinds  at  all  three  levels  of  government  most  frequently 
come  together — where  different  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs  dis¬ 
place  neighboring  properties.  A  homeowner  whose  property  is  taken  for  a 
federally  aided  urban  renewal  project  is  entitled  to  moving  co.sts  up  to  .$200. 
Ills  neighbor,  whose  propert.y  is  taken  for  a  federally  aided  highway  pro¬ 
gram,  is  entitled  to  $2(M),  but  only  if  the  State  has  authorized  it.  As  of  April 
this  year,  14  States  had  not  authorized  such  iiayments,  and  even  among  the 
States  that  have,  tin  appreciable  number  have  not  authorized  payments 
up  to  the  Federal  limit,  or  not  for  tenants  and  lessees.  A  third  homeowner 
in  the  same  neighborhood  may  receive  nothing  at  all  if  his  property  is  taken 
by  General  Services  Administration  for  an  office  building.  Inconsistency 
in  payment  of  business  moving  expenses  is  even  greater  since  the  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act  allows  business  moving  expenses  only  up  to  .$.3,000,  whereas 
displacement  by  a  federally  aided  urban  renewal  project  entitles  a  business 
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owner  to  as  nuieli  as  $25,000  for  moving  expenses.  Displacement  by  OSA 
would  be  without  compensation  for  moving  costs. 

The  worst  problem  in  relocating  families  and  individuals  is  the  shortage 
of  standard  substitute  housing  for  low  income  groups. 

Xonwhites  have  the  most  difficult  relocation  problem  of  all  ixiptilation 
groups.  This  comes  from  their  generally  lower  economic  and  educational 
status ;  the  impact  of  urban  renewal  and  code  enforcement  programs  on 
neighborhoods  where  the.v  are  concentrated ;  and  public  and  private  practices 
that  restrict  their  access  to  housing. 

Large  families  and  the  elderly  present  other  special  housing  problems. 

Among  business  displacees.  small  businesses,  particularly  those  owned 
and  operated  by  the  elderly,  are  the  main  dislocation  problem.  The  typical 
displaced  small  business  is  an  independent  commercial  establishment,  a 
partnership,  or  a  proprietorship  rather  than  a  corporation.  The  elderly 
generally  have  less  capital  and  find  it  more  difficult  to  secure  outside  financ¬ 
ing.  They  have  little  energy  or  spirit  to  resume  business  in  a  new  location. 
Their  problem  is  most  serious  when  they  operate  their  own  business  and  de¬ 
pend  on  it  for  their  livelihood.  Their  businesses  are  usually  retail  or  per¬ 
sonal  service  stores,  dependent  on  long-developed  neighborhood  patronage. 

Advisory  assistance  is  of  growing  importance  in  the  relocation  process. 

The  relocation  process  often  discloses  the  social  and  economic  needs  of 
displaced  persons,  and  thereby  offers  a  unique  opportunity  for  helping  less 
privileged  social  and  economic  groups. 

Three  years  have  elapsed  since  the  Commission  adopted  this  Report,  but  there 
has  been  little  change  in  the  basic  conditions  it  criticized  then.  The  consequ’ences 
of  inconsistency  and  inequity  in  relocation  policies  and  practices  have  become 
wor.se,  if  anything,  because  of  the  continuing  rise  in  displacements  caused  by 
governmental  programs. 

As  already  noted,  the  Commission’s  1965  study  found  that  the  most  serious 
inequities  in  Federal  relocation  policies  arose  because  highway  programs  cause 
about  one-third  of  the  relocation  problem  and  the  level  of  highway  assistance 
and  payments  is  substantially  below'  that  of  the  major  Federal  displacing 
program — urban  renewml.  It  is  therefore  significant  that  a  special  1967  study  on 
highw'ay  relocation  assistance  undertaken  by  the  Department  of  Tr-nnsporta- 
tion  pursuant  to  Congressional  mandate  in  Public  Law'  89-574  strongly  corrob¬ 
orates  the  principal  findings  of  the  ACIR  study.  Tlie  DOT  study  .states,  for 
example : 

“As  the  highway  program  has  moved  forwmrd  w'ith  a  d'esirable  acceleration, 
the  problem  of  relocation  has  become  more  and  more  aggravated  and  has 
affected  more  and  more  individuals  and  husine.sses.  There  is  an  urgent  need 
to  fashion  a  better  solution  to  the  urban  relocation  problem  than  has  existed 
heretofore. 

“This  is  not  a  problem  peculiar  to  the  higliw'ay  program  alone.  It  is  equally 
as  acute  in  urban  renewal,  public  building,  construction,  reclamation  projects, 
and  other  public  improvement  programs.  In  fact,  to  the  extent  possible,  a  gen¬ 
erally  uniform  approach  to  the  solution  of  the  relocation  assistance  problem 
seems  indicated.” 

In  summarizing  the  results  of  consultations  with  urban  officials  throughout 
the  country,  the  DOT  report  states  : 

“The  problem  most  frequently  mentioned  at  ov’er  80  i>ercent  of  the  meetings 
was  the  di.sparity  of  moving  cost  payments  allow'ed  under  urban  renew'al  policy. 
Federal-aid  highway  policy,  and  State  legislative  policies. 

“The  second  problem  most  frequently  referred  to  was  the  lack  of  uniformity 
of  the  many  relocation  assistance  procedures  w'ithin  the  large  urbanized  areas. 
There  w'ere  differences  in  payments,  time  element,  administrative  practices, 
planning,  eligibility  rules,  etc. 

“Still  another  problem  mentioned  was  the  low'  income  of  the  minorit.v  groups 
displaced,  which  in  turn  creatMl  difficulty  or  in  many  cases  inabilit.v  to  relocate 
to  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  housing  units  without  welfare-type  assistance  .  .  . 

“Uniformity  in  relocation  procedures  and  moving  payment  was  the  most 
emphasized  recommendation  at  the  majority  of  the  meetings.  The  lack  of  uni¬ 
formity  of  the  many  governmental  agencies  created  some  bitterness  and  dis¬ 
illusionment  in  the  large  urban  areas  where  several  different  programs  were  in 
operation  at  the  same  time.” 

Tlie  findings  of  the  Oommi.ssion’s  1965  report  are  confirmed  almost  daily  by 
reports  in  the  n'ews  media  of  public  confusion  and  outrage  at  inequitable  reloca¬ 
tion  policies.  In  the  Portland  Oregonian  of  .Inly  7,  1967,  for  example,  there 
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aiipeariHl  a  .ctory  under  the  title  “Businessmen  Object  to  Sacrifice  I’reeways 
1  >emand,”  from  which  the  following  is  a  direct  quote : 

.  .  just  as  the  Oregon  State  Highway  Liepartment  has  started  buying  up 
right-of-way,  a  new  problem  has  arisen  : 

“Who  will  recompense  the  hundreds  of  small  business  establishm'ents  in  its 
path? 

•  Homeowners,  of  course,  can  simply  sell  out  and  find  another  home  with 
more  or  less  degree  of  inconvenience  or  emotional  impact. 

“But  what  about  a  small  business,  with  a  clientele  built  up  slowly  over  the 
years,  and  with  little  or  no  reserve  capital  stashed  away? 

“And  what  about  the  lost  income  this  little  business  is  bound  to  suffer 
through  relocation? 

“Even  if  the  business  could  be  moved — where  to?  A  strictly  zoned  metropolitan 
city  such  as  Portland  offers  few  opportunities  to  find  a  suitable  substitute  loca¬ 
tion. 

“These  were  tlie  questions  flung  at  State  and  federal  politicians  and  bureau¬ 
crats  alike  by  a  small  group  of  businessmen  in  Southeast  Portland  at  a  public 
meeting  called  to  seek  support  for  relocation  compensation. 

“  ‘A  freeway  pi-oject  costing  millions  in  tax  money  should  not  be  allowed 
to  bankrupt  small  businesses  in  its  path,’  said  Jack  Jensen,  owner  of  a  dry 
cleaning  establishment  at  9543  SE  Division  St.  .  .  . 

“The  state  and  federal  agencies  which  finance  and  build  the  freeways  pay 
only  for  the  cosits  of  moving  the  equipment  to  another  location — and  not  very 
much  at  that,  in  most  cases. 

“The  businessmen  were  told  by  state  and  federal  representatives  that  this 
reimbur.sement  for  moving  varied  by  statute  from  $200  to  $3,000  maximum — no 
matter  what  the  move  cost. 

“State  Rep.  Howard  D.  Willits,  who  was  chairman  of  the  meeting,  commented 
that  the  politician  frequently  described  the  small  business  man  as  the  backbone 
of  the  economy,  especially  during  political  campaigns,  but  when  it  came  to 
protecting  his  interests  in  such  cases  of  inequitable  dislocations,  he  is  woefully 
neglected. 

“Adolph  E.  Susan,  regional  appraiser  for  the  Federal  Highway  Administra¬ 
tion  (formerly  Bureau  of  Public  Roads)  said  it  was  Indeed  a  deplorable  situa¬ 
tion  and  blamed  it  on  the  lawraak'ers  who  wrote  the  statutes  allowing  only 
‘reasonable  and  neces.sary  moving  expenses.’ 

“He  said  he  was  sympathetic  and  he  thought  members  of  Congress  w^ere,  but 
until  the  law  was  changed  nothing  but  sympathy  could  be  dispensed  in  the  matter 
of  compensation.” 

On  the  basis  of  its  findings,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  made  14  recommendations  for  local.  State,  and  Federal  action  to  meet 
the  problems  of  persons  displaced  by  governments.  The  recommendations  fell 
under  six  major  headings:  (a)  uniformity  of  relocation  advisory  assistance  and 
payments;  (b)  as.signment  of  responsibility  for  determining  relocation  pay¬ 
ments;  (c)  assurance  of  the  availability  of  standard  homsing  for  displaced  peo¬ 
ple;  (d)  financing  of  relocation  costs;  (e)  modification  of  related  Federal 
prograims  to  ease  the  relocation  process;  and  (f)  local  organization,  technical 
assistance,  and  planning  for  relocation.  For  Federal  action,  it  recommended : 

“1.  That  the  Congress  establish  a  uniform  policy  of  relocation  payments  and 
advisory  assistance  for  persons  and  businesses  displaced  by  direct  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  and  by  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs,  and  that  the  President  direct 
that  the  necessary  steps  be  taken  to  formulate  regulatious  for  carrying  out 
such  a  policy. 

“2.  The  Congress  should  require  that  State  and  local  governments  adminis¬ 
tering  Federal  grant  programs  assure  the  availability  of  standard  housing  before 
proceeding  with  any  property  acquisition  that  displaces  people.  This  requirement 
should  be  at  least  comparable  to  that  in  Federal  urban  renewal  legislation, 
as.suring  that  (a)  there  is  a  feasible  method  for  temporary  relocation  of  di.splaced 
families  and  individuals,  and  that  (b)  there  are  or  are  being  provided  standard 
housing  units  within  their  financial  means  and  in  areas  reasonably  accessible  to 
their  places  of  employment. 

“3.  With  respect  to  financing  relocation  payments  under  federally  as.sisted 
programs,  the  full  costs  of  payments  to  any  person  for  relocating  a  family,  and 
the  costs  of  payments  up  to  $25,000  to  any  per.son  relocating  a  business,  should 
be  completely  reimbursed  by  the  Federal  Government ;  and  the  costs  of  business 
relocation  payments  in  excess  of  that  amount  should  be  shared  on  the  basis 
of  the  cost-sharing  formula  governing  the  particular  program. 
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■'4.  Tile  Small  Business  Administration  Act  should  he  broadened  t(^  authorize  i 
disaster  loans  to  small  Imsiness  concerns  (a)  that  suffer  substantial  economic 
injury  as  a  result  of  a  construction  iirogram  conducted  liy  State  and  local  govern-  j 
ment,  as  well  as  one  conducted  by  a  Federal  or  federally  aided  program;  or  (h)  • 

that  are  adversely  affected  but  not  actually  displaced  by  government  property  i 
takings.  f 

•'.3.  The  executive  branch  should:  (a)  authorize  and  encourage  all  Feileral 
agencies  causing  displacements  in  urban  areas  to  centralize  in  a  single  local  ; 
agency  in  each  major  urban  jurisdiction,  through  formal  or  informal  agree-  ; 
nieur,  responsihility  for  administering  relocation  planning,  payments,  aiul  serv¬ 
ices;  and  (b)  recpiire  all  displacing  agencies  to  give  advance  notice  at  the 
earliest  practicable  time  to  local  units  of  general  government  of  any  construction  j 
programs  which  will  cause  displacement.”  i 

Title  Till  of  S.  (5'JS  would  carry  out  tlu'se  recommendations.  Basically,  it  ■ 
would  establish  a  uniform  policy  of  relocation  payments  and  advisory  assistance 
for  persons  and  businesses  displaced  by  Federal  direct  and  grant-in-aid  programs. 
Thus,  under  Section  802,  heads  of  Federal  agencies  are  required  to  make  reloca-  ' 
tion  payments  in  direct  Federal  programs  causing  displacement,  such  as  GSA. 
the  I'ost  Office  Department,  or  the  Defense  Department,  in  accordance  with  j 
regulations  established  by  the  Fre.sident.  Section  803  requires  the  .same  agencies 
to  provide  relocation  assistance  programs  and  specifies  that  these  include  (a) 
determining  needs  for  assistance,  (b)  assuring  the  availability  of  standard 
housing  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  prior  to  displacement,  (c)  assisting 
businesses  and  farm  operators  in  relocating,  (d)  supplying  information  regard-  i 
ing  FHA,  SBA,  and  other  a.ssistance  programs,  (e)  helping  in  minimizing  re¬ 
adjustment  problems,  and  (f)  coordinating  relocation  with  other  project  activi¬ 
ties  and  governmental  activities  in  the  community  or  nearby  areas.  This  .section 
ahso  broadens  the  Small  Business  Administration  Act  to  authorize  disaster  kians 
to  small  concerns  that  suffer  substanial  economic  injury  from  construction  con¬ 
ducted  by  State  and  local  government  or  that  ai-e  adver.sely  affected  but  not  j 
actually  displaced  by  government  property  takings.  j 

Section  807  extends  the  requirements  of  Sections  802  and  803  with  respect  i 
to  paynumts  and  advi.sory  assistance  to  federally  assi.sted  programs  conducted 
by  State  and  local  governments. 

Section  807(b)  is  in  accord  with  the  Commission  recommendation  that  the  ; 
Federal  Government  fully  reimburse  State  and  local  governments  for  reloca¬ 
tion  payments  up  to  $25,000  in  federally  aided  programs  and  on  a  formula 
cost-sharing  basis  for  any  portion  above  $25,000  per  displacement.  The  Federal 
reimbursement  would  be  contingent  on  the  State  or  local  agency's  agreeing  to 
provide  relocation  payments  and  advisory  assistance  as  pre.scribed  by  Federal  ' 
law  and  regulations. 

Finally,  Section  805(c)  follows  the  (3ommi.ssion  recommendation  that  the 
executive  branch  encourage  Federal  agencies  causing  displac-ements  in  urban 
areas  to  centralize  in  each  major  urban  jurisdiction  resiKUisibility  for  relocation  ' 
administration.  It  provides  that  the  President  may  require  any  Federal  agency  ; 
to  chrry  out  its  relocation  functions  by  entering  into  contracts  or  agreements  uith 
any  State  or  local  agency  for  use  of  its  i-elocation  facilities,  personnel,  and 
services. 

To  sum  up,  the  Gommi.s.sdon’s  recommendations  are  precisely  in  accord  with  | 
those  in  Title  VIII  with  respect  to  (a)  uniformity  among  Federal  and  federally 
assi.sted  programs  concerning  relocation  payments  and  advi.sory  assistance,  j 

(b)  assurance  of  provision  of  a  supply  of  standard  housing  for  tho.se  displaced, 

(c)  Federal  reimbursement  for  relocation  expenses  in  federally  aided  programs, 

and  (d)  Federal  encouragement  of  coordination  of  relocation  administration  ' 
in  major  urban  areas.  j 

A  relevant  question  is:  Vhat  would  lie  the  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  of 
the  proi>osed  provisions  for  relocation  payments  compared  to  the  cost  of  present 
provisions?  It  is  extremely  difficult  to  make  an  estimate  because  of  the  lack  of  re- 
(■(‘ut  data  on  displacement  of  people  and  businesses  by  programs  other  than  the 
IIUD  and  highway  programs,  and  on  the  number  of  displacees  likely  to  be  eligible 
for  the  $1,000  adjustment  payments  for  families  and  the  $1,000  and  .$5, IKK)  relo¬ 
cation  payments  for  farmers  and  businesses,  respectively.  Within  these  limita¬ 
tions.  it  is  our  very  rough  estimate  that  the  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  for 
FY  106,7  under  Title  VIII  of  S.  698  would  have  been  about  $79  million,  comijan'd 
to  an  estimated  $40  million  cost  under  the  relocation  payments  provisions  existing 
at  that  time.  Of  the  total  increase  of  about  .$39  million,  about  $29  million  is 
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alti-ibiitable  to  the  highway  program,  resulting  from  extension  of  coverage  from 
33  (in  FY  1967)  to  50  States,  liberalization  of  relocation  payments,  and  the  pro¬ 
posed  increase  in  the  Federal  share  of  relocation  paymeids  from  90  percent  of 
intersUite  roads  and  50  iK'rcent  on  primary  and  secondary  roads  up  to  KKI  i)er- 
cent  for  all  payments  of  $25,000  or  less.  Another  .$S  million  of  tiie  total  increa.se 
would  be  for  the  IIUD  programs,  again  reflecting  liberalizarion  of  relocation 
payimmts  provisions.  The  remainder  of  the  estimated  increase  is  accounted  for  by 
liberalized  payments  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  initiation  of  pay¬ 
ments  by  four  Federal  agencies  not  now  reimbursing  for  relocation  expenses: 
(ISA,  the  International  Boundary  and  Water  Commission,  the  I'ost  Office  Depart¬ 
ment,  and  TV  A. 

In  conclusion,  we  should  note  that  in  its  report  the  Advisory  Commission 
also  urged  States  to  adopt  uniform  relocation  ladicies  to  govern  strictly  State- 
local  activities.  An  increasing  number  of  States  in  recent  years  have  acted  to 
establish  consistent  relocation  practices  within  their  borders,  including  the 
pa.vment  of  relocation  costs.  xVs  early  as  June  1964,  the  I’ennsylvauia  legislature 
authorized  pajunents  of  relocation  moving  costs  as  part  (if  the  State's  first 
comprehensive  eminent  domain  act  applicable  to  all  proijerty  takings  by  State 
and  local  agencies  (Laws  of  Pennsylvania,  Act  No.  6,  ltH>4).  The  I’ennsylvania 
law  provides  that  “just  compensation’’  shall  consist  of  the  fair  market  value 
of  the  real  proijerty  taken,  plus  such  other  damages  as  provided  in  the  law.  The 
latter  include  the  following  and  are  laiyable  to  both  owners  and  tenants  of  real 
proiierty :  (1)  reasonable  exi>enses  of  removal,  transportation,  and  installation 
of  machinery,  equipment,  or  tixture.s,  not  to  exceed  $25,066  and  in  no  case  to 
exceed  the  market  value;  (2)  business  dislocation  damages,  where  it  is  shown 
that  the  business  cannot  be  relcK-ated  without  stibstantial  loss  of  patronage — • 
payments  may  be  no  more  than  $5,000  and  no  less  than  $250:  (3)  moving  ex- 
peiLses  for  ix'rsonal  property  other  than  machinery,  equipment,  or  tixture.s,  not 
to  exceed  the  market  value  of  the  i>ersonal  property. 

In  1965  the  General  Court  of  Massachusetts  pas.sed  a  law  requiring  payment 
of  moving  expenses  of  up  to  $200  to  families  and  individuals  and  up  to  $3000 
to  businesses  when  displaced  by  agencies  that  exercise  the  power  of  eminent 
domain  (Acts  1965,  C.  790).  Any  propo.sed  acquisition  involving  displacement  of 
occupants  of  more  than  five  dwelling  units  or  more  than  live  business  units 
uia.v  not  proceed  until  the  central  bureau  of  relocation  in  the  State  Department 
of  Commerce  and  Development  has  approved  a  relocation  agency  and  a  relocation 
plan  for  the  project.  The  relocation  plan  must  include  evidence  of  "the  avail¬ 
ability  of  safe,  decent,  sanitary  hou.sing  and  commercial  buildings  within  the 
means  of  occmpants  to  be  displaced,”  and  a  program  for  relocation  of  the 
oc-cuiKints. 

In  1967,  the  New  Jersey  legislature  passed  an  act  (Public  Laws  1967,  C.  79) 
requiring  any  State  agency  or  local  government  causing  displacement  to  pay 
reUx-ation  costs  of  up  to  $200  for  individuals  and  families,  $3.(>00  for  businesses 
and  nonprofit  organizations,  and  $4,060  for  farm  operations.  It  assigned  to  the 
Commissioner  of  the  Department  of  Community  Affairs  responsibility  for  certi¬ 
fying  that  displacing  agencies  have  workable  relocation  assistance  programs  in 
effect  before  forcing  anyone  to  move. 

Last  year,  the  Connecticut  legislature  created  a  Department  of  Community 
Affairs  and  assigned  it  imi>ortaut  relocation  responsibilities,  including  the  ad- 
ministi'ation  of  grants-in-aid  for  relocation  payments  made  by  localities  (Puldic 
Act  522,  Laws  1967,  Sec.  24).  The  commissioner  of  the  Department  is  authorized 
i  to  give  such  aid  to  municipalities  for  relocation  payments  up  to  $250  for  any 
individual  or  family  and  up  to  $25,000  for  any  business  concern  or  farm. 

Federal  and  federally  a.ssisted  programs,  however,  cam-e  the  great  hulk  of 
relocation  traceable  to  governmental  action.  It  ill  bec-omes  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  then  to  lag  behind  the  States  in  treating  fairly  tho.se  on  whom  it  inflicts 
hankship  by  its  many  proix'rty  taking  activities.  This  is  one  more  rea.^on  the 
,  Commission  believes  a  uniform  and  equitable  policy  of  relocation  a--sistance  as 
'  provided  in  Title  VIII  of  S.  698  is  long  overdue. 

Title  IX:  This  title  of  S.  60S  establishes  a  uniform  policy  on  land  acqisitlon 
■'  practices  used  in  Federal  and  federally  assisted  development  programs,  and 
I  complements  the  previous  relocation  title. 

In  recent  years,  there  have  bt'en  growing  complaints  concerning  the  eipiity 
of  government  agency  land  acquisition  practices,  the  adequacy  of  traditional 
i  standards  of  conqiensation,  and  the  sufficiency  of  assistance  to  persons  adversely 
I  affected  by  Federal  direct  or  federally  assisted  public  improvement  programs. 

'  These  problems  have  been  largely  treated  on  a  piecemeal  basis,  with  conseipient 
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inconsistency  among  areas  covered  and  inequity  for  those  imt  covered.  As  a 
resnlt,  bills  were  introduced  in  Congres.s  as  early  as  the  8.1th  Congress  proiK>sing 
an  indei)endent  commission  to  make  a  comprehensive  study  of  all  a.si>ects  of  the 
land  acquisition  and  relocation  problems.  One  bill  to  establi.sh  such  a  commission 
was  introduced  in  the  SGth  and  87th  Congresses  by  Senator  .John  Sparkman,  then 
Chairman  of  the  Housing  Subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  supported  the  objective  of  the  commission 
but  suggested  that  the  study  be  conducted  within  the  legi.slative  branch.  This 
proposal  was  adopted  when  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works  established 
the  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Property  Acqui.sition  in  1961.  After  three  years 
of  intensive  study,  the  Subcommittee  in  December  1964  filed  its  reiwrt,  Study 
of  Compensation  and  Assistance  for  Persons  Affected  by  Real  Property  Acqui¬ 
sition  in  Federal  and  Federally  Assisted  Programs.  Its  recommendations  were 
introduced  in  the  89th  Congress  as  S.  1201  by  Senator  Sparkman  and  in  the 
House  as  H.B.  3421  (Johnson  of  California),  H.R.  66.19  (Bingham),  and  H.R. 
6.180  (St  Germain), 

Because  of  its  provisions  on  relocation,  S.  1201  was  linked  with  S.  1681  and 
referred  to  this  Subcommittee  on  Iirtergovernmental  Relations,  which  held 
hearings  on  both  bills  in  early  summer,  1965.  At  the  suggestion  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  nearly  every  Federal  agency  which  testified  or  submitted  a  statement 
requested  more  time  to  study  the  land  acquisition  provisions  of  S.  1201,  so  that 
attention  was  focused  on  the  relocation  provisions.  S.  1681  eventually  passed 
the  Senate  and  included  three  land  acquisition  provisions  paralleling  subsections 
402(1),  402(2),  and  402(3)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1965,  which  also  conformed 
to  three  provisions  of  Title  I  of  S.  1201.  Following  Senate  action  on  S.  1681,  the 
Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  received  detailed  reports  from  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  other  agencies  on  the  land  acquisition  provisions  of 
S.  1201. 

Title  IX  of  S.  698  incorporates  the  three  land  acquisition  proposals  that  for¬ 
merly  appeared  as  Section  10  of  S.  1681,  plus  other  land  acquisition  provisions 
adapted  from  Sections  101-106  and  112  of  S.  1201.  In  effect,  this  title  represents 
the  first  attempt  by  the  Federal  Government  to  establish  a  uniform  policy  on  land 
acquisition  practices  covering  both  Federal  and  federally  assisted  development 
programs. 

Section  901  establishes  uniform  standards  to  guide  the  land  acqui.sition  prac¬ 
tices  of  Federal  agencies.  It  requires  that : 

every  land  acquisition  agency  make  every  reasonable  effort  to  acquire  prop- 
ei’ty  by  negotiation  rather  than  condemnation ; 

appraisals  be  made  before  initiation  of  negotiations ; 

the  Federal  agency  establish  a  fair  and  reasonable  purchase  price  before 
the  start  of  negotiations  and  make  a  prompt  offer  to  acquire  at  that  price ; 

no  owner  be  required  to  surrender  possession  of  his  property  before  the 
Federal  agency  pays  the  agreed  purchase  price  or  deposits  with  the  court  an 
amount  not  less  than  the  appraised  fair  value  or  the  amount  of  the  con¬ 
demnation  award ; 

no  occupant  be  required  to  move  without  at  least  90  days’  written  notice ; 
the  Federal  agency  permit  a  proiJerty  owner  to  remove  an  improvement  if 
it  is  not  required  by  the  agency  ; 

tenants  of  property  acquired  by  the  government  not  be  charged  rent  above 
a  fair  rental  value ; 

Federal  agencies  not  advance  the  time  of  condemnation  or  defer  the  con¬ 
demnation  or  deposit  of  funds  in  order  to  pressure  the  owner  to  agree  on  a 
price  for  his  property ; 

if  property  is  to  be  acquired  by  eminent  domain,  the  Federal  agency  insti¬ 
tute  formal  condemnation  proceedings ; 

if  the  acquisition  of  only  part  of  a  property  would  leave  the  owner  with  an 
uneconomic  remnant,  the  Federal  agency  acquire  the  entire  property ;  and 
the  Federal  agency  take  into  account  human  considerations  in  setting  the 
boundaries  of  a  proposed  public  improvement. 

In  brief,  this  section  makes  it  clear  that  the  Congress  desires  that  public  agency 
policies  and  procedures  for  the  acquisition  of  real  property  should  be  fair  and 
consistent,  and  should  be  directed  to  giving  the  property  owner  the  full  measure  of 
compensation  authorized  by  law  promptly,  with  a  minimum  of  inconvenience,  and 
without  forcing  him  to  prolong  negotiations  or  to  costly  litigation.  Many  Federal 
agencies  adhere  to  some  or  most  of  these  procedures  and  their  reports  on  S.  1201 
(89th  Congress)  indicated  they  could  abide  by  all  of  the  above. 
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Section  002  clireets  that  “fair  market  value’’  be  paid  as  comiteusution  for  pur- 
eliase  or  eoiulemnatioii.  Section  003  requires  tliat  a  Federal  agency  which  takes 
land  or  an  interest  in  land  must  take  a  similar  interest  in  any  improvement  that 
is  part  of  the  real  property.  It  ahso  provides  a  uniform  standard  for  determining 
whetlier  a  structure  or  other  improvement  is  a  part  of  the  real  property.  Section 
!»03  further  provides  for  equal  treatment  of  property  owners  and  tenants  with 
I'espect  to  buildings  and  structures  on  land  taken. 

Si'ction  004  authorizes  Federal  agencies  to  reimburse  propei-ty  owian-s  for 
reasonable  and  necessary  expen.ses  incidental  to  transferring  title  to  real  proie 
erty  to  the  United  States.  This  recognizes  the  Inecpiity  in  taking  private  property 
for  pul)lic  use  and  requiring  the  owner,  who  may  he  unwilling  to  .sell,  to  incur 
expense  in  order  to  transfer  title. 

SiH.-tiou  OOo  applies  to  federally  a.ssisted  programs  key  element.s  of  the  property 
acqni.sition  policies  and  procedui-es  for  direct  Federal  programs  set  forth  in 
Sections  001  through  004.  Specitically,  it  states  tlnit  State  or  local  agencies  may 
not  receive  Federal  aid  for  acquisition  of  real  property  unless  they  agree  to :  ac- 
([uire  by  negotiated  purchase  rather  than  condemnation  when  reasonably 
feasible':  give  ninety  days’  advance  written  notice  to  vacate  ;  and  establish  a  price 
before  beginning  negotiation  and  make  a  prompt  offer  to  acapiire  the  property  at 
that  full  price.  Further,  beginning  in  1070  such  agreemeii'ts  must  also  include 
lirovision  that  the  State  agency  :  will  pay  the  agreed  purchase  price,  make  avail¬ 
able  to  the  owner  7.1  percent  of  the  apprai.sed  fair  value  of  the  property,  or  de- 
]iosit  or  pay  the  tinal  amount  of  the  condemnation  award;  will  disregard  any 
decreases  in  market  value  caused  by  preliminary  administrative  actions  or  public 
announcements  of  a  proiio.sed  public  improvement :  and  will  assure  e(pial  ti-eat- 
ment  of  property  owners  and  tenants  in  regard  to  improvements  owne<l  by  the 
tenant.  The  latter  effective  date  of  this  provision  is  in  recognition  of  the  fact 
that  some  State  and  local  government  agencies  cannot  legally  or  practicably 
comply  without  first  obtaining  appropriate  authorizing  legislation. 

The  requirements  under  Section  iXlo  for  preferring  negotiation  to  condemna¬ 
tion.  for  ninety  days'  notice,  and  for  prompt  payment  of  the  negotiated  appraised 
or  condemnation  price,  already  apply  to  certain  acquisitions  financed  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  pursuant  to  196.5  legislation,  as 
noted  earlier. 

To  grasp  the  significance  of  achieving  a  more  uniform  and  fair  property  accpii- 
sition  policy,  one  need  only  examine  the  anticipated  animal  scale  of  future  prop¬ 
erty  ac(inisitions  under  direct  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs,  as 
estimated  by  the  House  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  l’roi»erty  Acquisition  in  its 
11K!4  report : 


MAGNITUDE  OF  FUTURE  PROPERTY  ACQUISITIONS,  ANNUAL  BASIS  (ESTIMATE) 


Acreage 

Compensation 

payments 

Ownerships 

Direct  Federal . . . . . 

_  1,204.700 

_ _ _  523,100 

$214, 400, 000 
1,403,900, 000 

30, 660 
152, 340 

_  1,  727,800 

1,618.  300.  000 

183, 000 

The  Advisory  Commission  on  Iiiitergovernniental  Relations  believes  these  figures 
argue  eloquently  for  a  serious  effort  by  the  Federal  (loverimient  to  bring  order  and 
eipiity  to  its  property  acquisition  policies,  and  that  Title  IX,  largely  based  on  the 
exhaustive  .study  of 'the  House  Select  Subconimittee  on  Real  Property  Acquisition, 
is  just  such  an  effort.  Not  to  be  overlooked  is  the  fact  this  title’s  provisions  are 
essentially  in  accord  with  the  reports  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  Department 
of  Defense,  Department  of  Interior,  and  the  General  Services  Administration  on 
S.  1201  (89th  Congress). 

Amendment  No.  748  to  S.  698:  Our  testimony  .shifts  at  tliis  i>oint  from  S.  698 
as  introduc-ed,  to  the  proposed  AmeiKhnent  No.  748  Just  introduced  by  you, 
]\Ir.  Chairman,  which  deals  with  “Accounting,  Auditing,  and  Reporting  of  Grant- 
in-Aid  Funds.”  This  propo.sed  new  title  would  carry  out  a  siTecitic  refommenda- 
tion  adopted  by  the  Advisory  Commission  in  its  reiiort  on  Fi.scal  Balance  in  the 
American  Federal  System  and  we  sti-ongly  urge  its  enactment. 

Federal  agencies  administering  a.ssistance  programs  are  charged  by  Congress 
and  by  regulations  of  the  Comptroller  General  with  assuring  the  proper  and 
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legal  use  of  grant  funds  distributed  to  States  and  local  governments.  Furthermore, 
the  General  Accounting  Office  as  part  of  its  “spot”  audit  to  ascertain  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  agency  audits  of  Federal  expenditures,  also  audits  grant-in-aid  expendi¬ 
tures  at  the  State  and  local  levels. 

Adequate  fiscal  and  program  controls  are  an  essential  ixirt  of  any  assi.stance 
program.  The  government  providing  the  assistance  must  be  able  to  assure  itself 
that  funds  are  being  legally  spent  for  the  purposes  intended.  Auditing  procedures 
and  financial  reporting  requirements  are  essential  for  this  puiq>ose.  However, 
while  meeting  the  necessities  of  adequate  reporting  and  review,  evei’y  effort 
shoidd  be  made  to  avoid  placing  undue  and  t.in>e-consuming  burdens  on  State  and 
local  program  administrators.  Surveys  indicate  that  this  latter  goal  is  frequently 
not  achieved. 

A  recent  study  by  the  State  budget  officers  (NASBO)  of  Fe<leral  grant-in-aid 
requirements  which  impede  State  administration  showed  considerable  dissatis¬ 
faction  with  the  detailed,  burdensome,  and  slow  auditing  and  reporting  procedures 
required  by  Federal  grant  programs.  The  variation  between  Federal  and  State 
requirements  and  among  Federal  requirements  regarding  frequency,  classifica¬ 
tion  systems,  and  methods  of  accounting  wmre  cited  as  creating  particular  prob¬ 
lems.  The  excessively  detailed  reports  on  subprograms  were  mentioned  by  one 
State  official  who  indicated  that  54  individual  fiscal  reports  must  be  prepai'ed 
and  filed  regarding  expenditures  of  funds  under  the  Vocational  Education  Act  at  |j 
both  State  and  local  levels,  taking  weeks  of  staff  time.  Another  official  complained  j 
that  the  breakdowns  requested  are  almost  endless.  f 

In  the  earlier  survey  of  The  Federal  System  as  Seen  hy  State  and  Local  Offleials,  ji 
your  Subcommittee,  Mr.  Chaii’inan,  found  that  half  of  the  respondents  indicated  ij 
that  variations  among  the  Federal  agencies  reporting  and  accounting  require-  j 
ments  and  differences  between  Federal  and  State  requirements  had  caused  diffi-  • 
culties  in  administering  grants-in-aid.  As  one  Governor  stated  it : 

“Many  Federal  agencies  ignore  the  States’  basic  accounting  system  and  the  | 
controls  therein,  making  it  necessary  for  State  operating  agencies  to  keep  double  > 
sets  of  books  for  Federal  audit  purposes.  Some  Federal  agencies  go  to  the  extent  ; 
of  ahnost  complete  vouoher-by-voucher  audit  and  at  times  demand  that  accounting  | 
be  done  by  a  “Federal”  standard  which  in  essence  is  not  Federal  as  such  but 
peculiar  to  the  needs  of  the  specific  agency  concerned.  Overall,  an  overwhelming  | 
number  of  the  State  and  local  officials  indicated  that  legislation  was  needed  to 
achieve  more  uniform  accounting  and  axiditlng  procedures  among  Federal  grant  i 
programs.”  j 

On  the  other  hand  in  the  sub.sequent  Subcommittee  report  entitled  The  Federal  : 
System  as  Seen  by  Federal  Aid  Officials,  it  was  reported  that  a  majority  of 
Federal  program  administrators  responding  felt  that  the  variations  in  auditing  j 
requirements  cause  no  difficulties  in  the  State  and  local  administration  of  their  1 
respective  programs.  A  sizeable  majority  rejected  the  proposal  that  the  post-audit  ] 
of  aid  programs  might  be  dispensed  with  where  a  State’s  post-audit  .system  met  | 
standards  the  Comptroller  General  set  down.  In  addition  a  co>mparable  proportion  t 
disputed  the  need  for  more  uniform  auditing  and  accounting  procedures  for  all  Jj 
grant-in-aid  programs. 

Although  the  difference  in  Federal  program  objectives,  magnitude,  and  adminis¬ 
trative  arrangements  can  hardly  be  expected  to  yield  completely  to  uniform 
reporting  and  accoimting  requii’ements,  there  remains  the  question  of  whether 
existing  requirements  are  reasonable  in  their  demands.  Moist  State  and  local 
officials  feel  they  are  not  and  at  least  some  Federal  aid  administrators  agree. 

In  its  recent  report  on  Fiscal  Balance  in  the  American  Federal  System  the 
Advisory  Commission  adopted  a  three-pronged  i*ecommendation  urging  enactment 
of  general  legislation  by  the  Congress  applicable  to  grants-in-aid  to  the  States 
whereby:  (1)  the  Comptroller  General  would  study  and  review  the  accounting 
and  auditing  systems  of  State  governments  receiving  Federal  grants-in-aid  and 
ascertain  their  general  adequacy  and  integrity;  (2)  for  those  States  meeting 
certified  standards,  the  results  of  State  audits  of  the  expenditure  of  Federal 
grant  funds  would  be  accepted  by  Federal  administrators  in  lieu  of  their  own 
fiscal  audits  as  long  as  the  State  accounting  and  auditing  system  continued  to 
meet  the  prescribed  standards;  and  (3)  this  authorization  would  be  extended 
at  the  discretion  of  the  Comptroller  General  to  units  of  local  government  receiv¬ 
ing  .sizeable  grants  directly  from  Federal  agencies.  j 

The  proposed  new  title  includes  provisions  designed  to  facilitate  the  simplifica¬ 
tion  and  standardization  of  financial  auditing  and  reporting  requirements  in 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  Its  second  section  provides  the  President  with 
sufficient  authority  to  achieve  greater  consistency,  simplicity  and  order  in  an 
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ai’oa  of  ^rants-in-aid  financial  reporting — ^an  area  only  beginning  to  be  recognized 
as  a  serious  intergovernmental  fiscal  managenieiit  problem.  It  authorizes  the 
President  to  promulgate  rules  and  regulations  simplifying  financial  reporting 
requirements  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  and,  to  the  extent  feasible,  making  them 
more  iiniform. 

The  new  title’s  third  section  provides  the  basis  for  constructive  efforts  to 
avoid  unnecessary  duplication  and  time-consuming  fiscal  management  procedures 
at  tlie  Federal  level  and  establishes  a  basis  for  accepting  State  and  local  account¬ 
ing  and  auditing  systems  that  meet  acceptable  standards.  The  Comptroller 
General,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  are  directed  to  conduct  a  joint  study  of  the  principles,  standards,  and 
related  requirements  of  executive  agencies  governing  the  accounting  and  auditing 
of  Federal  grants-in-aid.  They  are  to  identify  ways  and  means  of  developing 
government-wide  accounting  and  auditing  procedures  to  foster  greater  coopera¬ 
tion  and  coordination  among  the  financial  management  officials  of  all  levels 
of  government.  This  assignment,  in  effect,  is  already  theirs  under  the  Budget 
and  Accounting  Act  of  1950  and  we  understand  a  Task  Force  is  being  establi.shed 
to  look  into  these  issues. 

The  Comptroller  General  under  this  third  section  is  directed  to  study  and 
review  the  accounting  and  auditing  systems  of  the  States  and  their  political 
subdivisions  in  order  to  determine  their  adequacy  and  effectiveness  in  light  of 
the  principles  and  standards  prescribed  by  him.  After  consulting  with  the 
Secretary  of  Treasury  and  the  Director  of  the  Budget  and  considering  statutory 
requirements  and  the  needs  of  administering  Federal  agencies,  the  Comptroller 
General  is  authorized  to  prescribe  rules  and  regulations  permitting  such  agencies 
to  substitute  the  accounting  and  auditing  systems  of  State  and  local  governments 
when  they  meet  prescribed  standards. 

This  proposed  new  title  seeks  to  develop  new  intergovernmental  arrange¬ 
ments  in  the  accounting  and  auditing  field  which  would  lead  to  a  significant 
saving  in  time  and  energy  and  provide  the  basis  for  significant  improvements 
in  intergovernmental  fiscal  management — without  in  any  way  shortcutting  the 
exercise  of  fiscal  prudence  and  accountability  at  all  levels  of  government. 

We  turn  now  to  S.  2981,  the  final  major  topic  that  is  covered  in  your  hearings, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  S.  2981,  “The  Joint  Funding  Simplification 
Act  of  1968,”  has  been  referred  to  your  Subcommittee  and  that  this  measure  is  to 
be  considered  in  these  hearings.  The  Advisory  Commission,  in  its  Fiscal  Balance 
report,  recommended  enactment  by  the  Congress  of  this  Administration  bill  as  an 
important  means  of  modernizing  the  management  of  Federal  assistance 
programs. 

States  and  localities  more  and  more  are  adopting  a  “multifunctional,”  “pack¬ 
aging”  approach  to  meet  varying  social  and  physical  developmental  needs.  Yet 
presently,  a  State  or  local  government  in  putting  together  an  hitegrated  program 
must  apply  separately,  for  example,  for  the  educational  component,  welfare 
component,  job  training  component,  urban  renewal  component,  and  so  on. 
Keeping  the  separate  applications  moving  along  in  tandem  frequently  nearly 
becomes  an  exercise  in  administrative  futility.  The  applicant  State  or  local 
community  may  find  part  of  its  components  approved  and  other  suspended  in  a 
morass  of  administrative  and  fiscal  uncertainty,  because  of  competition  withhi 
certain  funding  sectors.  This  bill  seeks  to  remove  or  simplify  administrative 
or  technical  requirements  to  permit  a  more  flexible  “package”  approach  to 
consideration,  processing,  approval,  and  administration  of  Federal  Assistance 
programs. 

S.  2981  would  accomplish  this  by  (1)  authorizing  waiver  or  modification  of 
certain  statutory  procedural  requirements;  (2)  permitting  agency  heads  to 
delegate  the  approval  and  administration  of  Federal  assistance  programs  to 
other  agencies;  (3)  providing  for  a  special  fund  in  each  agency  to  finance  joint 
projects;  (4)  describing  ways  Federal  agency  heads  can  foster  joint  projects: 
and  (5)  authorizing  the  President  to  establish  implementing  standards  and 
procedures.  The  proposal  would  not  change,  with  certain  exceptions,  substantive 
provisions  of  law  governing  assistance  programs,  such  as  eligibility  criteria, 
matching  ratios,  and  apportionment  formulas. 

The  Advisory  Commission  believes  this  joint  funding  approach  is  workable 
assuming  it  is  reinforced  with  strong  direction  at  the  highest  administrative 
levels  in  the  Executive  Branch  and  at  the  same  time  receives  the  dedication 
to  cooperate  from  functional  program  administrators.  We  are  convinced  that 
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initial  iniiileinentiiis  efforts — assnininff  the  Iiill's  enactment — should  focus  ou 
the  inti'adepartmental  phase  of  this  “packaging  prol)lem,”  since  the  manage¬ 
ment  hurdles  in  this  area  are  far  less  difficult  than  those  involving  interdepart¬ 
mental  collahoration. 

To  conclude.  Mr.  ('hairman.  the  Advisory  Commission  strongly  supports 
passage  of  S.  the  proiM)S(Hl  “Intergovernmental  Cooi)eration  Act’’  including 
Amendment  No.  748  and  we  support  the  enactment  of  S.  2!)81. 

We  endorse  these  measures,  because  we  accept  the  intrinsic  worth  of  the 
existing  grant-in-aid  system.  Itut  we  know  that  it  is  in  desiierate  need  of  modern¬ 
ization.  The  underlying  thrust  of  all  the  legislation  liefore  you  is  geared  to 
achieving  much  of  this  needed  reform.  Improved  intergovernmental  management 
is  as  critical  a  factor  today  in  improving  Federal-State-local  relations  as  any 
other.  Yet.  better  intergovernmental  administration  is  as  difficult  a  subject  to 
dramatize  and  to  achieve  action  on — as  any  we  know.  Promi)t.  decisive  and 
meaningful  action  must  be  taken,  however,  if  American  Federalism  is  to 
survive  the  many  public  service  burdens  now  thrust  upon  it. 

These  hills  constitute  a  viable,  vigorous,  first  response  to  many  of  the  manage¬ 
ment  muddles  that  plague  contemporary  intergovernmental  relations.  We  support 
them.  We  urge  their  early  enactment.  And  we  offer  the  services  of  our  staff  to 
assist  the  Subcommittee  in  whatever  way  is  deemed  appropriate  to  facilitate  your 
deliberations. 

3Ir.  CoL^r.tx.  5Ve  Itave  this  table,  iVIr.  Chairman,  that  I  mentioned 
to  submit  for  the  record. 

Senator  Muskie.  It  will  be  included  in  the  record. 

ITow'  many  j)roo-rams  in  all  over  this  period  did  not  have  a  termina¬ 
tion  date  ? 

Mr.  CoLM.vx.  IVell,  over  the  entire  period,  it  would  a])pear  that  only 
eio'ht  out  of  about  60  enactments  did  not  have  a  termination  date. 

Senator  INIfskte.  I  asked  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  yesterday  for 
this  information,  and  you  provide  the  answer  today.  That  is  quick 
service. 

iMr.  CoEMAN.  Thank  you. 

(The  table  referred  to  follows ;) 

FED ERALGRANTS-IN-AID  TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  (LIMITATIONS  OF  AUTHORIZATION  I N  PROGRAMS 

ENACTED  SINCE  1961) 


Program  (established  during  period  Year  es-  Federal  department  or  agency  Limiting  provision 

1961-68)  tablished  currently  administering  program 


Area  redevelopment. 


Community  health  services  particularly 
for  the  chronically  ill  and  aged. 

Mass  transportation  demonstration 
projects. 


Open  space  land  preservation 


Public  works  acceleration 


Services  for  agricultural  migratory 
workers. 

Intensive  community  vaccination  pro¬ 
grams. 

Educational  television  broadcasting 
facilities. 


1961  Commerce.. . .  All  authority  under  the  Area 

Redevelopment  Act  expired 
June  30,  1965  (enacted 
for  5  years). 

1961  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare..  1967  (for  both  formula  grants 

and  project  grants). 

1961  Housing  and  Urban  An  expiration  date  is  not 

Development.  specified  but  the  aggregate 

of  grants  may  not  exceed 
$25,000,000  (included  within 
the  limit  on  urban  renewal 
capital  grants). 

1961  . do . . An  expiration  date  is  not 

specified  but  the  aggregate 
of  grants  may  not  exceed 
$21,000,000. 

1962  Commerce _ _ _ _ An  expiration  date  is  not 

specified  but  the  appro¬ 
priation  is  for  an  aggregate 
sum  not  to  exceed 
$900,000,000. 

1962  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare..  1968  (the  last  appropriation 

was  for  fiscal  1965). 

1962  . do _ _ _ _  1963. 


1962  . do 


1967  (enacted  for  5  years). 
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FEDERAL  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  (LIMITATIONS  OF  AUTHORIZATION  IN  PROGRAMS 

ENACTED  SINCE  1961)-Continued 


Program  (established  during  period  Yeares-  Federal  department  or  agency  Limiting  provision 

1961-68)  tablished  currently  administering  program 


Manpower  development  and  training _  1962 


Maternal  and  child  health  services,  1963 

special  project. 

Mental  retardation  planning .  1963 

Mental  retardation  facilities  (community  1963 

facilities). 

Vocational  education  orginally  enacted  1963 

in  1917.  Program  expanded  and  im¬ 
proved  in  1963. 


:  Construction  of  teaching  facilities  for  1963 

medical,  dental,  and  other  health 
personnel. 

Agricultural  experimental  station  re-  1963 


1  search  facilities. 

[  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act _  1963 

Air  pollution  control _ _ 1963 

'  Water  Resources  Research  Center. .  1964 


Mass  transportation  systems - -  1964 


Library  construotion  (new)  and  library  1964 

services  (extension  to  urban  areas). 

Commercial  fishery  research _  1964 

Hospital  and  medical  facilities  amend-  1964 

ment  (construction  and  moderniza¬ 
tion). 

Economic  Opportunity  Act _  1964 

Graduate  public  health  training  project  1964 

grants. 

Food  Stamp  Act _ 1964 


Housing  Act  amendments: 

(a)  Urban  renewal  code  enforce-  1964 

ment. 

(b)  Rural  housing  low-rent  domes-  1964 

tic  farm  labor  housing. 

(c)  Training  and  fellowship  pro-  1964 

gram. 


Land  and  water  Conservation  Fund  Act..  1964 

Nurses  Training: 

(a)  Construction _  1964 

(b)  Scholarships _  1964 

Historic  documents... - -  1964 

Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act..  1965 


Labor... . . . 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. . 

_ do . 

_ do . . . . 

_ do . . 


Authorization  to  make  agree¬ 
ments  with  States  will 
expire  June  30,  1969;  and 
authority  to  disburse 
Federal  grants  will  expire 
Dec.  30,  1969. 

1968  (for  special  projects  for 
maternity  and  infant  care 
only). 

A  1-time  grant  tor  fiscal 
years  1964,  1965. 

1968,  Community  facilities 
(enacted  for  4  years  beginning 
with  fiscal  year  1965). 

No  limitation  on  authorization. 
However,  the  1963  act  re¬ 
quires  appointment  of  an 
advisory  council  to  review  the 
program  and  its  administra¬ 
tion  and  to  make  recom¬ 
mendations  to  the  President 
and  Congress  not  later  than 
Jan.  1,  1968.  Similar  councils 
are  required  thereafter  at 
intervals  ot  not  more  than  5 
years.  Occupational  training 
in  redevelopment  areas— 
authority  under  the  Area 
Redevelopment  Act  (in  which 
this  provision  is  included) 
expires  June  30,  1965. 
Residential  vocational  educa¬ 
tion  schools — 1968  work- 
study  programs— 1968. 

1969. 


Agriculture. 


No  expiration. 


Health,  Education,  and  Welfare..  5  years. 

_ do... . .  1967. 

Interior . .  1974.  10-year  limitation  on  title 

II.  Additional  water  re¬ 
sources  research  programs 
only. 

Housing  and  Urban  Develop-  1968.  Appropriations  remain 

ment.  available  until  they  are  ex¬ 

pended  (enacted  for  3  years). 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare..  1966. 

Interior _  1969. 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare..  1969. 


DEC _ 4  years. 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare..  6  years. 

Agriculture . . . 3  years. 

Housing  and  Urban  Develop-  1965. 
ment. 

_ do.- . .  1965. 

_ do . . . 3  years. 

Interior _  No  expiration. 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare..  4  years. 

_ do _  5  years. 

General  Services  Administra-  Do. 

tion. 

Appalachian  Regional  Develop-  6  years, 
ment  Commission. 
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FEDERAL GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  (LIMITATIONS  OF  AUTHORIZATION  IN  PROGRAMS 

ENACTED  SINCE  1961)— Continued 


Program  (established  during  period  Year  es-  Federal  department  or  agency  Limiting  provision 

1961-68)  tablished  currently  administering  program 


Elementary  and  secondary  education: 

(a)  Education  of  children  of  low- 

1965 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.. 

1968. 

income  families. 

(b)  School  library  resources,  text- 

1965 

. do. . . . 

5  years. 

books,  and  other  instructional 
materials. 

(c)  Supplementary  educational 

1965 

. do . 

Do. 

centers. 

(d)  Regional  facilities  for  educa- 

1965 

. do . . . 

1970. 

tional  research  and  related 
purposes. 

(e)  Strengthening  of  State  depart- 

1965 

. do. . . 

5  years. 

ments  of  eduction. 

Older  American's  Act . . . 

1965 

_ do.. . 

Do. 

Water  resources  planning . 

1965 

Water  Resources  Council _ 

1976. 

Health  of  school  and  preschool  children.. 

1965 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.. 

1970. 

Communty  mental  health  centers— ini- 

1965 

. do . 

1972  (grants  made  after  June  30, 

tial  personnel  costs. 

Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of 
1965: 

(a)  Basic  water  and  sewer  facilities. 

1965 

Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 

1968  will  be  available  only 
tor  centers  or  services  for 
which  a  grant  was  made 
before  that  date). 

1969. 

(b)  Neighborhood  facilities . 

1965 

ment. 

. do . 

1969. 

(c)  Advance  acquisition  of  land _ 

1965 

. do . 

1969. 

(d)  Open  space  land  buildup  urban 

1965 

_ do._ . 

An  expiration  date  is  not 

areas. 

(e)  Urban  beautification  and  im- 

1965 

_ do . 

specified  but  the  aggregate 
of  grants  may  not  exceed 
$64,000,000. 

An  expiration  date  is  not 

provement. 

specified  but  the  aggregate 
of  grants  may  not  exceed 
$36,000,000. 

Public  Works  and  Economic  Development 
Act: 

(a)  Public  works  and  development 

facilities. 

(b)  Technical  assistance,  research, 

and  information. 

(c)  Economic  development  districts. 

(d)  Regional  action  planning  com¬ 

missions. 

State  technical  assistance  to  commerce 
and  industry. 

Law  enforcement  assistance . 

Arts  and  humanities . 

Water  pollution  research  and  develop¬ 
ment. 

Heart  disease,  cancer,  and  stroke . 

Construction  of  waterworks  and  sewage 
disposal  plants  in  rural  areas. 

Solid  waste  disposal. . . 

Highway  beautification . . . 

Improvement  of  training  facilities  for 
medical,  dental,  and  other  health 
personnel. 

Medical  libraries. . . . 

Higher  Education  Act  of  1965: 

(a)  Community  service  and  con¬ 

tinuing  education. 

(b)  College  libraries. . 

(c)  Strengthening  developing  insti¬ 

tutions. 

(d)  Improvement  of  undergraduate 

instruction. 

Vocational  rehabilitation  originally 
enacted  in  1920.  Program  expanded 
and  improved  in  1965: 

(a)  Vocational  rehabilitation  serv¬ 

ices  generally. 

(b)  Planning  comprehensive  pro¬ 

grams. 

(c)  Planning  and  initiating  special 

programs. 

(d)  Rehabilitation  facilities  and 

workshops. 

(e)  Workshop  improvement  and 

training  services. 


1965  Commerce. .  1969. 

1965  do .  1970. 

1965  do . . .  1969. 

1965  do .  1969. 

1965  do .  1968. 

1965  Justice . . . 3  years. 

1965  National  Foundation  on  Arts  1968. 

and  Humanities. 

1965  Health,  Education,  and  Wei-  1969. 

fare. 

1965  do _ _ _ _  1968. 

1965  Agriculture .  No  expiration. 

1965  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare..  1969. 

1965  Commerce. .  1967. 

1965  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare..  1969. 

1965  do .  1970. 

1965  . do . . . - . 5  years. 

1965  do .  Do. 

1965  do .  1966. 

1965  . do . . 5  years. 

1965  do .  1968. 

1965  . do .  3  years. 

1985  . do... . 6  years. 

1965  . do . . . 5  years. 

1965  . do .  6  years. 
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FEDERALGRANTS-IN-AIDTO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  (LIMITATIONS  OF  AUTHORIZATION  IN  PROGRAMS 

ENACTED  SINCE  1961)— Continued 


Program  (established  during  period  Yeares-  Federal  department  or  agency  Limiting  provision 

1961-68)  tablished  currently  administering  program 


Manpower  Act  of  1965:  (a)  Labor  mobil¬ 
ity  demonstration  projects. 

Social  Security  Amendments  of  1965: 

1965 

Labor . 

1967. 

(a)  Medicaid . . 

1965 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.. 

No  expiration. 

(b)  Training  of  professional  per¬ 
sonnel  for  health  and  related 
care  of  crippled  children 

1965 

. do . . . . 

Do. 

Health  Professions  Educational  Assist¬ 
ance  Amendments, 

1965 

. do . . . . . 

1969. 

Historical  properties  preservation . 

1966 

Interior . . . 

1970. 

Water  research  projects . 

Comprehensive  Health  Planning  and 
Public  Health  Service  Amendments, 
1966: 

1966 

. do . . 

1976 

(a)  Comprehensive  State  health 
planning. 

1966 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.. 

1968. 

(b)  Areawide  health  planning . 

1966 

_ do . . . . 

1968. 

(c)  Project  grants  for  training, 
studies,  and  demonstrations. 

1966 

_ do . . . 

1968. 

(d)  Comprehensive  public  health 
services. 

1966 

. do . 

1968. 

(e)  Project  grants  for  health  serv¬ 
ices  development. 

Allied  Health  Professions  Training  Act  of 
1966: 

1966 

_ do . . . . . . 

1968. 

(a)  Construction  of  teaching  facili¬ 
ties. 

1966 

_ do . . 

1969. 

(b)  Improve  quality  of  (raining 
centers. 

1966 

_ do . . . . . 

1969. 

(c)  Traineeships . . 

1966 

. do . . 

1969. 

(d)  Nursingeducational opportunity. 

1966 

. do . 

1969. 

Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of  1966;  air 
pollution  control  maintenance. 

Economic  Opportunity  Amendments  of 
1966: 

1966 

. do . . 

No  expiration. 

(a)  Special  impact  programs . 

1966 

Office  of  Economic  Opportunity.. 

1970. 

(b)  Comprehensive  health  services. 
Child  Nutrition  Act  of  1966: 

1966 

_ do . . . . 

1970. 

(a)  Special  milk  program _ 

1966 

Agriculture . . 

1970. 

(b)  School  breakfast  program. . 

1966 

. do . 

1968. 

(c)  Nonfood  assistance . . 

1966 

.  ...do. . . . 

No  expiration. 

Elemeritary  and  Secondary  Education 
Amendments  of  1966;  education  of 
handicapped  children. 

Library  Services  and  Construction  Act 
Amendments  of  1966: 

1966 

Health,  Education  ,and  Welfare.. 

1968. 

(a)  Inferlibrary  cooperation. . 

1966 

do _ _ _ 

1971. 

(b)  State  institutional  library  serv¬ 
ices. 

1966 

_ do__ . . . 

1971. 

(c)  Library  services  to  the  physi¬ 
cally  handicapped. 

Demonstration  Cities  and  Metropolitan 
Development  Act  of  1986: 

(a)  Comprehensive  city  demonstra¬ 
tion: 

1966 

. do . . . 

1971. 

(1)  planning,  technical  as¬ 
sistance. 

1966 

Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment. 

1968. 

(2)  administration,  reloca¬ 
tion. 

1966 

.  .  do _  _ 

1969, 

,  (b)  Supplementary  grants  for  metro- 

1966 

_  _.-do . .  . . - 

1968. 

•  politan  development. 

(c)  National  Trust  for  Historic  Pres¬ 
ervation. 

1966 

_ do.  _ _ 

No  expiration. 

(d)  Urban  information  and  technical 
assistance. 

1966 

_ do _ _ 

1968. 

(e)  Assistance  for  housing  in  Alaska. 

Urban  Mass  Transportation  Act  of  1964, 
Amendment: 

1966 

_ do _  _ 

No  expiration  date  specified  but 
aggregate  of  grants  may  not 
exceed  $10,000,000. 

(a)  Technical  studies..  .  _ _ 

1966 

^  _.do.-  .  _ 

1969. 

(b)  Managerial  training  programs... 

i9bb 

_  do..  ...  ---  -  --  _ 

1969. 

(c)  Research  and  training  in  urban 
transportation  problems. 

1966 

-  __.do . . .  - 

1969. 

I 
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FEDERAL  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS  (LIMITATIONS  OF  AUTHORIZATION  IN  PROGRAMS 

ENACTED  SINCE  1961)— Continued 


Program  (established  during  period  Yeares-  Federal  department  or  agency  Limiting  provision 

1961-68)  tablished  currently  administering  program 


Mental  Retardation  Amendments  of  1967 : 
(a)  Cost  of  professional  and  techni¬ 
cal  personnel  of  community 
mental  retardation  facilities: 

(1)  initial  grants _ 

1967 

Health.  Education,  and  Welfare.. 

1970. 

(2)  renewal  grants .  . 

1967 

.  ...do _ _ 

1969-74. 

(b)  Training  of  physical  educators 
and  recreation  personnel. 

1967 

_..do__  . . 

1970. 

(c)  Research  and  demonstration 
projects  in  physical  education 
and  recreation. 

1967 

do..  . . 

1970. 

Meat  inspection. .  _  _  _ 

Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act 
Amendments  of  1967 : 

1967 

.do _ _  _ _ _ 

No  expiration. 

(a)  Incentive  grant$i . . 

1967 

. do . . . 

1969. 

(b)  Regional  resource  centers  for 
improvement  of  education  of 
handicapped  children. 

1967 

.do,- . . . . 

1970. 

(c)  Centers  for  deaf-blind  children,. 

1967 

. do . . . 

1970. 

(d)  Recruitment  of  personnel  and 
information  on  education  of 
handicapped. 

1967 

. do . 

1970. 

(e)  Bilingual  education  programs... 
Appalachian  Regional  Development 
Amendments  of  1967: 

1967 

1970. 

(a)  Planning  and  other  preliminary 
expenses  of  proposed  housing 
projects. 

1967 

Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment. 

1969. 

(h)  Supplements  to  Federal  grants.. 
Air  Quality  Act  of  1967: 

1967 

Commerce. . 

1969. 

b)  Research  relating  to  fuels  and 
vehicles. 

1967 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.. 

1969. 

(b)  Developing  uniform  motor  ve¬ 
hicle  emission  device  inspec¬ 
tion  program. 

Education  Professions  Development: 

1967 

_ do,._ . 

1970. 

(a)  Attracting  qualified  people  to 
education. 

1967 

1970. 

(b)  Attracting  and  qualifying 
teachers  to  meet  critical 
teacher  shortages. 

1967 

_ do . 

1970. 

(c)  Improving trainingopportunities 
for  personnel  in  education 
programs  other  than  higher 
education. 

1967 

. do__ . 

1970. 

Fire  Research  and  Safety  Act  of  1968 _ 

Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967: 

1968 

Commerce . . . 

1970. 

(a)  Training  nursing  home  ad¬ 
ministrators. 

1968 

Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.. 

1972. 

(b)  Child-welfare  services . 

1968 

_ do.-  . - . 

No  expiration. 
1972. 

(c)  Expansion  and  development  of 
undergraduate  and  graduate 
social  work  programs. 

1968 

_ do _ _ -  . 

Senator  MuvSkik.  On  page  5  yon  point  out  that  section  201  pro¬ 
vides  tliat  Governors  or  State  legislatures  would,  on  request,  be  in¬ 
formed  bji'  Federal  departments  and  agencies  of  the  purposes  and 
amounts  of  grants  being  received.  Should  this  information  be  given 
only  on  i-equest,  or  should  it  be  a  routine  submission  ? 

INIr.  CouMAN.  In  our  opinion,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  think  this  opin¬ 
ion  is  shared  by  the  Bnrean  of  the  Budget,  it  should  be  on  request, 
because  the  amount  of  informaton  about  these  grants-in-aid  involves 
a  terriftic  amonnt  of  paper.  Just  where  you  stop  in  providing  this  or 
where  the  Governor  would  want  to  stop  would  vary  from  State  to 
State — for  exainjile,  the  grants  that  go  to  universities  from  Federal 
agencies,  or  individual  detailed  and  minor  project  grants  of  one  kind 
or  another  that  are  made  by  the  Federal  agency.  So  we  believe  that 
rather  than  deluging  the  Governor  or  legislature  with  this  complete 
mass  of  infonnation,  it  should  be  worked  out  with  the  States.  If  more 
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information  is  desired  by  a  particadar  goveriiinent,  it  should  be  pro¬ 
vided,  but  it  should  await  his  request. 

Senator  iNIusKiE.  Will  lie  know  what  to  ask  for  before  he  knows 
what  is  available  ? 

!Mr.  CoLJiAN.  Of  course,  that  always  is  a  difficult  question.  The  in¬ 
tent  of  this  section,  with  its  proviso,  “on  request,’’  is  that  basic  infor¬ 
mation  would  be  ]n‘ovided  to  all  (xovernors  as  a  matter  of  cour.se.  But 
extensions  beyond  that,  going  beneath  the  general  and  moving  to  the 
paificnlar,  would  need  to  come  at  the  initiative  of  the  Crovernor. 

Senator  IMuskie.  In  other  words,  he  will  be  advised  as  to  what  pi‘o- 
grams  are  being  used  ? 

Wr.  CoEMAx.  Yes. 

Senator  INIuskie.  Then  it  is  up  to  him  to  decide  how  much  detail 
he  wants? 

Wr.  ComsrAX.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Muskte.  With  respect  to  amendment  748,  which  you  discuss 
I  think,  on  page  46,  I  imderstand  that  the  Comptroller  General  would 
have  some  responsibility  for  this  and  he  is  almost  totally  negative  with 
l  esjiect  to  this  })ro])osal. 

INIr.  CoLMAX.  I  missed  the  first  part  of  your  comment. 

Senator  INWskie.  I  understand  that  the  Comptroller  General  is  com¬ 
pletely  negative. 

INIr.  CoLAiAx.  This  is  news  to  me.  He  may  very  well  be  negative, 
but  I  think  that  Mr.  Staats  understands  i^retty  fully  the  basic  rationale 
of  the  proposal.  He  and  I  have  di.scussed  it.  He  has  had  copies  of  it 
for  a  long  time. 

It  may  very  well  l>e  that  his  statf  and  he,  in  finally  deciding  whether 
to  support  or  oppose  this  ])rovision,  may  very  well  have  decided  that 
the  balance  is  in  the  negative  rather  than  the  |X)sitive, 

Senator  Muskie.  For  instance,  he  says : 

Sections  1003  (b)  and  (c)  wonld  lay  upon  the  Oomptroller  General  functions 
of  management  involving  financial  relationships  l>etween  executive  agencie.s  and 
states  and  political  sul)divisions  which  are  the  primary  re.si)onsibility  of  the 
executive  agencies  in  the  administration  of  their  programs.  The  assumption  of 
thes-e  functions  by  the  (’omptroller  General  would,  in  addition,  tend  to  negate 
the  indei>endenct‘  and  detachment  from  operational  resiwnsibility  which  the 
Gongre.ss  intended  for  him  in  a  review  and  evaluation  of  agency  performance. 
Thus  in  our  view,  the  concept  of  subsections  (b)  and  (c)  is  inconsi.stent  with  the 
statutory  role  of  the  General  Accounting  Office. 

IMr.  CoEM.vx.  That  sounds,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  though  he  were  com¬ 
menting  on  some  provisions  dealing  -with  the  ])eriodic  review  of  grant- 
in-aid  programs.  Because  what  you  have  just  read  has  been  the  type 
of  objection  that  has  often  been  made  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
and  by  Federal  agencies  to  the  role  of  the  Comptroller  General  with 
regard  to  the  review  of  the  grants. 

Xow,  there  may  be  a  difficulty,  Mr.  Chairman,  with  regard  to  the 
language  here  in  amendment  No.  748,  but  it  is  certainly  not  the  intent 
of  the  Commission’s  recommendation  to  involve  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  in  management  responsibilities.  The  Comptroller  General  now 
conducts  afidits  on  a  spot  basis  of  grant-in-aid  programs,  and  he  and 
his  staff  are  very  much  concerned  about  the  audit  of  Federal  expendi¬ 
tures  in  these  programs. 

The  Comptroller  General’s  staff  is  already  in  the  State  governments 
looking  at  their  books  on  a  spot  basis.  This  proposal  of  the  Commis- 
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sion  says,  in  effect,  that  the  Comptroller  General  would  take  a  look  at 
the  overall  adequacy  of  the  auditing  system  of  each  State  and  come  to 
a  conclusion  as  to  whether  that  system  is  adequate  and  meets  proper 
accounting  standards. 

After  such  a  finding  of  adequacy  under  this  proposal.  Federal 
agencies  would  then  be  obliged  to  accept  the  State  audits  as  being 
responsible  without  having  to  rely  on  a  duplicating  agency  audit.  That 
is  the  purpose  of  the  amendment. 

Senator  Muskie.  His  comments  are  clearly  directed  to  amendment 
No.  748.  It  may  be  that  you  would  like  to  discuss  his  comments  with 
him  to  see  whether  or  not  his  opposition  is  based  upon  a  misconception 
of  the  legislation  or  whether  the  legislation  clearly  defines  what  you 
had  in  mind  for  it. 

He  also  had  a  second  paragraph  of  comment  in  his  letter  which  I 
shall  refer  to  now.  He  says : 

In  a  practical  sense,  the  requirement  of  subsection  (b)  to  study  and  review 
the  accounting  and  auditing  systems  of  the  many  states  and  political  subdivisions 
which  are  the  recipients  of  Federal  programs  would  be  an  undertaking  beyond 
the  resources  of  our  office,  considering  our  resix)nsibilities.  In  addition,  sub¬ 
sections  (b)  and  (c)  imply  that  the  Comptroller  General  has  prescribed  prin¬ 
ciples,  standards  and  related  requirements  concerning  accounting  and  auditing 
by  the  states  and  political  subdivisions  with  respect  to  the  expenditure  of 
Federal  aid  funds.  Such  is  not  the  case.  We  do  not  believe  it  would  be  appro¬ 
priate  for  the  Comptroller  General  to  prescribe  such  standards  and  procedures 
for  adoption  by  state  and  local  agencies.  These  are  matters  which  should  be 
worked  out  by  the  executive  agencies  and  the  state  and  local  bodies  and  made 
a  part  of  the  grant  agreements  centered  on  individual  programs. 

IVe  would  be  happy  to  make  available  to  you  a  copy  of  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General’s  comments  dated  May  8.  Perhaps  it  might  be  helpful 
to  all  concerned  if  you  were  to  discuss  it  with  him  to  see  whether  or 
not  the  difficulties  he  sees  can  be  resolved  in  any  way. 

Mr.  CoLMAN.  It  does  not  surprise  me  at  all,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
concern  is  expressed  with  regard  to  subsection  (b) .  This  would  involve 
an  increase,  a  significant  increase  in  the  staff  of  the  Comptroller 
General.  The  question  I  think  the  Congress  has  to  consider  is  whether 
by  making  a  modest  increase  in  the  staff  of  the  Comptroller  General 
for  purposes  of  examining  the  auditing  systems  of  the  States  on  more 
than  a  spot  basis,  but  on  a  rather  general  basis,  will  mean  a  consequent 
elimination  of  the  necessity  of  literally  hundreds  and  thousands  of 
Federal  agency  auditors  going  into  those  States  to  duplicate  audits 
already  made  by  the  State  auditors.  So  I  think  in  a  way,  that  question 
is  comparable  in  terms  of  money  and  resources  to  the  one  that  fre- 
quentl}^  comes  up  in  connection  with  the  Internal  Eevenue  Service. 
You  can  spend  some  more  money  to  put  more  agents  on  the  payroll, 
but  if  you  put  them  on  the  payroll,  they  bring  in  additional  revenues 
to  the  Federal  Government.  I  think  the  same  kind  of  possible  economies 
face  the  Congress  with  respect  to  the  provisions  of  this  amendment. 

Senator  IMuskie.  I  think  we  ought  to  have  some  estimate  in  the 
record  of  what  additional  staff  resources  the  Comptroller  General 
would  require  in  order  to  perform  this  function  and  the  estimated  cost. 
Then,  as  I  say,  it  seems  to  suggest  that  some  of  the  proposed  responsi¬ 
bilities  are  inconsistent  with  the  congressional  concept  of  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General’s  office.  I  think  that  perhaps  it  would  be  helpful  if  we 
have  some  consideration  at  this  point  between  the  two  of  you. 
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If  you  cannot  resolve  it,  fine.  At  that  point,  we  have  to  decide  to 
what  degree  this  did  or  did  not  I’epresent  a  departure  from  the  tradi¬ 
tional  concept  of  the  Comptroller  General’s  office. 

Mr.  CoLWAN.  We  will  consult  with  the  Comptroller  General  and 
his  staff,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  be  in  touch  with  the  staff  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  about  this. 

Senator  IMuskie.  I  have  some  questions  that  arise  out  of  the  testi¬ 
mony  yesterday  of  Mr.  Hughes  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

He  pointed  out  that  title  VI,  providing  a  inethod  for  grant  consoli¬ 
dation,  gives  the  President  authority  to  specify  the  formula  or  for¬ 
mulas  for  making  grants  under  the  consolidated  programs,  but  does 
not  give  him  authority  to  propose  changes  in  eligibility,  planning,  and 
otlier  requirements  that  may  be  needed. 

Do  you  see  tlie  need  to  give  the  President  this  additional  authority  ? 
If  so,  would  it  raise  any  serious  legal  questions ? 

IMr.  CoLMAN’.  Y es,  sir,  we  think  that  the  provisions  of  the  title  should 
make  clear,  if  they  do  not  now  make  clear,  that  the  types  of  considera¬ 
tions  that  could  enter  into  a  grant  consolidation  plan  might  involve 
such  things  as  planning  requirements,  eligibility  requirements,  classes 
of  recipients,  and  so  forth.  But  I  see  no  legal  problem. 

The  Eeorganization  Act  deals  with  matters  of  statutory  law,  as  do 
the  grant  programs. 

Now,  at  the  risk  of  analogy,  sir,  which  is  always  risky,  let  me  ad¬ 
vance  one  that  seems  to  us  to  be  fairly  close  to  the  concept  proposed 
here.  That  is  the  way  that  a  committee  of  conference  of  Congress 
works.  When  a  committee  of  conference  has  two  versions  of  the  bill 
before  it,  there  are  the  parameters  within  which  the  committee  ham¬ 
mers  out  the  final  version  of  the  legislation.  Under  this  proposed  title, 
the  President  would  have  the  statutory  language  of  the  two,  three,  or 
more  grant-in-aid  programs  being  considered  for  consolidation.  Those 
various  statutoiy  provisions  would  be  the  parameters  beyond  which 
he  could  not  go  but  within  which  he  could  operate  freely  as  to  formula, 
as  to  planning  requirements,  as  to  eligibility,  and  so  on. 

It  is  like  the  banks  of  a  river,  the  banks  being  fixed,  but  the  par¬ 
ticular  course  of  the  channel  being  flexible. 

We  would  certainly  believe  that  the  items  Mr.  Hughes  referred  to 
in  his  testimony  should  be  within  the  scope  of  the  President’s  powers 
under  the  bill. 

Senator  Muskie.  Mr.  Hughes  suggested  that  the  authority  which 
title  VI  would  give  the  President  is  already  contained  in  large  part 
in  the  President’s  Reorganization  Act  authority.  Do  you  have  any 
view  on  that? 

Mr.  CoLMAN.  Well,  if  one  wants  to  forget  about  the  word,  “formu¬ 
la,”  and  the  associated  words  in  the  text  now,  well,  certainly,  a  num¬ 
ber  of  the  effects  of  grant-in-aid  consolidation  are  covered  by  the 
Reorganization  Act,  but  only  those  parts  having  to  do  with  what 
agency  or  unit  of  an  agency  shall  administer  the  program.  There  is 
no  authority,  as  we  understand  it,  and  I  think  this  was  implicit  in 
what  Mr.  Hughes  said,  there  is  no  authority  in  the  Reorganization  Act 
to  take  two  grant  programs  and  merge  the  formulas,  merge  the  mles 
for  eligibility,  merge  the  planning  requirements,  operating  within 
the  parameters  of  the  different  statutes  but  not  going  beyond  them. 
I  do  not  think  that  is  at  all  permitted  under  the  Reorganization  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended. 
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Senator  INIuski?:.  With  respect  to  ainendnient  748,  Mr.  TTuglies  also 
had  a  coininent.  He  proposed  that  action  be  deferred  on  this  new  title 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  a  joint  study  has  just  been  nudertakeu  by  the 
Coni]>ti'oller  General,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and  the  Director 
of  the  Ihireau  of  the  Ihulget,  looking  toward  iinprovejnent  in  the 
huancial  administration  of  the  grant  programs  at  Fedei-al  and  local 
levels. 

In  view  of  this  development,  do  you  agree  that  legislative  action 
should  be  deferred^  If  not,  would  you  give  us  the  reasons  why  you 
think  the  action  should  proceed  before  that  study  is  completed? 

IMr.  Coi^jcAN.  With  all  due  respect  to  Mr.  Hughes  and  to  the 
Com]>troller  General,  it  would  l>e  the  Commission’s  view  that  this 
ought  to  proceed,  because  a  joint  task  force  effort  which  is  being 
launched  by  the  joint  working  group  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
Director  of  the  Budget  Bureau,  and  Comptroller  General  on  grants- 
in-aid  in  effect  is  a  continuation  of  a  long  series  of  joint  endeavors 
in  this  and  other  fields.  I  think  the  present  task  force  will  give  more 
concentrated  attention  to  grants-in-aid  than  other  of  their  joint 
efforts  in  the  past. 

But  here  is  a  basic  departure,  really,  in  the  posture  of  the  Federal 
Govenunent  with  regard  to  the  audit  of  grant-in-aid  funds.  So  it 
would  be  our  belief,  with  all  due  respect  to  the  other  two  agencies  in- 
Amlved,  that  the  Congress  should  proceed  with  the  perfecting  of  this 
legislation  and  the  full  consideration  of  it. 

Senator  Muskie.  With  i-espect  to  title  VIII,  the  relocation  title, 
I  have  a  series  of  questions  based  upon  Mr.  Hughes’  testimony  yester- 
dav"  and  on  other  things. 

Section  805(a).  The  title  describes  the  payments  to  be  made  to 
various  groups  dislocated. 

i\Ir.  C’oEMAN.  What  was  the  citation  again,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Senator  JMuskie.  Section  805(a)  on  page  41.  In  your  relocation 
report,  you  also  list  the  source  of  costs  that  are  incurred  by  displaced 
people,  businesses,  and  so  on.  In  your  judgment,  are  all  fair  and  I'ea- 
sonable  relocation  payinents  to  persons,  businesses,  and  farm  opera¬ 
tors  fully  C/Overed  by  paragraph  805(a)  in  the  light  of  your  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  costs  that  are  incurred?  Have  you  made  a  comparison  of 
the  two? 

We  have  assumed,  I  think,  that  the  legislation  co^'ered  e^’erything, 
all  types  of  costs,  that  a  displaced  person  or  business  or  farm  operator 
might  expect.  You  have  gone  into  some  consideration  of  the  costs,  and 
we  simply  want  to  know  if  the  legislation  covered  eA'erything  that  it 
ought. 

iMr.  CoLMAN.  That  is  hard  to  answer,  Mr.  Chairman,  It  covers 
nearly  all  of  the  contingencies  that  we  could  conceive.  Maybe  some 
new  ones  liaA'e  been  uncovered. 

Senator  Muskie.  Do  you  think  your  report  is  complete  in  that 
respect  as  of  the  time  it  Avas  Avritten  ? 

Mr.  CoEAiAx.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Muskie.  IMaybe  it  avouIcI  be  Avell  to  include  in  the  record 
of  the  hearings  appenclix  3  of  the  table  of  your  report  that  bears 
upon  this  point. 

I  knoAv  that  Senator  Mundt  has  been  interested  particularly  in 
the  past  Avith  the  farm  operators’  problems  in  this  respect. 
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(The  table  follows:) 


Appendix 


TABLE  3— SAMPLE  OF  VARIATIONS  IN  ITEMS  OF  LOSS  AND  EXPENSE  COMPENSABLE  UNDER  ADMINISTRATIVE 
REGULATIONS  APPLICABLE  TO  FEDERAL  AND  FEDERALLY  AIDED  PROGRAMS 


Item 


Urban  Bureau  of  Corps  of  Department 

Renewal  Poblic  Engineers  Navy  of 

Roads  Interior 


Costs  during  search  lor  replacement  property: 

Transportation . . . . 

Lodging.. . - . . 

Expenses  in  obtaining  replacement  property: 

Appraisal . . 

Title  examination . . . 

Credit  reports . . 

Closing  costs— recording  fees . . 

Moving  costs: 

Disconnecting  and  dismantling  fixtures,  ma¬ 
chinery,  equipment,  etc.  (not  compensated  as 


part  of  realty).. . . . . . . X  X> 

Loading  and  unloading  personal  property _ ...  X  X> 


Cost  of  transporting  displaced  party  and  family  _ _ 

to  new  dwelling. 

Reassembling  and  reinstalling  fixtures,  machin-  X  X' 

ery,  equipment,  etc.  (not  compensated  as 
part  of  realty). 

Inspection  fees  for  reinstalled  property - - - X  > 

Taxes  incident  to  moving  personal  property - 

Time  lost  from  employment  because  of  moving  (not - - 

including  labor  performed  in  accomplishing  move). 

Loss  in  value  of  personal  property  disposed  of  be-  X  - 

cause  of  displacement:  fixtures,  machinery,  equip¬ 
ment,  etc.  (not  paid  for  as  part  of  realty). 

Closing  and  related  costs  to  convey  property  to  Gov- . . X  ' 

ernment. 


X 

X 

X 

X 


X 

X 

X 

X 


X 

X 


>  The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  wili  participate  but  it  is  entireiy  up  to  the  State  whether  to  pay  at  all  or  whether  to  pay  for 
»  specific  item. 

2  Supervision  only. 

Source :  Select  Subcommittee  on  Rea!  Property  Acquisition,  Study,  op  cil.,  p.  102. 

Senator  ITusivIe.  Just  one  or  two  more  questions. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  suggested  that  the  owner  of  real 
property  taken  under  a  Federal  or  federally  assisted  program  who 
purchases  another  home  within  a  year  be  paid  an  amount  of  up  to 
$5,000  which,  when  added  to  the  acquisition  payment,  equals  the  av¬ 
erage  ])riee  for  standard  dwellings  adequate  to  accommodate  the  dis- 
}Jaced  owner.  In  other  words,  it  was  their  feeling  that  the  fair  market, 
value  does  not  really  represent  what  it  is  likely  to  cost  the  displaced 
owner  to  get  into  com])arable  housing  on  the  current  market,  that  he 
ought  to  be  allowed  up  to  $5,000  more. 

Xow,  do  you  agree  with  this  idea  as  an  addition  to  the  relocation 
benefits  available  under  the  act,  and  do  you  feel  that  the  figure  he 
suggested  is  adequate  in  the  light  of  present-day  costs  in  the  housing 
in  a  rket  ? 

:\lr.  C'oi.M.\x.  IVe  think  there  is  much  to  be  said  for  that  point,  Mr. 
(^hairman.  I  do  not  think  we  would  be  disposed  to  challenge  the  figure. 

Senator  Muskie.  Have  you  had  a  chance  to  consider  that  concept? 

Mr.  CoLiiAN.  Yes,  we  have.  This  seems  to  us  to  be  reasonable.  Tlie 
only  reservation  that  I  would  enter  is  -with  regard  to  the  preci.se 
amount.  We  hai-e  no  basis  however  to  say  that  the  amount  is  not  a 
proper  one. 

Senator  Mtjskie.  I  think  I  neglected  to  pursue  that  point  yester¬ 
day  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  I  think  I  ought  to  ask  the  staff  to 
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inquire  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  what  the  basis  for  that  $5,000 
figure  is.  Is  it  shnply  one  picked  out  of  the  air,  or  does  it  have  some 
basis? 

Mr.  Colman.  It  is  our  understanding,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this 
figure  was  developed  through  some  special  relocation  studies  con¬ 
ducted  by  the  Department  of  housing  and  Urban  development  and 
supplied  by  the  HUD  Staff  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  think  we  ought  to  have  a  piece  of  paper  at  least 
describing  the  process  by  which  the  figure  was  arrived  at. 

With  respect  to  section  807  (b)  in  federally  assisted  programs, 
iirbaii  renewal,  highways,  and  others,  the  Bureau  has  suggested  that 
relocation  payments  be  made  in  accord  with  the  usual  cost  sharing  re¬ 
quirements,  half  of  the  worth  of  the  project.  They  propose  this  instead 
of  the  provision  in  the  act  which  follows  urban  renewal  practice  in 
providing  for  the  Federal  agency  to  contribute  the  first  $25,000  of 
the  relocation  payment,  with  higher  costs  being  shared  in  accordance 
with  the  formula  governing  the  program. 

In  the  light  of  what  we  know  about  State  and  local  laws  and  finan¬ 
cial  capabuities  at  this  time,  would  this  not  place  obstacles  in  the 
way  of  what  we  are  attempting  to  accomplish  and  defer  the  time  when 
relocation  payments  would  be  available  mider  many  of  the  new  pro¬ 
grams  intended  to  be  covered  by  this  act  ? 

Mr.  CoEMAN.  It  certaintly  will,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  our  opinion.  To 
go  further,  this  particular  point  has  been  one  of  the  most  troublesome 
between  the  subcommittee  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  Budget  Bureau, 
on  the  other,  with  regard  to  relocation. 

I  think  we  would  all  agree  that  if  one  were  starting  all  over  and  if 
there  were  no  relocation  provisions  now  on  the  statute  books,  the 
posture  of  the  Budget  Bureau  would  be  the  jjroper  one  and  you  should 
tie  the  cost-sharing  arrangements  within  ceilings  to  the  project  cost 
formula  that  happened  to  govern  the  particular  program — 50-50,  for 
example,  in  the  case  of  primary  and  secondary  roads ;  90-10  in  the  case 
of  interstate  highways,  and  so  forth. 

But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  in  the  housing  area,  in  the  urban 
renewal  area,  in  the  model  cities  area,  the  Congress  on  repeated  occa¬ 
sions — I  guess  three  or  four  times  now — has  broadened  and  extended 
the  relocation  policies  in  those  programs  to  provide  for  100  percent 
Federal  reimbursement  up  to  certain  ceilings.  So  the  Connnission  does 
not  see  it  as  a  practical  alternative  to  try  to  turn  the  clock  back  and 
roll  back  the  formulas  with  regard  to  these  other  programs. 

I  think  if  you  tried  to  do  that,  you  would  have  the  whole  thing  tied 
up.  So  on  tactical  grounds  as  well  as  the  general  problem  of  fiscal. 
State  and  local  fiscal  capability,  we  would  not  favor  this  approach. 

Now,  there  is  another  problem.  The  way  the  relocation  title  of  S.  698 
is  drawn,  it  will  become  obligatory  upon  State  and  local  govei’mnents 
to  enact  legislation  to  provide  machinery  for  these  payments.  If  a  siz¬ 
able  cost  sharing  were  req,uired,_we  would  have  a  lot  of  States  coming 
into  this  room  and  opposing  this  legislation  on  the  ground  that  they 
just  did  not  have  the  money  to  pick  up  the  tab  or  part  of  the  tab  as  far 
as  high -way  displacees  are  concerned.  And  again,  we  would  be  in  a  bind 
as  far  as  moving  ahead  here  with  some  Government -wide  uniformity. 

Now,  one  might  say,  let  bygones  be  bygones  and  let  these  housing 
people  and  the  urban  renewal  people  enjoy  their  100  percent  arrange- 
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meat,  but  apply  the  Bureau’s  formula  to  the  hi<?h\vay  program  and  in 
the  new  ones  to  be  covered.  Well,  here  we  would  be  defeating  what  we 
started  out  in  the  first  place  to  achieve,  namely.  Government-wide 
uniformity  of  treatment  of  individuals  and  businesses  regardless  of 
Avhich  particular  authorization  or  which  particular  statute  haiipens  to 
cause  them  to  become  displaced. 

Senator  Muskie.  Two  moi'e  questions.  Then  I  yield  to  Senator 
Mundt. 

Present  law  and  the  provisions  of  this  bill  provide  that  relocation 
payments  and  assistance  beo-in  only  when  an  agreement  is  reached 
between  either  the  Federal  Govermnent  and  the  localities  to  proceed 
with  the  project.  As  far  as  I  know,  no  assistance  is  available  during  the 
planning  stages  that  precede  such  an  agreement.  Yet  this  is  a  period 
when  displacement  begins  under  the  tlireat  of  compulsory  removal 
when  the  project  is  actually  undertaken.  There  have  been  many,  many 
instances  of  hardships  attributable  to  this  point. 

Xow,  what  can  lie  done  to  provide  for  relocation  assistance  at  an 
earlier  stage  than  is  presently  provided  for,  assistance  at  the  stage  when 
the  planning  and  surveying  of  the  proposed  project  is  announced? 
What  can  be  done  to  relieve  people  of  the  fear  of  removal  and  smooth 
the  road  to  orderly  relocation  in  this  period  ? 

Mr.  CoLMAN.  Well,  one  possibility  might  be,  Mr.  Chairman,  re¬ 
vamped  operations  of  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel¬ 
opment.  Greater  planning  work  could  be  undertaken  to  assist  the 
conuniinities  in  providing  interim  relocation  housing,  which  is  being 
increasingly  done  in  a  number  of  places,  with  trailer  homes,  mobile 
homes,  and  that  type  of  thing.  Where  the  final  project  has  not  been 
worked  out,  and  where  the  bulldozers  may  finally  start  to  operate  and 
where  they  may  not,  but  where  there  is  a  kind  of  upheaval  and  unrest 
caused  because  of  the  planning  activities,  perhaps  some  type  of  housing 
availabilities  might  be - 

Senator  Muskie.  The  problem,  I  suspect,  affects  homeowners  and 
landowners  who  begin  to  find  tenants  disappearing  or  rental  prop¬ 
erties  impossible  to  rent  during  this  period  when  it  is  clear  in  the 
whole  community  that  the  area  is  going  to  be  cleared  and  yet  nobody 
is  in  a  position  to  buy  their  property  or  to  reimbuse  them  or  to  make 
it  possible  for  them  to  reinvest  elsewhere,  and  they  have  to  continue 
to  pay  taxes.  So  there  is  a  period  of  great  hardship  and  considerable 
loss,  not  so  much  for  tenants,  perhaps,  although  they  may  incur  some 
difficulties  here,  but  for  the  property  owners. 

Mr.  CoLMAN.  As  far  as  the  ownere  are  concerned,  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  it  not  be  the  case  that  this  type  of  loss  of  rental  income,  de¬ 
clining  market  value,  and  that  sort  of  thing  would  all  be  legitimate 
considerations,  legally,  within  the  acquisition  processes  as  they  operate 
under  the  condemnation  or  taking  laws  of  most  States  ?  In  other  words, 
an  owner  of  rental  property  who  lost  his  tenants  a  year  in  advance  of 
the  actual  taking  would  be  able  to  include  this  loss  along  with  other 
factors  that  the  Court  or  the  appraisers  would  take  into  consideration. 

Senator  Muskie.  These  costs  are  not  now  covered,  I  do  not  think,  are 
they  ? 

Mr.  CoLMAN.  It  was  my  impression — I  could  be  wrong  on  this — that 
as  far  as  owners  are  concerned,  this  type  of  thing  was  admissible  evi¬ 
dence  in  terms  of  losses  being  suffered  by  owners. 
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INIr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Richter  has  some  additional  comments. 

Mr.  Richter.  I  believe  under  title  IX,  the  uniform  land  acquisition 
title,  the  thrust  of  the  legislation  is  to  speed  up  the  period  of  taking  of 
property  and,  in  addition,  to  make  available  to  the  property  owner  as 
quickly  as  possible  the  estimated  fair  value  which  the  Federal  agency 
sets  on  the  land  to  be  acquired.  1  think  this  gets  somewhat  to  the 
problem. 

Senator  Mxtskie.  By  speeding  u})  the  process,  you  may  reduce  it, 
but  the  question  put  to  Mr.  Colman  is  whether  or  not  actual  loss  can 
now  be  compensated  under  present  law.  Do  you  ha\  e  any  answer  to 
that  ? 

Mr.  CoEMAX.  I  think  there  is  also  in  here  a  declaration  of  legislative 
intent  that  in  the  price  finally  set,  the  Federal  agency  shall  take  account 
of  any  decrease  in  value  which  shall  take  place  between  the  time  of  an¬ 
nouncement  of  the  intent  to  take  property  and  the  actual  closing  of 
the  negotiations. 

Senator  Muskie.  That  is  decrease  of  vaiue.  It  is  not  loss  of  rental. 
There  is  none? 

Mr.  Richter.  I  think  that  is  right. 

Senator  Mhskie.  AVould  you  supply  a  ditferent  answer  if  a  ditferent 
answer  is  appropriate? 

Mr.  CoLMAX.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  it  might  be  that  we  will  want 
to  suggest  some  additional  language  to  ti*y  to  meet  this  problem. 

Senator  Muskie.  One  final  question.  It  is  a  long  one,  but  it  is  one 
question. 

Section  8()3(d)  would  extend  the  long-term,  low-interest  loan  pro¬ 
gram  of  SBA  to  cover,  one,  not  only  small  businesses  displaced  but  also 
nondisplaced  small  businesses  which  suffer  economic  injury  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  federally  aided  programs;  two,  businesses  injured  not  only  by 
urban  renewal,  highway,  and  other  construction  programs,  but  also 
by  any  other  public  improvement  programs:  and  three,  not  only  busi¬ 
nesses  injured  by  Federal  or  federally  aided  programs,  but  also  lousi¬ 
nesses  injured  by  State  programs. 

The  Bureau  opposes  these  amendments,  on  the  grounds,  first,  that 
it  is  impractical  to  provide  assistance  to  other  than  those  actually  dis¬ 
placed;  and  second,  that  it  is  inappropriate  for  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  assume  responsibility  for  relocation  of  displacees  from  other 
than  Federal  or  federally  assisted  programs. 

Now,  what  would  you  say  to  those  objections? 

IMr.  CoEMAX.  I  am  going  to  ask  Mr.  Richter  to  respond  to  part  of 
the  question.  I  think  that  with  regard  to  displacements  caused  by 
other  programs  in  which  the  Federal  Government  is  not  involved,  it 
is,  I  think,  difficult  to  debate  or  rebut  the  Biireairs  point  on  that  one. 
In  other  words,  strictly  a  State  program  or  strictly  a  local  program 
that  causes  displacement — I  think  to  get  SBA  involved  in  a  special 
financial  relief  operation  for  those  people  perhaps  is  carrying  Federal 
responsibility  too  far. 

]\fr.  Richter.  Mr.  CTairman,  on  the  other  part  of  it,  my  recollection 
is  that  this  provision  was  proposed  in  the  report  of  the  House  Select 
Subcommittee  when  S.  1681  was  up  before  you,  and  it  came  out  of 
S.  1201.  I  think  that  that  committees  staff  had  found  that  this  was  a 
real  problem,  the  problem  of  these  people  not  actually  displaced  but 
affected. 
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1  believe  tlmt  a(  your  hearings  on  S.  1081,  the  i-epresentative  of  SBA 
at  that  time  indicated  that  it  iniglit  he  a  jn-ohleni  in  determining  tlie 
degree  to  which  these  nondisplaced  alfected  businesses  should  he  or 
could  l)e  heljH'd.  But.  he  did  not  S5iy  it  was  an  insuperable  problem.  He 
recognized  that  there  were  some  administrative  difficulties  involved. 

Senator  Muskte.  Of  course,  what  we  are  talking  about  here  is  not 
compensation  for  displacees,  but  simply  the  availability  of  a  loan  pro¬ 
gram  in  connection  with  natural  disasters,  or  Federal  displacement, 
and  other  reasons  that  are  beyond  the  control  of  the  Fe<leral  Govern¬ 
ment,  the  State  government,  or  the  businessman  involved.  So  I  think 
it  is  a  little  diffierent  consideration  than  the  (juestion  of  whether  or 
not  the  Federal  Government  ought  to  provide  these  other  compensa¬ 
tions.  It  is  a  question  mainly  of  a  Federal  loan  program  which  is  not 
matched  by  a  State  loan  program  for  another  class  of  people  hit  by 
adversity  not  of  their  own  making. 

INIr.  Walkek.  There  is  just  one  historical  footnote  to  add,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man  ;  that  is,  the  original  SBA  title,  as  it  appeared  in  S.  1681,  did  not 
include  the  specific  provision  which  we  havel)een  talking  about.  It  was 
incorporated  during  the  hearings,  largely  at  the  behest  of  Senator 
Sparkman  and  meml)ei’s  of  the  Ilousing  Subcommittee  of  the  Banking 
and  Curi-ency  Committee.  I  gathered  at  that  time  that  they  had  ex¬ 
plored  this  in  some  depth  and  felt  it  merited  consideration  by  this 
subcommittee.  For  this  reason,  it  is  in  this  title. 

Senator  Muskie.  All  right.  I  guess  we  have  the  issue  before  us. 

Senator  Mundt'? 

Senator  Mundt.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chainnan.  I  just  want  to  go  into 
two  different  aspects  of  the  discussion. 

First  of  all,  Mr.  Colman,  I  was  happy  to  read  on  page  16  of  your 
statement  your  continued  siipport  of  the  5-3'ear  termination  provision. 
You  }X)int  out  that  it  appears  Congress  provides  expiration  dates  as 
a  matter  of  course  for  almost  all  grant  progranrs.  That  seems  to  be 
very  significant  and  veiT  veil  grounded. 

I  certainly  am  one  who  belieA^ed  in  stronger  reviewing  authority  at 
the  time  you  wrote  this  provision.  1  believe  that  these  periodic  reviews 
are  A^eiy  essential,  very  imjmrtant. 

I  thought  that  we  were  going  to  do  something  through  the  Congress- 
sional  Reorganization  Act,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  Avas  optimistic  that  we 
Avere  going  to  provide  Congress  Avith  additional  trained  personnel, 
guidelines,  and  other  neAv  authorities.  But  the  House  apparently 
has  driven  a  knife  into  the  back  of  that  legislation.  Xothing  has  hap- 
})ened.  It  took  some  little  time  in  the  Senate,  but  Ave  finally  got  it 
ihrough.  For  a  AA'hile,  it  looked  like  there  Avas  an  agreement  in  the 
House,  but  the  session  is  nearing  its  busiest  jieriod,  jirior  to  adjourn¬ 
ment,  and  I  am  pretty  pessimistic  that  the  House  Avill  act  on  the  bill. 
It  seems  to  me  that  what  Ave  have  set  out  here  for  the  function  of  the 
General  Accounting  Office  is  verv  essential,  and  even  more  essential 
in  AueAv  of  the  lack  of  action  in  the  House,  to  modernize  the  procedures 
of  the  Congress. 

As  you  point  out,  and  as  I  have  obseived,  most  of  them  noAv  provide 
for  some  kind  of  pajmient.  I  Avas  at  the  xVppropriations  Committee 
earlier  this  morning  AA'here  the  same  question  about  termination  dates. 
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l  eview  periods,  and  contracts  came  np.  There  was  a  verj-  illuminating  ' 
discussion  as  to  its  validity.  We  have  lived  as  we  have  learned  and  we 
have  learned  as  we  have  lived.  ; 

Here  you  come  to  a  situation  in  a  rapidly  changing  world  Avhere  we  j 
ought  to  be  taking  a  look  at  these  things  to  see  whether  they  are  up  , 
to  date,  whether  there  are  new  problems,  and  whether  mistakes  have  j 
been  made  which  can  l^e  corrected  legislatively,  whether  omis.sions  oc-  ■ 
curred  at  the  time  the  legislation  was  passed.  The  attitude  of  .some  of  I 
the  people  in  the  administrative  agencies,  that  all  of  the  creative  think-  i 
ing  and  all  new  ideas  terminated  when  we  wrote  the  bill,  .seems  to  me  j 
to  be  utterly  indefensible.  I  cannot  understand  why  they  persist.  I  am  , 
glad  you  pointed  out  so  effectively  that  that  attitude  is  not  a  defensible  | 
one.  ' 

Now,  a  question  or  two  on  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Hughes,  wdiich  you 
have  studied  and  read.  The  one  part  about  this  legislation  which  con-  ^ 
cerns  me,  though  I  am  a  cosponsor,  is  the  use  of  the  Reorganization 
Act  technique  in  title  VI.  I  think  Mr.  Hughes  makes  a  perfectly  valid 
jjoint  when  he  implied  that  restricting  the  reorganization  procedure  re¬ 
garding  consolidations  involves  changes  in  formula  and  other  substan¬ 
tive  law  which  are  naturally  the  function  of  the  legislative  body.  It 
seems  to  me  we  might  have  to  give  this  pretty  serious  thought,  IMr. 
Chairman,  and  figure  out  how  these  changes  can  be  made  in  the 
normal  legislative  procedures,  rather  than  running  the  clock  back¬ 
wards  and  utilizing  the  reorganization  process  and  procedure  to  ; 
Aurtually  write  new  legislation.  ' 

I  would  like  to  have  your  comments  on  that. 

Mr.  CoLMAN.  Well,  Senator  Mundt,  I  think  it  depends  upon  the  dis¬ 
tinction  between  the  end  and  the  means.  If  the  Congress  wants  grant  ' 
consolidation,  if  the  Congress  wants  these  400  or  more  separate  grant  ' 
programs  reduced,  if  you  want  to  bring  that  situation  under  control, 
an  effective  tool  for  doing  that  is  provided  in  the  title  suggested  here. 
Admittedly,  just  as  in  the  case  of  the  Reorganization  Act,  there  is  : 
some  delegation  of  the  initiative  from  the  Congi-ess  to  the  Executive. 
But  I  think  that  the  Congi'ess,  in  its  action  on  the  Reorganization  Act 
back  in  1949,  felt  that  the  end  justified  the  means,  that  you  would  get  | 
more  reorganization  and  that  you  would  get  a  more  effective  grouping 
of  agencies  by  lessening  the  legislative  hurdles  and  roadblocks  that  , 
these  programs  Avould  have  to  encounter  in  order  to  become  effective.  I 
Now,  we  all  know  of  and  you  referred  a  minute  ago.  Senator,  to  the 
number  of  advocates  of  these  individual  grant-in-aid  programs.  Thev  , 
are  numerous,  and  they  are  powerful,  and  they  will  not  be  moved. 
"When  you  bring  up  a  consolidation  proposal  that  has  to  run  through 
the  regular  legislatiAm  gamut — if  they  are  able  to  achieA^e  in  action  at  I 
any  one  spot  along  the  line,  just  as  the  folks  have  over  in  the  House  jj 
about  the  legislative  reorganization  bill — they  have  it  made.  They  ; 
have  stopped  the  consolidation. 

This  approah  admittedly  assigns  initiative  to  the  Executive,  but  : 
'the  Congress  retains  the  veto  power,  and  the  proponents  of  grant  frag¬ 
mentation  could  no  longer  be  Adctorious  though  achieving  legislative 
inaction.  They  would  have  to  muster  a  majority  of  votes  in  one  House  j 
or  the  other  of  the  Congress  in  order  to  block  a  grant  consolidation 
plan. 

So  those  are  the  A'^ery  compelling  reasons  that  the  members  of  the 
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xVdvisory  Commission  considered  on  two  separate  occasions.  They  did 
not  approach  this  proposal  lightly.  They  debated  it. 

I  remember,  and  I  think  you  were  present,  Senator,  when  Governor 
Daniel  stated  that  he  did  not  like  certain  parts  of  this  in  terms  of  its 
philosophy,  but  in  order  to  get  the  job  done,  he  thought  it  was  essential 
and  he  was  therefore  going  to  support  it.  Several  other  members  of  the 
Commission  made  some  comments. 

Senator  Mundt.  I  do  not  think  we  can  conclude,  however,  that  that 
is  the  only  way  to  do  it.  It  is  true  that  Congress  is  willing  to  delegate 
the  initiative  of  the  formulas  of  this  type  in  certain  circumstances, 
and  probably  widen  the  scope  to  the  Executive.  But  here  we  delegate 
a  little  bit  more  than  the  initiative,  coming  up  with  a  proposal  to  be 
studied  and  amended  and  approved  by  the  Congress.  Here  we  come 
with  a  reversal  of  the  status  of  the  veto,  whereby  Congress  assumes 
the  role  of  the  vetoing  agency  and  the  legislative  aspect  goes  on  at  the 
other  end  of  the  avenue,  a  reversal  of  the  normal  constitutional  legis¬ 
lative  process.  We  do  that  in  the  reorganization  of  agencies  and  de¬ 
partments  and  personnel,  because  that  is  the  reorganization  of  the 
functions  of  the  executive  branch,  where  they  determine  where  per¬ 
sonnel  should  be,  how  such  changes  shmdd  be  handled,  how  you 
streamline  an  executive  agency  for  greater  efficiency.  But  I  think  what 
yoii  do  is  amend  by  Executive  suggestion  legislative  proposals  which 
have  been  written  out  for  the  various  formulas  for  grants. 

I  think  you  are  going  to  have  a  very  difficult  time  selling  it  to 
Congress.  I  am  not  sure  it  is  a  wise  precedent  to  establish,  because  it 
might  be  used  in  other  places.  In  this  great  struggle  for  maintenance  of 
the  balance  of  power.  Congress  is  always  at  a  disadvantage  because  it 
operates  more  slowly.  It  does  not  have  the  homogeneous  concepts  that 
you  have  in  the  executive  branch.  We  toss  away  a  little  bit  like  this, 
we  toss  away  a  little  bit  and  go  for  the  item  of  veto,  and  the  first  tiring 
you  know,  we  change  the  status.  Our  reorganization  plan  is  not 
amended  by  that. 

Mr.  Colman.  No. 

Senator  Mundt.  So  you  see,  you  tie  your  hands,  you  take  this  or 
nothing.  We  take  the  bitter  with  the  sweet,  the  good  with  the  bad.  We 
try  to  do  things  which  we  would  not  do  if  we  legislate. 

I  think  we  ought  to  give  it  serious  thought ;  if  you  people  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  maintenance  of  our  system  of  government,  you  ought  to 
give  a  little  thought  to  it.  Here  we  are  saying,  this  will  work,  so  let 
us  take  it.  It  will  work,  but  I  think  other  systems  will  work.  I  think 
if  we  give  the  initiative  to  the  Executive  and  they  come  up  with  a 
formal  legislative  package  which  will  provide  this  whole  concept  of 
consolidation  and  so  forth  of  the  gi’ants,  I  think  it  should  be  subject 
to  hearing,  should  be  subject  to  possible  amendment.  The  majority  posi¬ 
tion  in  Congress  will  prevail. 

It  seems  to  me  you  run  just  as  much  chance  of  killing  the  whole 
package  through  the  reorganization  action,  because  you  cannot  amend 
it.  You  have  to  deal  with  offensive  aspects  just  as  much  that  way  as 
you  would  by  submitting  the  whole  package  through  the  legislative 
mill. 

Mr.  Colman.  Let  me  say  this  Senator.  Certainly  this  is  a  very  impor¬ 
tant  and  very  difficult  question.  The  Congress  might  wish,  if  it  decided 
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to  travel  this  road  or  part  of  the  way  down  tlie  road  as  proposed  here, 
to  introduce  some  element  of  amendment  or  some  elements  of  nar- 
rowino-  of  scope,  but  still  departing  from  the  status  quo.  At  the  present 
time,  the  President  can’t  come  up  here  with  a  bill  to  consolidate  a  num¬ 
ber  of  grant  programs  and  have  an  easy  time  of  it.  It  gets  referred  to 
committees  in  each  House  and  it  goes  the  usual  way,  and  because  of  the 
things  that  we  have  mentioned  here  this  morning — the  great  tenacity 
which  these  interests,  once  developed  under  a  grant  program,  tend  to 
demonstrate — the  prospects  for  such  a  pro[X)sal  become  very  dim 
indeed. 

So  I  am  not  implying  or  suggesting  here.  Senator  Mundt,  that  this 
is  the  only  way.  I  am  suggesting  very  strongly  that  something  ditfer- 
ent  from  the  status  quo  needs  to  be  adopted  with  regard  to  the  execu¬ 
tive-legislative  process  on  grants-in-aid  if  we  are  going  to  make 
significant  pi'ogress  in  the  consolidation  of  this  ridiculously  large 
number  of  grants. 

And  it  is  growing  each  session.  There  are  in  this  Congress  about  15 
or  20  new  grant  programs  that  have  been  added  to  this  list.  And  you 
have  some  in  process  now.  So  this  number  just  keeps  building  up  and 
it  is  becoming  a  managerial  nightmare. 

Senator  Mundt.  Here  is  what  I  am  proposing :  I  am  prepared  to 
agree  that  our  present  status  quo  operation  is  not  the  best.  It  does  not 
attain  the  objective  we  seek  and  is  not  an  etfective  method  at  all.  I  am 
also  prepared  to  believe  that  the  reorganization  concept  will  get  the 
job  done,  but  that  the  price  you  pay  is  too  great  in  terms  of  the  rela¬ 
tionship  between  the  executive  and  the  legislative,  in  terms  of  the 
precedents  you  establish,  in  terms  of  the  failure  to  give  Congress  any 
flexibility  of  action. 

Tourists  come  to  town  and  say,  Mr.  Cohnan,  how  do  you  get  to  Xew 
York?  You  can  say,  you  can  walk  and  get  there.  But  that  is  not  the 
only  way. 

You  can  take  the  train  or  other  modes  of  transportation.  The  same 
is  true  with  consolidating  grants. 

I  think  we  are  going  to  have  to  exercise  some  imagination  and  come 
up  with  new  ideas,  maybe  a  new  reorganization  concept  which  is  amend¬ 
able,  or  which  you  do  not  have  to  take  or  leave  in  its  entirety,  or  which 
is  not  under  pressure  of  time,  so  if  Congress  were  unable  to  meet,  every¬ 
thing  goes  through.  I  think  we  have  to  recognize  that  simply  because 
the  end  is  desirable,  the  means  are  not  necessaril}^  desirable.  I  think 
the  end  is  desirable,  but  I  think  we  have  to  fashion  a  means  which  is 
compatible  with  the  concept  of  balance  of  powers  which  recognizes 
the  right  of  the  legislators  who  originally  created  the  programs  to 
have  something  to  say  about  the  manner  in  which  they  are  going  to  be 
consolidated. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  analogo\is,  really,  to  the  reorganization  authority 
we  gave  the  President  to  rearrange  the  chairs  in  his  own  house.  This 
is  a  little  different.  This  is  the  Executive. 

We  have  a  question,  after  all,  of  the  amounts  we  want  to  i)rovide, 
the  ways  we  want  to  provide  them,  whether  we  want  to  have  an 
existing  formula,  a  consistent  formula  for  everything  or  a  varying 
formula  growing  out  of  a  legislative  proposal  that  has  been  enacted 


1)V  Coiiirress.  We  h  ave  so  iiianv  they  certainly  ou<rlit  to  he  consol idated. 
lint  I  think  you  brain  trusters  down  in  your  shop  ought  to  giye  a  little 
thought  to  coming  up  with  soniething  new. 

I  refuse  to  belieye  you  can  jnst  get  to  New  York  by  walking  or 
riding  the  train.  There  are  other  ways  you  can  contriye.  There  are 
other  ways  we  can  contrive,  1  think,  of  achieving  this  objective.  I  do 
not  think  we  ought  to  destroy  the  goal  and  cease  reaching  for  the 
objective  sinijily  because  tiiere  are  things  that  are  jiretty  largely 
anathema  in  terms  of  utilizing  the  concejk  of  the  reorganization  pro¬ 
gram  to  meet  the  objectives. 

Senator  Mfskie.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Cohnan,  Mr.  Walker, 
and  '\Ir.  Kichter.  We  appreciate  your  excellent  testimony.  I  think  we 
have  exjiosed  the  issues  involved. 

Our  next  witness,  to  jiresent  the  statement  of  (fov.  John  (Yn- 
nally  of  Texas,  is  the  vice  chairman  of  the  Xational  (fovernors'  ('on- 
ference,  INIr.  Wayne  Gibbens,  Texas  director  of  State-Federal  relations, 
and  Mr.  David  Hill,  liaison  otiicer  of  the  National  Governors’  Oon- 
ference. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOHN  CONNALLY,  GOVERNOR  OF  TEXAS,  VICE 

CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  NATIONAL  GOVERNORS’  CONFERENCE,  AS 

PRESENTED  BY  WAYNE  GIBBENS,  TEXAS  DIRECTOR,  STATE- 

FEDERAL  RELATIONS,  STATE  OF  TEXAS,  ACCOMPANIED  BY 

DAVID  HILL,  LIAISON  OFFICER,  NATIONAL  GOVERNORS’  CON¬ 
FERENCE 

Mr.  Gibbens.  Mr.  Chairman,  Senator  Mundt,  1  represent  Governor 
Connally,  who  is  vice  chairman  of  the  Governors’  committee  which 
considered  this  jirojiosed  legislation  at  the  National  (fovernors’  Con¬ 
ference  midwinter  meeting.  It  is  my  pleasure  to  present  to  you  his 
statement. 

It  is  a  pleasure  for  me  to  express  on  behalf  of  the  National  Gover¬ 
nors’  Conference  and  the  Council  of  State  Governments,  our  sujiport 
for  S.  698,  the  proposed  “Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1967.” 

Testimony  from  representatives  of  the  National  Governors’  Confer¬ 
ence  and  the  Council  of  State  Goi'ernments  was  heard  by  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  in  1965  when  a  similar  piece  of  legislation  was  being  considered. 
At  that  time,  the  Goiernors  expressed  enthusiastic  support  for  the 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1965.  Therefore,  I  will  not 
belabor  the  issues  dis(‘ussed  at  that  time,  liut  I  would  like  to  tiriefly 
reiterate  the  position  taken  by  the  National  Governors'  Conference 
on  tlie  provisions  of  the  1965  bill  which  are  still  part  of  the  proposal 
now  being  considered. 

The  title  providing  for  improved  administration  of  grants-in-aid 
to  the  States  would  arm  the  States’  chief  executives  with  sufticient 
means  to  bring  about  a  greater  degree  of  regularity  and  financial 
planning  and  budgeting  for  all  the  funds  expended  in  State  govern¬ 
ment  operations.  The  section  proi  iding  for  full  information  on  grants- 
in-aid  to  the  Governors  of  the  States  is  essential  if  the  Governor  is  to 
function  as  an  efficient  chief  executive.  This  proposal  would  insure  the 
State’s  Governor  of  timely  information  on  grants-in-aid  to  his  State. 

'I'lie  “single  State  agency'’  concept  is  oftentimes  a  significant  deter¬ 
rent  to  effective  State  organization  and  reorganization.  This  require- 
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ment,  and  the  manner  in  which  it  has  been  defined  by  regulation,  has 
created  some  problems  in  the  States.  The  section  authorizing  Federal 
departments  and  agencies  to  waive  this  requirement  and  approve  other 
forms  of  administrative  organization  is  heartily  endorsed. 

The  title  permitting  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  provide 
specialized  or  technical  services  to  State  and  local  units  of  government 
properly  reflects  the  partnership  needed  in  strengthening  the  service 
features  of  all  levels  of  government,  and  the  Governors  again  lend  their 
support  to  this  concept. 

The  National  Governors’  Conference  has  in  the  past  gone  on 
record  supporting  the  general  provisions  in  the  act  calling  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  national  urban  systems  policy  for  coordinating  machinery 
among  Federal  depaidments  and  between  the  Federal  Government 
and  other  levels  of  government. 

Also  with  the  increased  pace  of  State  planning  activities  in  the  last 
few  years,  the  section  calling  for  full  consideration  of  “all  view¬ 
points — national,  regional.  State,  and  local”  in  planning  urban  de¬ 
velopment  programs  is  even  more  significant  and  necessary.  The 
provision  of  this  section  of  the  act  favoring  units  of  general  local 
government  as  recipients  for  Federal  grants-in-aid  is  wise,  and,  as  a 
matter  of  good  governmental  policy,  general-purpose  goA^ernments 
rather  than  existing  or  proposed  special  districts  shoidd  be  encouraged 
to  undertake  those  tasks  which  they  can  perform. 

While  generally^  supporting  the  philosophy  underlying  the  title 
dealing  with  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  Avithin  urban 
areas  by  Federal  agencies,  it  was  urged  by  the  Governors  in  their  19()5 
testimony  that  the  provisions  of  this  title  be  extended  to  rural  areas  i 
where  they  are  or  might  be  practical. 

The  Governors  are  also  on  record  in  support  of  the  periodic  con-  , 
gressional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  to  the  States  and  to  local  ; 
units  of  government.  We  believe  it  to  be  a  matter  of  simple  prudence 
to  provide  for  periodic  congressional  revicAv  and  examination  of 
grants-in-aid  as  well  as  other  types  of  legislation.  An  excellent  first 
step  in  this  area  would  provide  for  congressional  revicAv  in  new  pro¬ 
grams  every  5  years,  unless  the  program  had  a  termination  date.  If 
the  program  were  limited,  then  it  could  be  reexamined  before 
extension. 

Turning  now  to  the  ncAv  titles  found  in  S.  698, 1  and  tlie  confei'ence  i 
endorse  the  concept  of  consolidation  of  grants-in-aid  programs.  Con¬ 
solidation,  on  the  scale  required,  will  not  be  easy.  There  Avill  be  pres¬ 
sures  from  both  within  and  Avithout  GoA^ernment  to  maintain  the 
present  proliferation  and  categorization  of  grants-in-aid  programs. 

The  conference,  in  a  study  by  the  State  Urban  Eelations  Committee, 
published  in  October  1967,  addresses  itself  to  this  problem,  and  I  quote : 

A  basic  consolidation  in  the  number  of  categorical  grants-in-aid  must  be 
undertaken  by  the  Federal  Government.  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  cate¬ 
gorical  grants  within  the  same  functional  area  should  be  consolidated  into  a 
single  program,  with  a  single  set  of  statutory  requirements  and  a  single 
authorization  and  appropriation  and  be  administered  by  a  singie  Federal  agency. 

It  is  quite  feasible  that  the  number  of  separate  grant  authorizations  can  be 
reduced  by  half  the  present  number  without  sacrifice  of  essential  national 
priorities  in  the  provision  of  financial  assistance  to  the  States  and  localities. 

In  order  to  faciiitate  meaningful  consolidation  of  grants-in-aid.  Congress 
should  pass  enabling  legislation  to  allow  the  President  to  submit  consolidation 
plans.  After  due  consideration  in  Congress  and  without  negative  resolution,  the 
proposed  consolidation  would  become  effective. 
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Furthermore,  consolidation  would  greatly  facilitate  State  planning 
efforts.  Some  States  have  repeatedly  sought  to  submit  comprehensive 
plans  that  would  interrelate  the  various  programs  witliin  broad 
functional  areas.  The  distortion  effect  in  State  budgetai'y  decisions 
would  also  be  reduced.  At  present,  for  example,  the  scattering  of 
categorical  programs  tends  to  induce  states  and  localities  to  concen¬ 
trate  their  own  financial  resources  in  those  programs  which  are 
matched  by  Federal  funds  and  to  leave  their  own  nonaided  programs 
underfunded. 

Closely  related  to  the  grant  consolidation  concept,  is  the  idea  of  joint 
funding  of  Federal  grants-in-aid.  At  the  1967  annual  meeting  of  the 
National  Governors’  Conference,  a  resolution  was  adopted  by  the 
conference  supporting  the  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  now 
pending  before  the  Congress. 

A  questionnaire  concerning  the  Joint  Funding  Act  has  been  sent 
out  to  the  various  Governors  by  the  National  Governor's  Conference, 
and  as  soon  as  that  information  is  compiled,  we  will  be  pleased  to 
forward  our  findings  to  this  subcommittee. 

I  might  add  that  there  has  been  some  experimentation  in  this  area. 
A  significant  example  is  the  unified  application  procedure  for  assist¬ 
ance  to  fund  a  State  urban  affairs  program  being  considered  by  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Presently,  there  are  three  programs  that  the  Governor  may  use  to 
strengthen  State  participation  and  executive  capability  in  urban 
affaire.  They  are:  (1)  the  local  planning  assistance  program  author¬ 
ized  by  section  701  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954;  (2)  the  community 
development  training  and  research  program  authorized  by  title  VIII 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1964;  and  (3)  the  urban  information  and 
technical  assistance  program  authorized  by  title  IX  of  the  Demon¬ 
stration  Cities  and  Metropolitan  Development  Act  of  1966. 

The  parallel  and  similar  purposes  of  each  of  these  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  programs  lends  weight  to  consideration  of  using  a  unified 
application  procedure  for  progi'am  grant-in-aid  funds.  With  this  in 
mind,  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  early  this 
year  developed  a  guide  outlining  procedures  for  submission  of  a  single 
grant  application  covering  these  three  programs.  The  draft  guide  was 
sent  to  the  Governors  for  their  comment  and  review,  and  the  Governors 
overwhelmingly  endorsed  this  approach  to  Federal  grants-in-aid,  and 
in  addition  urged  that  this  approach  be  extended  to  other  Federal 
programs  at  a  minimum  on  a  department-by-department  basis. 

While  such  simplification  is  welcomed,  it  cannot  be  left,  to  piecemeal 
procedural  reorganizations  within  executive  departments,  and  it  would 
appear  that  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  is  a  promising 
mechanism  for  facilitating  such  consolidation  and  simplification. 

The  Governors  are  aware  of  the  many  complex  problems  of  reloca¬ 
tion  and  land  acquisition,  and  they  recognize  the  need  for  uniformity 
of  treatment  of  the  many  businesses  and  businessmen  dislocated  by 
Federal  or  federally  assisted  programs.  The  Governors  are  also  aware 
of  the  amendment  submitted  this  week  regarding  accounting  and 
reporting  procedures. 

However,  the  Governors  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  consider 
this,  and  the  conference  will  submit  a  siq^plementary  statement  on  this 
at  a  later  date. 
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In  conclusion,  I  feel  tliut  S.  698  is  a  far-sia'hted  proposal.  It  recoir-  ^ 
nizes  that  our  system  of  cooperative  federalism  is  strenii;thened  l)y 
strong  governments  at  every  level.  It  properly  acknowledges  that  the  j 
Federal  grants-in-aid  devices  underlie  most  functional  and  operating  ' 
intergovernmental  relationships.  Since  this  area  is  currently  under-  ! 
going  rapid  evolution  in  both  form  and  focus,  it  is  today  more  essential 
than  ever  before  that  our  jtartnership  system  work  at  its  greatest  ! 
potential  efficiency.  The  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  represents  i 
a  significant  step  toward  harmonizing  and  improving  important  I 
aspects  of  Federal-State-local  relations.  The  National  Governors’  ('on-  ' 
ference  welcomes  this  measure,  but  it  sincerely  hopes  that  it  will  be  but  i 
the  first  of  a  series  of  needed  i)roposals  designed  to  keep  our  cont  inually  i 
evolving  Federal  system  vuable. 

Senator  IMuskie.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Gibbens.  I  have  three 
questions  that  I  would  like  to  put,  perhaps  to  i\Ir.  Hill,  for  the  purpose 
of  getting  information  into  the  record. 

First  of  all,  could  the  Governors'  Conference  provide  for  the  record 
of  this  hearing  the  degree  to  which  the  States  are  reorganizing  their 
executive  departments  and  strengthening  the  role  of  the  Governor 
over  his  budgeting,  planning,  and  programing  so  as  to  take  advantage 
of  the  many  sections  })roposed  in  S.  698  ? 

Mr.  Hiix.  Yes;  we  will  be  glad  to  do  that.  The  Governors’  Com-  : 
mittee  on  Constitutional  Revision  last  year  developed  an  appendix  oi’ 
summary  of  reorganization  developments  in  the  States  over  the  period 
from  1968  to  1967  on  a  State-by-State  basis.  lYe  shall  be  glad  to  fur¬ 
nish  that  for  the  record. 

Senator  IMitskie.  Is  it  your  impression  that  there  is  movement  fol¬ 
lowing  in  this  field  ? 

iMr.  Hiee.  Yes,  very  active  movement  in  the  area. 

Senator  Mi'Skie.  The  staff  study  for  the  Committee  on  State-Grban 
Relations  recommended  the  creation  of  State  relocation  agencies  to 
coordinate  relocation  assistance  and  minimize  problems. 

How  many  States  are  doing  this?  Can  you  supply  that  for  the 
record  ? 

Mr.  Hiee.  Yes.  I  know  that  Connecticut  has  a  law  in  effect  and  fhere 
are  a  few  other  States  moving  in  this  direction,  and  we  shall  be  glad  to 
update  and  furnish  that  for  the  record. 

Senator  Mttskie.  lYould  you  also  indicate  how  such  agencies  are 
financed  ? 

^fr.  Hiee.  Yes,  I  will.  I  think  the  liest  thing  to  do  would  be  to  fur¬ 
nish  a  copy  of  the  Connecticut  law  and  those  of  other  States  that  have 
laws  on  the  books. 

Senator  JMuskie.  IVould  it  be  a  good  idea  for  States  to  assist  the  • 
creation  of  local  relocation  agencies  to  coordinate  local  assistance  on 
projects  where  urban  renewal,  highways,  and  other  programs  are  j 
involved  at  the  same  time  ?  ! 

I  think  some  States  have  done  this,  but  to  what  extent  do  you  think  ' 
that  soit  of  thing  ought  to  be  encouraged  and  stimulated  ? 

iMr.  Hiee.  It  would  be  A^ery  difficult  to  ansAver  that.  I  knoAv  some  i 
States  have  moved  in  this  area,  but  I  am  aAvare  that  there  are  State 
laAvs  that  avouIcI  prohibit  or  encumber  such  actiAuties.  Rut  there  has 
been  some  activity  in  that  area  of  providing  for  coordination  of  reloca¬ 
tion  assistance  and  other  assistance. 


Senator  .Muskie.  Aj-e  Federal  ageiicies  presently  assisting  the  States 
and  localities  in  developing  overall  relocation  agencies  ^ 

Mr.  Hill.  1  am  not  aware  of  any  activities. 

Senator  Muskie.  1  am  mjt,  either. 

Again  in  recommendation  13  of  the  conference  study,  it  was  pro¬ 
posed  that  States  take  up  the  option  of  sharing  in  payments  to  those 
displaced  by  highway  and  other  programs.  Could  the  Conference  pro¬ 
vide  us  with  up-to-date  information  as  to  the  degree  the  States  are 
moving  in  this  direction  ? 

Mr.  Hill.  Certainly. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much.  AVe  appreciate  your  testi¬ 
mony  and  your  support. 

1  hope  you  will  convey  to  the  Governor  our  appreciation  for  his 
interest  and  attention. 

iMr.  Glbbens.  1  will ;  thank  you. 

(The  material  previously  referred  to  follows :) 

National  Goveknors’  Conference, 

Washington,  D.V.,  May  21,  lilUS. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Subco-mmittce  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations,  U.8.  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

1)E.\K  Senator  JIuskie  :  In  our  te.stiiuony  before  your  subcommittee  on  May  10, 
190S,  on  tlie  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act,  you  asked  that  we  supplj* 
you  with  additional  information  on  the  degree  to  which  the  states  are  reorganiz¬ 
ing  their  executive  departments  and  stregthening  the  role  of  the  Governor  over 
his  budgeting,  planning,  and  programming  so  as  to  take  advantage  of  the  many 
sections  proposed  in  S.  008.  In  this  regard,  we  are  enclosing  a  "Summary  of 
Reorganization  Developments  in  the  States,  1963-67”  which  was  prepared  for 
the  Governors’  Committee  on  Constitutional  Revision  and  Governmental  Re¬ 
organization  by  the  staff  of  the  political  science  department  of  the  University 
of  Washington.  This  summary  notes  the  signilicant  reorganization  activities  in  the 
states  in  the  four  year  period  between  1963-67.  In  IMaine,  for  example,  the 
Governor  apiwinted  in  1967  a  Task  Force  to  study  the  reorganization  of  the  Maine 
state  government.  In  addition,  the  Governor,  by  executive  order,  directed  that  all 
applications  for  non-state  funds  be  reported  both  to  the  Gftice  of  the  Governor  and 
to  the  state  budget  office.  These  are  but  two  examples  in  one  state  of  vigorous 
activity  in  most  states  in  reorganizing  state  government. 

You  also  requesteil  that  information  be  furnished  to  the  Subcommittee  on 
state  activities  in  the  held  of  relocation  assistance.  The  states  have  just  begun  to 
assume  a  significant  role  in  relocation  efforts.  Governor  Hughes  of  New  .Ier.sey  in 
his  “The  States  and  Urban  Problems”  estimated  that  ten  states  currrently  offer 
relocation  payments  or  services  for  di.splacements  caused  by  state  activities,  in¬ 
cluding  non-federal  aid  highways.  The  1962  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  gave  the 
states  the  option  to  share  in  moving  cost  payments,  and  at  the  end  of  1967 
approximately  half  of  the  states  were  sharing  the  costs  of  the.se  payments.  Several 
states  have  moved  very  rapidly.  In  Connecticut,  for  example,  a  law  was  passed  in 
1967  (Connecticut,  PA  552,  law  1967  (Section  24)  which  authorized  state  grauts- 
in-aid  equal  to  the  cost  of  relocating  individuals,  families,  and  businesses  dis¬ 
placed  by  government  action  who  have  not  been  reimbursed  for  moving  cost  in  a 
comlemnation  proceeding  and  who  are  not  otherwise  reimbursed  by  the  federal 
government  or  the  state. 

In  Maryland,  ^lassachusetts.  Minnesota,  New  .Tersey.  New  York,  Pennsylvania, 
Tennessee  and  Wisconsin  general  statutes  require  relocation  payments  in  cases 
where  requirements  differ  from  those  in  federal  renewal  pi'ograms.  In  several 
other  states,  state  law  requires  relocation  efforts  be  made  for  specific  projects. 
In  Rhode  I.sland  payments  for  displacements  arising  from  re.servoir  construction 
are  required  by  state  law. 

States  are  beginning  to  realize  their  re.sponsibility  for  coordinating  relocation 
efforts.  ^Massachusetts  and  New  .lersey  have  both  authorized  specific  departments 
to  oversee  the  total  relocation  process.  These  departments  have  the  resimnsibility 
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for  reviewing  and  approving  the  relocation  plans  and  programs  of  agencies  en-  ’ 
gaged  in  activities  which  displace  individuals  and  businesses.  This  review  author-  | 
ity  in  both  states  extends  to  federally-aide<l  projects,  and  the  agencies  can  require  i 
projects  to  halt  if  relocation  programs  prove  to  be  inadequate.  j 

The  California  legislature  is  now  considering  a  bill  which  would  provide  re-  I 
location  assistance  for  low  income  families.  This  is  an  example  of  state  action 
aimed  at  alleviating  the  economic  hardship  caused  to  certain  segments  of  the  . 
population  when  public  projects  such  as  highways  require  the  acquisition  of  a  ] 
large  number  of  homes  owned  by  low  income  families.  A  copy  of  this  bill  is  1 
enclosed  for  your  information. 

To  adequately  meet  the  demands  placed  upon  our  society  by  extensive  urban 
renewal  and  other  public  activities,  the  states  must  become  significant  members  of 
the  federal-state-local  partnership.  The  states  can  perform  valuable  services  in 
the  relocation  field  by  plugging  gaps,  providing  additional  assistance  to  dislocated 
families  and  businesses,  and  stimulate  coordination  of  relocation  efforts.  The  i 
National  Glovernors’  Conference  has  gone  on  record  supiwrting  the  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Cooperation  Act  as  a  means  of  enhancing  the  efficiency  of  this  partner-  I 
ship. 

AVe  trust  that  the  information  outlined  in  this  letter  has  adequately  described 
the  current  efforts  of  the  states  in  reorganization  and  relocation.  However,  if  you 
should  have  any  additional  questions  or  further  instructions  concerning  this 
matter,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  us. 

Very  truly  yours. 


David  L.  Hill,  Lhihon  Officer. 


SUMMAKT  OF  REORGANIZATION 

Developments  in  the  States,  1!)G.3-67 

Alabama. — Our  study  uncovered  no  information  of  major  administrative  re¬ 
organization  in  Alabama  during  this  five  year  period. 

Alaska. — The  legislature  created  a  Department  of  Highways  (19(>1)  advancing 
that  function  from  its  previous  divisional  .status  in  the  Department  of  Public 
AV^orks.  The  Commissioner  of  Highways  is  appointed  by  the  Governor  and  is  one 
of  14  Commissioners  who  comprise  the  Governor’s  cabinet. 

A  new  Planning  and  Research  Division  was  establi.^ihed  by  statute  in  the  Office 
of  the  Governor  (1966).  This  function  was  formerly  assigned  to  the  Department  of 
Economic  Development  and  Planning. 

The  legislature  also  established  a  new  Alaska  State  Council  on  the  Arts  (1966). 

Arizona. — An  executive  budget  system  was  established  by  statute  and  assigned 
functionally  to  a  new  Department  of  Finance  (1966).  The  commissioner  of  the 
Department  serves  at  the  Governor’s  pleasure.  Other  activities  of  the  Department 
include  state  planning  (1966)  and  purchasing  (1967)  each  of  which  has  divisional 
status. 

Arkansas. — A  new  Planning  Commi-ssion  was  created  to  assume  certain  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Arkansas  Geological  and  Conservation  Commission  (196.3).  The 
Commission  is  involved  in  state  and  local  planning  and  it  coordinates  state  and 
local  applications  for  federal  grants  and  loans.  The  executive  director  is  ap¬ 
pointed  by  and  serves  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Governor. 

An  addition  to  the  Governor’s  staff  resulted  from  creation  of  the  post  of 
Economic  Advisor  (1965). 

California. — The  legislature  establi.shed  a  new  Department  of  Social  AA>lfare 
with  a  director  appointed  by  the  Governor  (1963).  The  Department  assumed  the 
regulatory  and  appellate  functions  of  the  State  Social  Welfare  Board  which 
became  purely  an  advisory  body.  Also  created  by  law  was  a  Department  of  General 
Services  which  was  given  activities  formerly  performed  by  the  Department  of 
Finance  and  the  Department  of  Public  AVorks  (1963).  Those  activities  include 
accounting,  budgeting,  data  processing,  architectural  and  building  services, 
printing,  purchasing,  management  planning  and  others.  The  director  is  appointed 
by  the  Governor. 

An  Intergovernmental  Council  on  Urban  Growth  was  made  an  adjunct  of  the 
Governor’s  office,  by  statute  (1966).  Procedures  for  removing  a  disabled  Governor 
from  office  were  added  to  the  constitution  by  amendment  (1966) . 

By  executive  order  all  departments  and  agencies  in  California  state  govern¬ 
ment  were  directed  to  report  to  the  Governor  through  three  “executive  secre¬ 
taries” — for  Human  Relations,  Resources  and  Development,  and  Business  and 
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Transportation  (1967).  The  director  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  was 
subsequently  added  to  the  group  of  executive  secretaries  and  all  four  comprise 
the  Governor’s  cabinet.  This  arrangement  replaced  the  previous  structure  by 
which  all  departments  and  other  units  were  grouped  into  eight  “agencies”  headed 
by  "administrators.” 

Colorado. — The  Department  of  Parks  and  llecreation  and  the  Dei>ai‘tment  of 
Game  and  Fish  were  merged  into  a  new  Department  of  Game,  Fish  and  Parks  by 
statute  (1963). 

A  constitutional  amendment  transferred  the  State  Auditor  from  the  execu¬ 
tive  to  the  legislative  department  (1964). 

Another  amendment  (1966)  provides  that  instrumentalities  of  the  executive 
department  with  certain  exceptions  must  be  grouped  into  not  more  than  20 
departments. 

By  statute  the  legislature  created  separate  air  and  water  pollution  control 
commissions  (1966). 

Connecticut. — The  Connecticut  legislature  consolidated  functions  affecting 
youth  in  a  Commission  on  Youth  Services  which  is  administratively  attached 
to  the  Department  of  Education  (1963).  By  executive  order  the  Governor  es¬ 
tablished  a  Commission  on  Federal  Aid  to  Higher  Education  (1963). 

The  Governor  created  an  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  in  the  Department  of 
Finance  and  Control  by  executive  order  (1964). 

A  “Federal  Program  Coordinator”  was  designated  by  the  commissioner  of 
the  Department  of  Finance  and  Control  (196.j).  The  legislature  by  statutory 
action  transferred  the  Data  Processing  Center  from  the  Budget  Division  to 
the  Office  of  the  State  Comptroller  (1965).  By  legislative  action  all  state 
institutions  of  higher  learning  except  .state  technical  colleges  were  integrated 
into  a  single  .state  system  of  higher  education  headed  by  a  commissioner  (1965). 
A  group  of  occupational  licensing  boards  was  assigned  administratively  to  the 
Department  of  Education  by  statute  (1965). 

The  legislature  established  a  State  Personnel  Department  headed  by  a  com¬ 
missioner  to  replac-e  the  previous  Personnel  Department,  Civil  Service  Com- 
mi.ssion,  and  Personnel  Board  (1967).  A  new  Department  of  Community  Affairs 
was  created  by  statute  and  was  given  some  functions  formerly  performed  by 
the  Development  Commission,  Public  Works  Department,  and  the  Office  of 
Economic  Opportunity  (1967).  The  Connecticut  IIi.storieal  Commission  was 
separated  from  the  Deiraidment  of  Education  and  given  indeiiendent  status,  by 
statute  (1967). 

The  legislature  added  the  state  technical  colleges  to  the  consolidated  higher 
education  system,  thus  remortng  an  exception  allowed  by  the  1965  act  which 
organized  the  system  (1987).  Statutory  action  also  consolidated  the  Connecti¬ 
cut  State  I’ri.son,  State  Farm  and  Prison  for  Women,  Connecticut  Reformatory, 
the  State  .Jails,  and  the  Board  of  Parole  in  a  new  Department  of  Corrections 
(1967).  The  Commission  on  Federal  Aid  to  Higher  Education  was  attached 
to  the  Department  of  Finance  and  Control  by  statue  (1967). 

Delmvare. — The  legislature  reorganized  fiscal  administration  in  state  gov¬ 
ernment  (1963).  The  iwsition  of  Budget  Director  made  appointive  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernor,  was  created  to  replace  the  Budget  Commission  which  became  purely 
an  adrt.sory  body.  In  a  transfer  of  functions  pre-auditing  was  reassigned  from 
the  State  Auditor  to  the  Budget  Director  and  post-auditing  was  moved  from 
the  Budget  Director  to  the  State  Auditor  (who  was  and  remains  independently 
elected ) . 

New’  agencies  created  were  a  Department  of  Mental  Health,  a  Department 
of  Correction,  and  a  Higher  Education  Advisory  Commission  (1964).  The 
latter  agency  was  assigned  the  administration  of  the  federal  Higher  Education 
Facilities  Act  of  1963. 

The  legislature  combined  air  and  water  pollution  control  efforts  in  a  Water 
and  Air  Pollution  Resources  Commission  (1966). 

Florida. — The  legislature  created  a  Reveniie  Commission  to  take  over  cer¬ 
tain  revenue  activities  of  the  State  Comptroller  and  Secretary  of  State  (1963)  . 
The  Commission,  wffiich  is  composed  of  seven  elective  officials,  appoints  tlie  Di¬ 
rector  of  Revenue.  Also  e.stablished  w’ere  an  Outdoor  Recreational  Develop¬ 
ment  Council  and  an  Outdoor  Recreational  Planning  Committee  (1963).  A 
constitutional  amendment  Was  adopted  which  provided  that  the  Governor  and 
cabinet  officials  would  henceforth  be  elected  for  four-year  terms  in  the  even- 
numbered  years  between  presidential  elections  and  further,  that  the  Governor 
could  not  succeed  himself  (1963). 
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A  Ooiiiinittee  (Hi  Cioveriiiiioiit  Rcorgaiiizafiini  and  Kflicieiicy  was  asrahlishad  tiy 
tlie  Ipffislatiire  (1!M;4). 

The  Outdoor  Ret-reat ional  riainiiii"  Coiniiiittoe  was  abolislicd  but  the  Out¬ 
door  Recivational  Devplopinent  Ooniicil  was  retaiiu'tl  and  its  basic  s-taMitc 
amended  (]!>G7).  The  Council  is  composed  of  the  (lovernor  as  cliairman.  plus 
the  otiuu-  six  independently  elected  cabinet  officials,  A  State  Personiud  I.htard 
under  the  cabinet  was  (‘stablislual  by  law  (f!X5T|.  Other  statutes  i-reated  an 
otfice  of  State  I’lannina:  and  a  Data  Processing  Itepartment  (ItKu). 

(Icort/ia. — A  statute  was  enacted  which  provided  that  the  Oovernor-elect  be 
given  certain  infonnation  and  facilities  during  the  period  between  his  elec¬ 
tion  and  inauguration  iltMi.t).  The  legislature  authorized  tin-  Governor  to  con¬ 
solidate,  sub.ject  to  its  ratification,  .state  agcmcies  and  departments  (ItK!;!).  'I'lie 
three-member  State  Highway  Roard  was  reorganized  into  an  eleven-member 
Board  with  a  fulltime  director  lltxid).  Statutory  action  created  a  Division  for 
Children  and  Youth  in  the  Deparfimmt  of  Family  and  Children  Services 
The  Division  is  ••autonomous’’  with  its  o-wn  Board  for  ('hildren  and  Y(nith 
with  the  director  of  the  Tlepartment  serving  as  chairman  of  the  Board. 

A  constitutional  amendment  brought  about  recomiKisition  of  the  State  Boiird 
of  Education  to  include  eight  members  ajii pointed  by  the  Governor  and  the  elec¬ 
tive  Superintendent  of  I’ublic  Instruction 

A  St.'ite  Planning  Bureau  to  coordinate  state,  regional,  and  local  planning 
was  created  by  the  legislature  (BXu). 

Hairuii. — A  constitutional  amendment  providing  for  the  Governor  and  lami- 
tenant  Governor  to  be  elected  .jointly  was  approved  (BMi.'D.  The  legislature 
formed  a  new  Department  of  I’lanning  and  Economic  Development  by  merging 
the  Department  of  Planning  and  Research  and  the  Department  of  Economic 
Development  (lOCd).  The  director  of  the  Department  is  appointed  by  the 
Governor.  The  new  department  Ixs-ame  the  seventeenth  in  flawaii's  executive 
branch. 

The  Department  of  Budget  and  Revenue  was  renamed  the  Department  of 
Budget  and  Finance  and  the  Department  of  Treasury  and  Regulation  became 
the  Department  of  Re.gulatory  Agencies  by  statutory  action  (  BMi.1). 

Funds  to  establish  the  office  of  Consumer  Counsel  under  the  Attorney  General 
were  approved  l)y  the  leglslatur('  (19G4).  Constitutional  amendments  changed 
the  State  Board  of  Education  frmn  appointive  to  elective,  changed  the  title  of 
the  Superintendent  of  Public  Instruction  to  Superintendent  of  Education, 
removed  the  Suiierintendent  from  voting  member.ship  on  the  Board  of  Education, 
and  made  him  its  secretary  (10(14). 

TilaJio. — The  legislature  appropriated  funds  for  a  staff  ))osition  of  coordinator 
of  federal-state  programs  in  the  Office  of  the  Governor  (lOd.l). 

A  State  Commission  on  Arts  and  Humanities  was  established  by  executi\e 
order  of  the  Governor  (10G6).  A  Water  Resources  Agency  was  created  pursuant 
to  a  constitulional  amendment  ajiproved  by  tin'  \-oters  (10(I(D. 

Legislation  was  approved  establishing  a  new  Deiiartment  of  Administrative 
Services  with  divisions  of  Budget.  Data  Processin.g.  Management  Services.  Build¬ 
ing  S(U-vices  and  Communications  (lOGT).  The  director  is  .appointed  b.v  the 
Governor. 

IllinaiH. — A  new  Dep;irtment  of  Children  and  Family  Services  was  set  up  by 
law  to  assume  certain  functions  formerly  in  the  Department  of  Mental  Health 
(19(1.3).  The  director  is  an  appointee  of  the  Governor.  Statutory  action  als{) 
resulted  in  abolition  of  the  Illinois  Public  Aid  Commission  and  its  replacement 
by  a  new  Department  of  Public  Aid  headed  by  a  director  appointed  liy  the 
Governor  (1903). 

Inrliava. — A  Construction  Pi^o.iects  Stud.v  Committee  was  cstaldished  by  law 
to  coordinate  the  construction  activities  of  state  a.gencies  (liKi3).  A  Recreation 
Council  was  added  to  the  State  Board  of  Health  and  authorized  to  advise  <-om- 
inunities  on  recreation  programs  b.v  law  (1903).  Statutory  action  created  a 
Youth  Council,  designed  to  coordinate  state  services  aimed  toward  preventing 
.iuvenile  delinquency  (1903).  Another  statute  provided  that  a  Governor-elect  lie 
given  office  space,  an  operating  budget,  and  information  on  state  activities  in 
the  interim  between  his  election  and  inauguration  (1903). 

The  legislature  created  a  Department  of  Xatural  Resources  which  absorbed 
the  functions  of  the  former  Department  of  Conservation,  the  Flood  Control  and 
"Water  Resources  Commission,  the  State  Soil  Conservation  Committee,  and  the 
Recreation  Council  (1905).  The  Department  is  headed  by  a  director  appointed 
by  the  Governor  and  b.v  a  Xatural  Resources  Commission.  The  budget  adopted 
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l)y  the  legisUiture  incliuled  fiiiuls  for  a  nieiiiher  of  the  (Jovenior’s  staff  to  l)e 
located  ill  Washington.  a.s  a  federal-.state-locai  relations  coordinator  (ItMi."). 

An  Economic  l)eveloi>inent  Authorit.v  was  estahiished  h.v  law  for  the  lairjiose 
of  aiding  the  industrial  developinent  efforts  of  local  governments  (lilOo).  A 
statute  ahhreviated  the  name  of  the  Deiiartment  of  Commerce.  Industr.v,  Agri¬ 
culture.  and  I’uhlic  Relations  to  ‘■Departnumt  of  Commerce’'  and  redefined  its 
duties  to  include  industrial  development,  tourism,  and  state  planning 
I’lie  director  of  the  Department  is  the  lueutenant  Governor  who  serves  ex  officio 
with  no  additional  compensation. 

The  Budget  Agency  was  assigned  the  function  of  coordinating  federal  aid 
programs  in  the  state,  by  statute  (ItlOTi.  Federal  aid  applications  of  state 
agencies  must  be  reviewed  by  the  Budget  Agency  before  they  are  submitted  to 
the  appropriate  federal  agencies.  The  legislature  directed  the  Governor  to 
examine  "from  time  to  time"  the  organization  of  state  government  and  to  submit 
reorganization  plans  as  necessar.v  (lilGT).  To  be  effected  such  plans  reciuire 
affirmative  enactment  into  law  by  the  legislature. 

Joira. — -The  Governor  established  a  Traffic  Safety  Coordinating  Committee  by 
executive  order  (1!>G4). 

Kansan. — The  legislature  created  a  new  Department  of  Economic  Development 
and  assigned  it  industrial  development,  tourist  promotion,  and  state  and  local 
l»lanning  functions  (1!K‘>3).  The  former  Industrial  Development  (,'ommission  was 
abolished.  The  new  agency  is  headed  by  a  commission  appointed  by  the  Governor ; 
the  commission  appoints  the  director  of  the  Department. 

Kentuckj/. — Three  new  divisions  were  established  in  the  Department  of 
Finance :  Investment  ^lanagement.  Flanning,  and  Organization  and  Methods 
Examination  (I0G41.  The  Tax  Commission  was  removed  from  the  Deitartment 
of  Revenue  and  made  a  separate  agency  by  statute  (l!Mi4).  A  Board  of  Tax 
Appeals  was  also  established  (  lfM>4).  The  legislature  authorize<l  the  Governor 
to  appoint  a  Commission  on  Econom.v  and  Efficiency  to  investigate  cost  reduction 
in  state  government  ( 19C4) . 

Legislative  action  created  a  Mining  Council.  Traffic  Safety  Coordinating 
Committee,  and  State  Air  I’ollution  Committee  (BXUi).  Also  established  was  a 
cabinet-level  position  assigned  responsibilities  in  housing  and  urban  development 
(I'.tGG). 

Louisiana. — The  Louisiana  legislature  allocated  i^lO.OOO  for  the  office  expenses 
of  the  Governor-elect  (1963).  State  purchasing  was  centralized  in  a  new  Central 
Purchasing  Agency  in  the  Division  of  Administration  by  statute  (1964).  Another 
law  established  the  State  Commissicai  for  the  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act; 
this  agency  administers  the  federal  higher  education  acts  of  1963  and  1965  in 
Louisiana  (1964). 

A  Council  on  Governmental  Reorganization  was  created  by  the  legislature  to 
recommend  improvements  in  the  executive  branch  (1965). 

A  con.stitutional  amendment  to  allow  the  Governor  to  be  elected  to  a  second 
consecutive  term  was  adopted  (1966). 

Maine. — A  Recreation  Authorit.v  was  created  by  the  legislature  (1965).  The 
Authorit.v  consists  of  nine  members  appointed  by  the  Governor;  the  Authority 
appoints  the  manager  of  the  agency.  Another  statute  establisluxl  a  State  Museum 
and  commission  to  administer  it  (1965). 

The  Governor  appointed  a  ta.sk  force  to  study  the  reorganization  of  Maine 
state  government  (1967 ).  Coordinated  data  processing  was  given  a  start  with  the 
Governor’s  appointment  of  an  Interdepartmental  Committee  on  Central  Data 
Processing  to  be  directed  by  the  State  Controller  b.v  executive  order  (1967). 
The  Governor  by  executive  order  directed  that  all  applications  for  nonstate 
funds  be  reported  both  to  the  Office  of  the  Governor  and  to  the  Budget  Office 
(1967). 

Maryland. — A  commission  to  advance  educational  and  cultural  televi.sion  was 
established  b.v  statute  (1966).  Also  estaldished  by  statutory  action  was  a  new 
Department  of  Juvenile  Services  (1966).  The  planning  and  controlling  of  data 
processing  in  state  government  wms  assigned  to  the  Budget  Bureau  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Budget  and  Procurement  by  statute  (1966). 

Mmsaclmsetts. — A  Consumer’s  Council  of  13  members  was  created  and  attached 
to  the  Office  of  the  Governor  by  statute  (1963).  Also  by  statutory  action  the 
Public  Works  Commission  was  abolished  and  replaced  b.v  a  new  Department  of 
Public  Works  (1963).  The  Department  is  headed  by  a  commi.ssion  of  five  members 
appointed  b.v  the  Governor,  one  of  five  is  designated  by  the  Governor  to  be 
chairman  of  the  commission  and  “Commi.ssioner  of  Public  Works” — the  ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  Department. 
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The  Legislature  created  a  Higher  Education  Facilities  Commission  to  ad¬ 
minister  in  the  state  the  federal  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963 
(1964).  The  State  Board  of  Education  assumed  the  functions  of  the  State 
Board  of  Control  for  Vocational  Education  which  was  abolished  b.v  statute 
(1964).  Community  colleges  in  the  state  were  brought  under  the  .iurisdiction 
of  a  new  state  board  for  public  two-year  colleges  by  statute  (1964).  A  new 
Department  of  Commerce  and  Development  was  established  by  law  consoli¬ 
dating  the  former  Department  of  Commerce,  State  Housing  Board,  Atomic 
Energy  Commission,  Mass  Transportation  Commission,  and  Division  of  Urban 
and  Industrial  Renewal  (1964).  The  executive  head  of  the  agency  is  the 
Commissioner  who  is  appointed  by  the  Governor. 

A  constitutional  amendment  changing  the  terms  of  the  Governor  and  other 
elected  officials  to  four  years  was  approved  (1964).  The  Governor’s  staff  was 
augmented  with  the  addition  of  a  Secretary  for  Intergroup  Relations  to  assist 
in  solving  civil  rights  and  employment  problems.  The  function  of  approving 
receipt  and  expenditure  of  federal  funds  is  vested  in  the  Commissioner  of 
Administration  under  the  terms  of  the  annual  appropriation  act.  Statutory  action 
reorganized  the  state’s  public  education  system  aboli.shing  a  number  of  agencies 
and  creating  three  new  ones  (1965).  The  new  agencies  ai’e  a  Board  of  Educa¬ 
tion,  a  Board  of  Higher  Education,  and  an  Advisory  Council  on  Education. 
All  three  boards  are  appointed  by  the  Governor,  the  boards  in  turn  appoint  the 
executive  heads  of  their  respective  organizations. 

The  Governor  was  given  the  power  to  initiate  reorganization  plans  affecting 
the  executive  department  under  the  terms  of  an  amendment  to  the  constitution 
(1966).  The  plans  are  submitted  to  the  legislature  which  must  accept  or 
reject  them  in  toto  within  60  days  after  submission.  A  Council  on  Arts  and 
Humanities  was  established  by  statute  (1966).  Decentralization  of  mental 
health  services  was  accomplished  by  legislation  providing  for  an  area  admin¬ 
istrative  structure  in  the  Department  of  Mental  Health  (1966). 

Michigan. — The  legislature  created  a  new  Department  of  Economic  Expansion 
and  assigned  to  it  state  planning  and  other  functions  (1963).  Michigan’s  1958 
law  giving  the  Governor  power  to  initiate  reorganization  plans  was  amended 
to  provide  that  the  legislature  can  amend  or  repeal  such  plans  by  law  (1963). 
Data  processing  was  centralized  as  a  Division  in  the  Department  of  Administra¬ 
tion.  (1963). 

Michigan’s  new  constitution  included  .such  features  as  joint  election  of  the 
Governor  and  Lieutenant  Governor,  extension  of  their  terms  to  four  years, 
and  a  reduction  in  the  number  of  elective  executive  officials  (1964). 

Statutory  action  brought  about  creation  of  a  new  .state  building  authoritv 
(1964). 

Pursuant  to  Michigan’s  new  state  constitution  the  legislature  passed  a  far- 
I'eaching  executive  reorganization  act  (1965).  It  con.solidated  all  agencies  outside 
the  legislature  and  judiciary  and  certain  other  exceptions  into  19  administrative 
departments.  Certain  of  the  new  departments  are  headed  by  single  appointees 
of  the  Governor  and  others  are  headed  by  commissions  which  select  their 
executive  officers.  Among  numerous  changes  was  the  tran.sfer  of  tlie  Budget 
Division  from  the  Department  of  Administration  to  the  Office  of  the  Governor. 

Minnesota. — The  Governor  established  a  Traffic  Safetv  Coordinating  Committee 
(1964). 

Mississippi.— ThQ  legislature  designated  the  Building  Commission  as  the 
agency  to  admini.ster  the  federal  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of  1963  (1964). 

A  constitutional  amendment  was  approved  which  increased  to  four  years  the 
terms  of  the  Auditor  and  Treasurer  and  prohibited  the  latter  from  succeeding 
himself  in  office  ( 1966 ) . 

Missouri. — Legislation  was  enacted  creating  a  commission  to  study  govern¬ 
mental  organization  and  to  make  recommendations  to  the  1965  legislature 
(1963).  The  Governor  appointed  a  Committee  on  the  Arts  to  explore  ways 
of  making  the  state’s  cultural  institutions  more  effective  (1963). 

A  constitutional  amendment  was  adopted  to  allow  Governors  to  succeed 
themselves  in  office  (1965). 

State,  regional  and  local  planning  services  were  consolidated  in  a  new  Office 
of  State  and  Regional  Planning  and  Community  Development  attached  to  the 
Office  of  the  Governor  by  statute  (1966).  The  agency  is  headed  by  a  director 
appointed  by  the  Governor.  The  legislature  has  since  upgraded  the  Office  to  a 
Department  of  Community  Affairs  (1967). 

Montana. — The  legislature  created  a  new  Department  of  Administration  made 
up  of  Divisions  of  Accounting,  Purchasing,  Architecture  and  Engineering,  and 
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General  Services  (1963).  The  Department  is  headed  by  the  State  Controller 
who  is  appointed  by  the  Governor. 

Nehranka. — The  term  of  Nebraska’s  Governor  was  extended  to  four  years 
(1963).  Four  year  terms  were  also  approved  for  the  Secretary  of  State,  Auditor 
of  Public  Accounts,  Treasurer,  and  Attorney  General  (1964). 

The  legislature  established  a  new  Department  of  Administrative  Services 
and  assigned  to  it  the  functions  of  budgeting,  accounting,  purchasing,  building, 
and  data  processing  (1965). 

The  electorate  approved  con.stitutional  amendments  limiting  the  Governor  to 
two  consecutive  four  year  terms  and  eliminating  the  ineligibility  of  elected 
executive  officials  from  seeking  state  offices  while  serving  in  state  offices  (1966). 

'Nevada. — A  new  Department  of  Administration  was  created  by  the  legislature 
which  included  in  it  the  fmictions  of  budgeting,  personnel,  purchasing,  and 
buildings  and  grounds  (1963).  The  director  is  appointed  by  the  Governor.  Also 
established  by  law  was  a  Department  of  Commerce  with  a  director  appoi)ited  by 
the  Governor  and  with  Divisions  of  Banking,  Insurance,  Real  Estate,  and  Savings 
and  Loan  (1963).  Functions  relating  to  health,  welfare,  institutions,  and  youtli 
services  were  consolidated  in  a  new  Department  of  Health  and  Welfare  by  law 
(1963).  The  director  serves  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Governor.  Further  legislative 
action  placed  the  state  park  system  in  the  existing  Department  of  Conservation 
and  Natural  Resources  (1963). 

The  legislature  transferred  vocational  rehabilitation  activities  from  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Education  to  an  expanded  and  renamed  Department  of  Health, 
Welfare,  and  Rehabilitation  (1967). 

Netv  Hampshire. — The  position  of  Coordinator  of  Federal  Funds  was  estab¬ 
lished  in  the  Attorney  General’s  office  by  statute  (1965).  The  Coordinator  ad¬ 
vises  state  agencies  on  federal  grant  programs  and  reviews  their  applications 
for  the  same. 

The  legislature  transferred  the  Coordinator  of  Federal  Funds  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernor’s  office,  and  expanded  his  functions  to  include  rendering  assistance  to 
local  governments  concerning  federal  grant  programs  (1967) . 

New  Jersey. — The  legislature  consolidated  the  various  state  agencies  involved 
in  transportation  in  a  new  Department  of  Transportation  (1965) . 

Statutory  action  resulted  in  the  establishment  of  a  council  on  the  Arts,  an 
Office  of  Economic  Policy  in  the  Department  of  Treasury,  an  Educational  Facili¬ 
ties  Authority,  and  a  Department  of  Community  Affairs  (1966). 

New  Mexico. — A  new  Department  of  Aviation  was  established  by  the  legis¬ 
lature  (1963).  The  Department  is  headed  by  a  board  appointed  by  the  Governor, 
the  board  in  turn  appoints  the  director  of  the  agency.  Also  created  by  law  were 
a  Probation  and  Parole  Board,  a  Department  of  Motor  Vehicles,  and  a  New 
Mexico  State  Authority,  with  the  latter  enabled  to  issue  revenue  bonds  for  im¬ 
proving  recreational  areas  (1963). 

The  coordination  of  federal  programs  was  assigned  by  the  Governor  to  one  of 
his  staff  agencie.s — the  State  Planning  Office  (1965).  The  legislature  established 
the  new  po.sition  of  legislative  auditor  in  place  of  an  elective  state  auditor 
(1965).  Centralized  administration  of  data  processing  was  advanced  wdth  the 
legislature’s  creation  of  a  new  Department  of  Automated  Data  Processing 
(1966). 

New  York. — A  constitutional  amendment  was  approved  which  drew  the  line 
of  succession  to  the  Governorship  from  the  Governor  to  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  (1963).  A  central  computer 
system  for  state  agencies  was  created  in  the  Office  of  General  Services  (1963). 

A  comprehensive  planning  agency  came  into  being  with  the  legislature’s 
establishment  of  the  Office  of  Planning  Coordination  (1966). 

North  Carolina. — A  Department  of  Mental  Health  was  created  and  given  the 
functions  of  the  State  Hospitals  Board  of  Control  and  certain  powders  of  the 
State  Board  of  Health  and  State  Board  of  Public  Welfare  by  statute  (1963). 
The  Department  is  headed  by  a  commissioner  chosen  by  the  State  Board  of  Mental 
Health,  itself  appointed  by  the  Governor. 

To  provide  for  coordination  of  federal-state  programs  affecting  more  than 
one  state  agency  the  Governor  appointed  a  State  Planning  Task  Force  within  the 
Department  of  Administration  (1965).  Representatives  of  selected  agencies  are 
members  of  the  Task  Force. 

North  Dakota. — The  legislature  designated  the  Department  of  Accounts  and 
Purchases  as  the  coordinating  agency  for  federal  grant  programs  (1965).  State 
;  agencies  must  report  grant  applications  to  the  Department.  The  Department  was 
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also  iianiod  as  tlu*  state  luulset  afjf'iu-y  in  a  statute  creatine:  an  executive  iualKet 
system  for  Xortli  Dakota  (lOGo). 

Executive  action  lirou.alit  about  imiilenientation  of  a  Itt-li)  law  which  provided 
for  a  centralized  data  processina  operation  in  the  Departnumt  of  Accounts  and 
Pu  rch  a  ses  (1 9G( 5 ) . 

The  i>osition  of  State  Plannina  t'oordinator  was  created  hy  executive  order 
of  the  Governor  in  an  effoi-t  to  inteai’ote  the  plannina  efforts  of  a  nunil)er  of  state 
aaencies  (1!)G7).  The  Coordinator  is  sele<  ted  liy  the  Governor. 

Ohio. — A  new  Youth  Commission  was  set  up  hy  the  leaislature  to  assuim* 
functions  formerly  performed  hy  the  Division  of  .Tuvenile  Research,  Classilica- 
tion,  and  Trainina  of  the  Department  of  Mental  Tlyaiene  and  Correction  fPKi.'?). 
The  chairman  of  the  Youth  Commission  has  cabinet  rank.  Another  statute  i)ro- 
vided  that  all  appointive  department  heads  and  certain  other  agency  officers 
would  have  tenns  coinciding  with  the  appointing  Governor's,  sxdt.iect  to  earlier 
removal  at  his  pleasure  (10G.S).  The  Department  of  Industrial  and  Economic 
Development  was  renamed  the  Department  of  Development  and  its  functions 
were  redefined  hy  statute  ("1903).  Further  statutory  action  created  the  Ohio 
Development  Financing  Oomniission  which  was  authorized  to  issue  reveTiue 
bonds  for  industrial  development  (1903).  By  executive  order  the  Governor  ap¬ 
pointed  a  Council  for  Reorganization  of  Ohio  State  Government  with  a  man.date 
to  .search  for  ways  of  improving  efficiency  and  economy  ( 1903 ) . 

The  De]>artment  of  Natural  Resources  was  assigned  forestry  and  reclamation 
functions  by  statxite  (1904).  Legislative  action  also  resxdted  in  designation  of  the 
Department  of  Development  as  the  state  planning  agency  ( 1904) . 

The  functions  of  the  Pardon  and  Parole  Commission  which  was  abolished  by 
the  legislature  were  given  to  a  new  Adult  I'arole  Authority  in  the  Division  of 
Correction,  Department  of  Mental  Hygiene  and  Correction  ( 1905). 

Oklahoma. — The  legislature  tramsferred  aviation  functions  from  the  Industrial 
Development  and  Park  Department  to  ti  new  Aeronautics  Comnii.ssion  (1903). 
The  Governor  appoints  the  Commission,  which  selects  a  director  for  the  agency. 

A  position  for  a  lYashington,  D.C.  federtil-state  relations  representative  was 
authorized  in  the  Industrial  Development  and  Park  Department  hy  the  legisla¬ 
ture  ( 1905) .  The  position  was  subsequently  eliminated  ( 1907 ) . 

A  constitutional  amendment  was  approved  which  allows  the  Governor  to  serve 
two  consecutive  terms  iind  permits  the  State  Auditor,  Secretary  of  State,  and 
Treasurer  to  succeed  themselves  indefinitely  ( 1900 ) . 

Orer/on. — Statutory  action  resulted  in  grouping  10  a.gencies  and  hoards  into  a 
new  Department  of  Commerce,  headed  hv  a  director  appointed  hv  the  Governor 
(1964). 

Perinsj/lraiiia. — The  legislature  abolished  the  State  Council  of  Education  and 
assigned  its  functions  along  with  certain  policy  responsibilities  of  the  Depai’t- 
ment  of  Public  Instruction  to  a  new  State  Board  of  Education  (1903).  The  17 
members  of  the  Board  are  appointed  by  the  Governor,  the  Superintendent  of 
Public  Instruction  or  his  designee  is  chief  executive  officer  of  the  Board. 

Also  accomplished  by  statute  was  an  authorization  of  funds  to  provide  staff 
and  office  space  to  the  Governor-elect  in  the  period  between  his  election  and 
inauguration  (1963). 

A  cabinet-level  Department  of  Community  Affairs  was  created  by  law  (1965). 
And  a  new  Bureau  of  Consumer  Protection  was  established  (1900). 

A  constitixtional  amendment  provided  for  the  joint  election  of  the  Governor 
and  Lieutenant  Governor  and  authorized  both  to  succeed  themselves  in  office  for 
one  additional  term  (1907). 

Rhode  Island. — The  legislature  established  a  Public  Transit  Authority  em¬ 
powered  to  acquire  and  operate  local  bus  companies  in  financial  difficulties 
(1964). 

A  Department  of  Natural  Resources  was  estaldished  by  law  to  supersede  the 
former  Departments  of  Agriculture  and  Conservation  and  to  assume  certain 
functions  of  the  Department  of  Public  IVorks  (1905).  The  Governor  took  steps 
to  coordinate  federally-assisted  programs  by  appointing  an  interdepartmental 
committee  composed  of  selected  department  heads  (1965). 

Statutory  action  resulted  in  creation  of  a  Consumer  Council,  a  Cultural  Arts 
Commission,  and  a  Division  of  Air  Pollution  in  the  Department  of  Health  (1966). 

Sfouth  Carolina. — A  Special  Services  Division  was  created  to  provide  cen¬ 
tralized  printing,  data  processing  and  other  services  to  state  agencies  (1964). 
The  State  Superintendent  of  Education  was  made  appointive  by  the  State  Board 
of  Education  by  constitutional  amendment  (1964). 
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The  Governor’s  staff  was  aiigiiieiited  by  appointment  of  a  State-Federal  Go- 
ordinator  (1905). 

South  Dakota. — The  legislature  estal>lished  a  new  Office  of  the  Budget  in  the 
Governor’s  office  (1903).  The  agency  is  headed  by  the  State  Budget  Officer  who  is 
appointed  by  the  Governor  for  a  term  of  four  years  subject  to  earlier  removal 
for  cau.se. 

A  Commission  on  Higher  Education  Facilities  was  created  by  law  as  the  ve¬ 
hicle  for  state  participation  in  the  federal  Higher  Education  Facilities  Act  of 
1903  (1904). 

Centralized  data  processing  for  state  agencies  was  provided  for  when  the 
legislature  assigned  that  function  to  a  new  division  in  tlie  Office  of  the  Budget 
(1900).  The  legislature  also  established  a  new  State  I’lanning  Agency  in  the 
Governor’s  office  to  provide  planning  services  for  the  state  and  local  governments 
(1900).  A  State  Commission  on  Mental  Health  and  Retardation  was  set  up 
by  law  (1900). 

TcnncKsee. — The  Division  of  Industrial  Development  was  attached  to  the  Of¬ 
fice  of  the  Governor  and  the  director  made  a  member  of  the  Governor’s  staff 
by  law  (1903).  Legislation  also  transferred  to  the  office  of  the  Governor  the 
industrial  research  and  promotion  and  nuclear  energy  development  functions 
of  the  Department  of  Conservation  (1903).  The  legislatui’e  established  a  new 
Office  of  Local  Government  under  the  Comptroller  of  the  Treasury  who  appoints 
the  director  with  approval  of  the  Governor  ( 1903 ) . 

The  Governor  apiminted  a  special  assi.stant  to  coordinate  federal  programs 
(1905). 

Texas. — The  legislature  formed  a  new  Parks  and  Wildlife  Department  involv¬ 
ing  a  merger  of  the  State  Parks  Board  and  the  Game  and  Pish  Commission 
(1903). 

A  Division  of  Federal-State  Relations  was  added  to  the  Office  of  the  Governor 
by  law  (1905).  The  Division  is  located  in  Washington,  D.C.  and  is  headed  by  a 
director  appointed  by  the  Governor. 

Tlah. — The  Utah  legislature  created  a  Department  of  Finance  which  is  headed 
by  a  director  appointed  by  the  Governor  (1903).  This  arrangement  replaced  the 
foimer  Commis.sion  of  Finance,  a  three-meml)er  group  which  reported  to  a  board 
composed  of  the  state’s  three  highest  elected  officials.  Under  the  law  the  director 
is  the  principal  officer  of  state  government  for  budgeting,  personnel,  purchasing 
and  accounting. 

Statutory  action  also  created  the  new  post  of  State  Planning  Coordinator  in  the 
Office  of  the  Governor  (1963).  The  Coordinator  was  made  responsible  for  state 
planning  and  local  planning  assistance. 

A  plan  for  centralized  data  processing  services  was  approved  by  the  Govenior 
(1965). 

Taking  advantage  of  momentum  supplied  by  the  state’s  “Little  Hoover  Com¬ 
mission,”  the  Utah  legislature  consolidated  a  number  of  agencies,  boards,  and 
commissions  into  three  departments :  Health  and  Welfare,  Development  Serv¬ 
ices,  and  Natural  Resources.  The  Governor  appoints  a  coordinating  council  of 
seven  members  for  each  department,  the  coordinating  councils  in  turn  appoint  the 
respective  department  directors  (1967). 

An  executive  order  recognized  the  federal  liaison  role  of  the  State  Planning 
Coordinator  who  had  been  acting  in  this  capacity  since  1964  (1967).  The  Coordi¬ 
nator  by  another  executive  order  was  directed  to  establish  standards  for  the 
collection  and  reporting  of  information  concerning  state  activities. 

Vermont. — The  Governor  sought  to  achieve  coordination  in  the  natural 
resources  field  through  an  executive  order  creating  an  inter-agency  committee 
including  representation  from  five  different  agencies  (19<)3).  This  mechanism 
was  subsequently  given  statutory  status  (1964).  The  Governor  serves  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee. 

A  legislative  authorization  of  $2,500  was  made  for  use  by  a  Governor-elect 
in  Vermont  (1963). 

The  legislature  created  the  Vermont  Educational  Building  Finance  Agency 
to  assist  colleges  and  secondary  schools  in  financing  building  construction  (PMiOi. 

Virginia. — The  position  of  Commissioner  of  Administration  was  creatnl  in 
the  office  of  the  Governor  by  statute  (1966).  The  Commissioner  was  assivned 
supervision  over  the  existing  Divisions  of  Budget  and  Per.^-onnel  and  over  new 
Divisions  of  Planning,  and  Engineering  and  Buildings.  The  Commissioner  is 
appointed  by  the  Governor.  The  Division  of  Planning  was  given  responsibilities 
at  the  state,  regional  and  local  levels. 

la 
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Washington. — The  legislature  established  a  new  Local  Affairs  division  in  ^ 
the  Department  of  Commerce  and  Economic  Development  (ItM!:!).  Local  planning  ! 
assistance  was  designated  as  the  Division’s  chief  function. 

An  office  of  Nuclear  Energy  Dev’elopment  was  added  to  the  Department  of  i 
Commerce  and  Economic  Development  by  statute  (11)65).  Statutory  action  also  : 
resulted  in  redesignation  of  the  Department  of  Licenses  as  the  Department  of 
Motor  Vehicles  (1965).  New  funding  agencies  created  by  the  legislature  were  the  ; 
Inter-Agency  Commission  for  Outdoor  Recreation  and  the  Higher  Education  ‘ 
Facilities  Commission  (1965).  The  former  was  designed  to  administer  certain  ‘ 
state  funds  available  for  recreation  as  well  as  federal  allocations,  the  latter  | 
is  the  state’s  instrument  for  participation  in  the  federal  Higher  Education 
Facilities  Act. 

Administrative  action  resulted  in  the  designation  of  a  Coordinator  of  State-  ; 
Federal  Programs  in  the  Central  Budget  Agency  (1966) . 

The  Tax  Commission  was  abolished  and  its  functions  rea.ssigned  by  the  legis¬ 
lature  to  a  new  Department  of  Revenue  and  Board  of  Tax  Appeals  (1967). 
State  and  hmal  planning  activities  were  relocated  in  a  new  Planning  and  Com¬ 
munity  Affairs  Agency  in  the  Office  of  the  Governor  (1967).  The  legislation  j 
providing  for  the  new  agency  also  eliminated  the  Local  Affairs  Division  in  | 
the  Department  of  Commerce  and  Economic  Development  where  the  planning 
function  had  been  assigned  since  1963. 

Statutory  action  resulted  in  abolition  of  the  Department  of  Conservation, 
certain  of  its  functions  were  transferred  to  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
and  others  were  assigned  to  a  new  Department  of  Water  Resources  (1967). 
The  legislature  realigned  agency  responsibilities  in  the  field  of  prison  terms 
and  parole  in  an  attempt  to  concentrate  administrative  aspects  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Institutions  and  quasi-judicial  functions  in  the  Board  of  Prison  Terms 
and  Paroles  (1967). 

Legislation  also  established  a  State  Building  Authority  to  assist  in  financing 
the  construction  projects  of  public  universities  and  colleges  and  a  new  Office 
of  Foreign  Trade  in  the  Department  of  Commerce  and  Economic  Development 
(1967). 

West  Virginia. — A  Department  of  Personnel  was  established  by  the  legisla¬ 
ture  (1965).  The  legislatui-e  also  enacted  a  statute  providing  that  the  terms  of 
department  heads  be  concurrent  with  that  of  the  Governor  subject  to  earlier 
removal  at  the  Governor’s  pleasure  ( 1965) . 

All  office  of  Public  Information  was  created  in  the  Office  of  the  Governor 
by  law  (1966).  The  function  of  the  new  agency  is  to  coordinate  and  disseminate 
news  from  virtually  all  departments  of  state  government. 

Continuing  studies  of  executive  agencies  are  lieing  undertaken  by  legislative 
interim  committees. 

Wisconsin. — Wisconsin’s  centralized  data  processing  system  was  established 
as  a  separate  major  unit  within  the  Department  of  Administration  (1963). 

The  legislature  established  the  Commission  on  the  Reorganization  of  the 
Administrative  Branch  to  study  the  need  for  possible  reforms  and  to  make 
recommendations  to  the  1967  legislature  (1965) . 

A  Water  Resources  Division  was  added  to  the  Department  of  Resource 
Development  (1966).  By  administrative  action  the  Oommissioner  of  Adminis¬ 
tration  provided  for  a  statewide  policy  planning  unit  in  the  Department  of 
Admindstration  (1966).  The  same  Department  was  further  augmented  when' 
the  legislature  established  within  it  a  new  federal  aids  management  .service 
to  perform  coordination  of  federally-assisted  programs  ( 1966) . 

Constitutional  amendments  were  adopted  providing  for  joint  election  of  the 
Governor  and  Lieutenant  Governor  and  lengthening  the  terms  of  these  two 
officials  plus  the  Secretary  of  State.  Attorney  General,  and  State  Treasurer  ; 
from  two  to  four  years  ( 1967 ) .  ’ 

After  receiving  the  report  of  the  Commission  on  the  Reorganization  of  the 
Admini.strative  Branch  the  legislature  enacted  into  law  a  major  reorganiza¬ 
tion  of  executive  agencies  (1967).  Under  its  terms  85  separate  agencies  were 
grouped  into  32  departments,  offices  and  agencies.  Among  the  specific  changes  I 
were  merger  of  the  Department  of  Conservation  with  the  Department  of  Resource  j 
Development,  merger  of  the  Board  of  Health  with  the  Public  Welfare  Depart¬ 
ment,  consolidation  of  transportation  functions  into  a  single  agency,  creation 
of  a  Department  of  Local  Affairs  and  Development,  and  establishment  of  a 
Department  of  .Justice  headed  by  the  Attorney  General. 

Wyoming. — The  legislature  de.signated  the  State  Department  of  Education 
as  the  agency  for  state-federal  liaison  in  programs  of  federal  aid  to  education 
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(11K»5).  By  action  of  the  Governor  a  coordinator  for  economic  opportunity 
programs  in  Wyoming  was  appointed  (1965) . 

The  Governor,  as  the  state’s  chief  budget  officer,  initiated  centralization  of 
the  data  processing  activities  of  state  agencies  ( 1966) . 

The  press  secretary  to  the  Governor  was  given  the  resiwnsibilities  of  con¬ 
ducting  research  and  cordinatlng  public  information  emanating  from  agencies 
under  the  Governor’s  supervision  (1967).  The  Wyoming  Recreation  Commis¬ 
sion  was  created  by  statute  and  assigned  the  functions  of  the  State  Laud  and 
Water  Conservation  Commission,  the  State  Parks  Commission,  and  the  Histori¬ 
cal  Sites  Commission,  all  of  which  were  abolished  (1967).  The  position  of 
Highway  Safety  Coordinator  was  established  by  the  legislature  to  coordinate 
state  highway  safety  activities  and  to  provide  state-federal  liaison  in  this 
field  (1967). 


[Assembly  bill  Mo.  1072,  California  Legislature — 1968  regular  session] 

Introduced  by  A.ssemblymen  Ralph,  Priolo,  Brown,  and  Bill  Greene,  March  19, 
1968.  Referred  to  Committee  on  Governmental  Efficiency  and  Economy. 

AN  ACT  to  add  Sections  1S5.S,  135. i,  135.5,  and  135.6  to  the  Streets  and  Hightcays  Code, 

and  to  add  Section  3'illO.o  to  the  Health  and  Safety  Code,  relating  to  replacement  housing 

The  people  of  the  State  of  Vulifornia  do  enact  as  follows: 

Section  1.  Section  135.3  is  added  to  the  Streets  and  Highways  Code,  to  read : 

"135.3.  As  used  in  Sections  135.4, 135.5,  and  135.6 ; 

“(a)  ‘Low-income  individuals  and  families’  means  those  persons  who  lack 
the  financial  ability  and  income  necessary  to  obtain  replacement  housing. 

"(b)  'Economically  depressed  area’  means  an  area  which  the  commission  by 
resolution  determines  to  meet  all  of  the  following  criteria  : 

“  ( 1 )  The  state  highway  project  is  located  in  an  area  consisting  principally 
of  hou.sing  occupied  by  low-income  individuals  and  families. 

"(2)  An  adequate  number  of  replacement  housing  units  for  low-income  indi¬ 
viduals  and  families  is  not  available  in  the  immediate  area  of  the  state  highway 
project. 

‘•(3)  Relocation  advisory  assistance  will  be  in.sufficient  to  place  a  majority  of 
such  individuals  and  families  in  replacement  housing  in  the  immediate  area  of 
the  state  highway  project. 

‘‘c)  ‘Replacement  housing’  means  comparable  single  or  multiple  dwelling  units 
which  are  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  for  loiv-income  individuals  and  families.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  135.4  is  added  to  the  Streets  and  Highways  Code,  to  read  : 

"135.4.  (a)  As  u.setl  in  this  section,  ‘relocation  assistance’  means,  and  shall  be 
limited  to,  that  assistance  reasonably  necessary  to  place  low-income  individuals 
and  families  who  lack  the  financial  ability  and  income  to  obtain  replacement 
housing  without  relocation  assistance,  and  who  own  and  reside  in  housing  in  an 
economically  depressed  area  and  who  are  displaced  because  of  the  acquisition 
or  clearance  of  right-of-way  for  a  project  on  the  state  highway  system,  in 
replacement  housing  in  the  same  relative  economic  ownership  position  as  before 
dispiacement  bj’  transferring  i«r  exchanging  their  right,  title,  and  interest  in 
property  required  for  state  highway  purposes  for  the  right,  title,  and  interest  in 
replacement  housing . 

“(b)  The  department  is  authorized  to  provide  relocation  assistance  to  low- 
income  individuals  and  families  who  own  and  reside  in  housing  in  an  economically 
depressed  area  and  who  are  displaced  because  of  the  acquisition  or  clearance  of 
rights-of-way  for  a  project  on  the  state  highway  system,  which  project  is  located 
in  an  economically  depressed  area. 

"  (c)  The  department  is  authorized  to  adopt  rules  and  regulations  to  implement 
this  section.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  include  provisions  relating  to ; 

“(1)  The  methods  and  priorities  for  placing  such  low-income  individual.s  and 
families  in  replacement  housing. 

“(2)  The  standards  for  determining  the  relative  economic  ownei'ship  position 
of  such  low-income  individuals  and  families  before  displacement. 

“(3)  The  standards  for  determining  which  of  such  low-income  individuals  and 
families  lack  the  financial  ability  and  income  necessary  to  obtain  replacement 
housing  without  relocation  assistance. 

‘‘(4)  The  procedure  for  transferring  or  exchanging  right,  title,  and  interest  in 
property  required  for  state  highway  purposes  for  the  right,  title,  and  intere.st 
in  replac-ement  housing.” 


Srca  3.  Section  13o.r»  is  adck'rt  to  the  Stn^ets  and  Highways  Cede,  to  read: 

‘•135.0.  The  dejmrtinent  may  acciuire,  either  in  fee  or  in  any  le.sser  e.sfate  or 
inter(‘.st,  any  nninij)r<^>ved  or  nnoecupied  real  property,  or  real  proi)erty  not  devoted 
primarily  to  residential  u.se,  to  provide  replacement  housing  for  low-income 
individuals  and  families  who  reside  in  economically  depressed  areas  and  are 
displaced  because  of  the  acquisition  or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  a  project  on 
the  state  highway  system,  in  order  to  enable  them  to  live  in  decent,  safe,  and 
sanitar.y  dwellings.  All  otlier  property  acquired  for  such  purpose  shall  be  acquired 
by  m<ian’s  other  than  cfmdem nation.  The  acquisition  of  such  proi)erty  is  declared 
to  Ive  a  public  purpose  and  use.” 

Sec.  4.  Section  135.6  is  added  to  the  Streets  and  Highways  Code,  to  read : 

‘■135.6.  The  department  may  contract  with  other  public  agencies,  private  indi¬ 
viduals,  and  corporations  for  the  financing,  planning,  development,  construction, 
management,  sale,  excliange,  or  lea.se  of  replacement  housing.  Low-income  indi¬ 
viduals  and  families  displaced  becau.se  of  the  acquisition  or  clearance  of  rights- 
of-way  for  a  project  on  the  state  highway  system  shall  be  given  priority  in  buying, 
leasing,  transferring,  or  exchanging  lyroperty  for  replacement  housing.” 

Sec.  4.  Section  37110.5  is  added  to  the  Health  and  Safety  Code,  to  read  : 

“37110.5.  The  department  may  provide  as.si.stance  to  the  Hepjii-tment  of  Public 
Works  in  the  undertaking,  construction,  maintenance,  operation,  or  financing  of 
replacement  housing  designed  for  persons  displaced  because  of  the  acquisition  or 
clearaiiice  of  rights-of-way  for  a  project  on  the  state  highway  system.  The  depart¬ 
ment  ma.v  advise  the  California  Highway  Commission  of  its  recommendation 
whether  or  not  an  area  traversed  by  an  adopted  highway  location  is  an  area  that 
is  economically  der>ressed  before  the  California  Highway  Commission  makes  its 
determination  thereon.” 

Sec.  6.  If  any  provision  of  this  act  or  the  application  therefxf  to  any  person 
or  circumstances  is  held  invalid,  such  invalidity  shall  not  affect  other  provisions 
or  applications  of  the  act  which  can  be  given  effect  without  the  invalid  provi.sion 
or  application,  and  to  this  end  the  provisions  of  this  act  are  severable. 

LEGISLATn-'E  COUNSEt/S  DIGEST 

AB  1072,  as  introduced,  Ralph  ( G.E.&E.) .  Replacement  housin,g. 

Adds  various  secs.,  S.&H.C.,  and  H.&S.C. 

Authorizes  Department  of  Public  Works  to  provide  relocation  assistance  to 
low  income  individuals  and  families  who  own  and  reside  in  housing  located  in 
an  economically  depressed  area  who  are  displaced  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition 
or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  a  project  on  the  state  highway  system,  by  the 
acquisition  of  replacement  hou,sing  for  .such  individuals  and  families.  Defines 
terms.  Authorizes  the  deiuirtment  to  adopt  rules  and  regulations  providing 
.standards  and  procedures  for  such  reloc-ation  assi.sitance. 

Authorizes  the  department  to  condemn  unimpi-oved  or  unoccupied  real  property, 
or  real  property  not  devoted  primarily  to  residential  use,  to  provide  replacement 
housing  for  low  income  individuals  and  families  who  re.side  in  c*conomicall.v 
depre.s.sed  areas  and  are  so  displaced :  provides  that  acqui.sition  of  all  other 
property  for  such  purpose  must  be  by  means  other  than  condemnation. 

AuthOirizes  the  department  to  contract  with  public  and  private  entities  for  the 
financing,  planning,  development,  construction,  management,  sale,  exchange,  or 
lease  of  replacement  housing ;  and  gives  low  income  individuals  and  families  so 
displaced  priority  in  buying,  leasing,  transferring,  or  exchanging  property  for 
replacement  housing. 

Authorizes  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Community  Development  to  render 
a.ssistance  to  the  department  in  the  undertaking,  construction,  maintenance, 
operation,  or  financing  of  replacement  housing,  and  to  advise  the  California 
Highway  Commission  regarding  whether  or  not  an  area  traversed  by  an  adopted 
highway  location  is  an  economically  depre.ssed  area. 


Relocation  Pkogram  for  Low  Income  Famii.ies 

California  has  been  working  toward  solution  of  the  serious  economic  hardship 
caused  when  public  projects  such  as  highways  require  the  acquisition  of  large 
number  of  homes  owned  by  Jow  income  families. 

At  present  time,  our  Division  of  Highways  can  legally  assist  these  families 
three  ways:  (1)  pay  fair  market  value,  (2)  help  find  them  another  house,  (3)  re¬ 
imburse  their  moving  costs.  However,  in  depressed  areas  a  $10,000  home  may 
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lirovide  housing  for  a  large  family,  but  the  .$10,000  fair  market  value  payment 
may  not  be  sufliolent  to  purchase  a  replacement  home. 

The  problem  i.s  particularly  acute  when  a  project  place.s  a  large  number  of 
families  in  limite<l  housing  market  at  the  same  time.  For  example,  two  future 
freeways  (Century,  Industrial)  in  Watts  will  reipiire  1100  low  income  home 
owners  to  seek  replacement  housing  which  is  practically  non-existent. 

RECOMMENDATION:  In  California,  legislation  has  been  drafted  at  our  re¬ 
quest  which  has  a  ix)teutial  for  solving  this  problem.  The  enabling  statute 
would : 

1.  Authorize  exi>enditure  of  highway  funds  to  provide  exchange  housing 
for  low  income  families  in  depressed  areas  whose  homes  are  acquired  during 
highw’ay  con.struction. 

li.  Give  loio  income  families  option  during  negotiations  of  accepting  ex¬ 
change  housing  or  fair  market  value.  Court  basis  for  compensation  will 
remain  fair  market  value. 

'I'he  important  feature  is  that  family  would  be  assured  of  being  in  “same 
relative  economic  owuershiii  position”  (i.e.  wouldn’t  be  burdene<I  with  higher 
payments  or  lower  etiuity). 

This  replacement  program  is  triggered  by  a  finding  of  our  Highway  Commis¬ 
sion  that  the  proposed  routt?  lies  in  a  depressed  area  containing  a  large  number 
of  low  income  families  and  adequate  replacement  housing  is  unavailable  (Ad¬ 
ministrative  Regulations  will  define  standards). 

The  exchange  housing  would  be  provided  variety  of  ways  :  (1)  Houses  acquired 
in  other  right  of  way  transactions  will  be  moved  into  individual  lots  or  larger 
parcels  purchaseil  by  State.  Houses  would  be  renovatetl  and  landscaping  added 
prior  to  transfer;  (2)  New  homes  will  be  built  or;  (3)  Existing  houses  &  lots 
w’ill  be  purcha.sed  (not  condemned  by  State).  In  all  cases,  we  would  transfer 
ownership  to  family  making  iij)  monetary  difference  so  that  equity  and  payments 
are  ecpiivalent  to  their  original  home. 

Implementation  will  be  accomplished  by  a  special  right  of  way  team  which 
will  develop  an  inventory  of  housing  alternatives.  After  these  replacement  al¬ 
ternatives  are  available  then  ow’uers  will  be  contacted. 

For  example,  the  owner  occupant  may  have  a  three  bedroom  house  worth 
$10,000,  owe  $.1,000  and  pay  $10.00  i)er  month.  The  ideal  would  be  complete  dupli¬ 
cation,  but  under  current  market  conditions  this  will  be  difficult.  In  this  instance, 
the  owner  might  be  offered  a  three  bedroom  house  of  equal  utility,  owe  $5,000 
payable  at  $50.00  per  month.  But,  the  replacement  house  may  be  valued  at  $12,000 
instead  of  $10,000. 

This  pro[>osal  is  unique  because  it  maintains  incentive  of  private  ownership, 
upgrades  housing  in  depressed  area,  offers  workable  standai-ds  to  limit  fiscal 
implication  and  allows  opiK>rtunity  for  cooperation  with  private  sector  and 
community  groups. 

Approach  has  potential  for  use  on  all  public  projects.  HUD  is  now  looking  at 
idea  as  .solution  nationally  and  may  ask  to  join  with  us  in  making  Watts  a  model 
project. 

National  Governors’  Conference, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  6,  J96S. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations,  U.8.  Senate,  Old  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington, 
D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Muskie:  On  May  10,  1968,  testimony  was  presented  on  behalf 
of  the  National  Governors’  Conference  and  the  Council  of  State  Governments  on 
the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  (S.  698).  At  that  time,  it  was  indicated 
that  additional  comments  would  be  forthcoming  on  the  recently  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  Act  which  provideil  for  a  new  title  covering  accounting,  auditing, 
and  reporting  of  federal  assistance  funds.  In  that  regard,  it  is  respectfully  re¬ 
quested  that  this  letter  expressing  our  views  on  the  new  title  be  made  part  of  the 
hearing  record  on  the  Intergovernmental  Cooiieration  Act. 

IVhile  recognizing  that  federal  agencies  are  charged  by  Congress  with  the 
respi>nsibility  of  insuring  the  proper  use  of  grant  funds  distributed  to  the  states 
and  local  governments,  we  urge  that  every  effort  be  made  to  avoid  placing  undue 
and  time-consuming  burdens  on  state  and  local  administrators. 

In  the  National  Association  of  Budget  Officers’  reiwrt  entitled  “Ftnleral  Grant- 
In-Aid  Requirements  Impeding  State  Administration”  it  was  noteil  by  one  state 
official  that  some  54  individual  fiscal  reports  were  required  under  the  Vocational 


Education  Act  of  19(i3.  While  funds  were  appropriated  for  only  0  major  piirimses 
under  this  Act,  federal  reports  were  required  for  all  suh-progranis  conducted 
under  the  Vocational  Education  Act.  This  can  take  weeks  of  staff  time  in  pre¬ 
paring  the  various  reports. 

In  addition  to  the  reporting  procedure,  slow  auditing  procedures  require  that 
state  and  local  governments  keep  records  for  excessive  lengths  of  time.  This 
requirement  creates  storage  and  personnel  problems  for  state  agencies. 

The.se  are  two  examples  which  underscore  the  need  to  seek  consolidation  of 
programs  and  uniformity  of  procedures.  In  this  regard,  we  feel  that  the  new  title 
proposed  under  Amendment  No.  748  to  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  .\ct 
will  go  a  long  way  in  providing  for  uniformity  of  procedures  while  not  thwarting 
the  basic  tenents  of  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act.  The  reixjrting  and 
auditing  title  should  be  considered,  however,  as  a  stop-gap  proposal.  Every  effort 
must  be  made  to  implement  the  provisions  of  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  and  the  Joint  Funding  Act.  These  two  proposals  are  aimed  at  correcting  basic 
problems  now  imi>eding  the  efficiency  and  potential  of  federal  grants-in-aid  to 
state  and  local  governments. 

In  summary,  we  do  not  object  to  the  proposals  outlined  in  Amendment  No.  748. 
But  we  do  hope  that  this  proposal,  which  is  aimed  at  correcting  symptoms,  will 
not  be  substituted  for  action  on  the  fundamental  concepts  outlined  in  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Cooperation  Act  and  the  Joint  Funding  Act. 

We  trust  that  you  will  find  these  comments  responsive.  However,  should  you 
have  any  additional  questions  concerning  this  matter,  please  feel  free  to  contact 


us. 

Sincerely, 


Charles  A.  Byeley. 


Senator  INIuskie.  The  last  witness  for  the  morning  is  Mr.  Natlianiel 
S.  Keith,  President  of  the  National  Housing  Conference,  Inc. 
jMr.  Keith,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  welcome  you. 


STATEMENT  OF  NATHANIEL  S.  KEITH,  PKESIDENT,  NATIONAL 
HOUSING  CONFERENCE,  INC. 


IMr.  Keith.  Thank  yon,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  a  prepared  statement. 
If  it  is  agreeable  to  yon,  I  shall  read  it. 

Senator  Muskte.  Proceed. 

jMr.  Keith.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  this  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  the  National  Hous¬ 
ing  Conference  on  S.  698,  the  proposed  Intergovernmental  Coopera¬ 
tion  Act. 

The  National  Housing  Conference,  founded  in  1931,  is  a  nonprofit 
organization  representing  the  coalition  of  representatives  of  public 
interest  organizations,  professionals,  leaders  in  labor  and  religious 
groups,  businessmen,  and  other  citizens  who  share  an  active  intere.st  in 
supporting  effective  legislation  in  the  field  of  housing  and  community 
development.  While  traditionally  our  focus  has  been  on  housing  pro¬ 
grams  to  meet  the  needs  of  families  and  individuals  of  loiv  and  mod¬ 
erate  income,  our  interests  at  the  same  time  encompass  the  entire  field 
of  urban  development  problems  for  communities  of  all  sizes.  Over  the 
years,  the  National  Housing  Conference,  therefore,  has  been  deeply 
concerned  Avith  the  problems  of  effectiA^e  coordination  of  Federal  aid 
programs  in  this  particular  field  Avith  the  State  and  local  agencies  di¬ 
rectly  involved  in  the  execution  of  such  programs. 

We  are,  therefore,  in  general  agreement  with  the  objectiA’es  of  title 
II,  title  III,  and  title  IV  of  S.  698.  The  establishment  of  such  neAV 
Federal  programs  as  the  Model  Cities  program  and  the  IMetropolitan 
DeA^elopment  proAusions  of  the  Demonstration  Cities  and  Metropolitan 
Development  Act  of  1966,  Avhich  Avill  require  close  coordination  among 
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Federal  departments  and  agencies  and  their  State  and  local  oonnter- 
])arts,  makes  t  his  objective  all  the  more  essential. 

d'he  National  Housing  Conference  strongly  supported  for  main' 
years  the  establishment  of  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Develo]>ment.  The  legislation  which  led  to  the  establishment  of  this 
I  )epartment  in  1965  was  recommended  to  the  Senate  by  the  Committee 
on  thivernmental  0})erations  in  that  year.  As  the  members  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  well  know,  section  3(b)  of  the  act  establishing  this  Depart¬ 
ment  set  forth  tlie  following  charter  for  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and 
ITrban  Development  from  the  standpoint  of  coordination  of  Federal 
programs  and  activities  relating  to  housing  and  urban  development : 

The  Secretary  shall,  among  his  responsibilities,  advise  the  President  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Federal  programs  and  activities  relating  to  housing  and  urban  develop¬ 
ment  ;  develop  and  recommend  to  the  President  policies  for  fostering  the  orderly 
growth  and  development  of  the  Nation’s  urban  areas ;  exerci.se  leadership  at  the 
direction  of  the  President  in  coordinating  Federal  activities  affecting  housing 
and  urban  development ;  provide  technical  as.si.stance  and  information,  including 
a  clearinghouse  service  to  aid  State,  county,  town,  village,  or  other  local  govern¬ 
ments  in  developing  solutions  to  community  and  metropolitan  development  prob¬ 
lems  ;  consult  and  cooperate  with  State  Governors  and  State  agencies,  including, 
when  appropriate,  holding  informal  public  hearings,  with  re.spect  to  Federal  and 
state  programs  for  assisting  communities  in  developing  solutions  to  community 
and  metropolitan  development  problems  and  for  encouraging  effective  regional 
cooperation  in  the  planning  and  conduct  of  community  and  metropolitan  develop¬ 
ment  programs  and  projects ;  encourage  comprehensive  planning  by  the  State 
and  local  governments  with  a  view  to  coordinating  Federal,  State,  and  local  ur¬ 
ban  and  community  development  activities  .  .  . 

I  cite  this  existing  statutory  authority,  not  from  tlie  standpoint  of 
disagreeing  Avith  the  general  objectives  of  the  above  titles  of  S.  698, 
but  rather  to  raise  the  question  as  to  Avhether  additional  statutory 
authority  is  necessary  in  order  to  accomplish  these  objectives. 

From  the  standpoint  of  the  experience  of  our  membership  Avith  local 
programs,  the  main  deficiency  in  carrying  out  the  aliove  charter  for 
the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  has  been  the 
inability  to  secure  funding  for  the  clearinghouse  service  for  State  and 
local  gOA'ernments  in  utilizing  efficiently  and  effectiA'ely  the  multi¬ 
plicity  of  Federal  aid  programs  Avhich  are  av'ailable.  As  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  knoAvs,  appropriations  for  tliis  function  liaA'e  not  been  approA^ed 
by  the  Congress. 

The  National  Housing  Conference  strongly  supports  the  proA'isions 
of  title  VIII  of  S.  698  Avith  respect  to  uniform  relocation  assistance 
for  families,  individuals,  and  businesses  displaced  by  direct  or  fed¬ 
erally  assisted  public  action.  Our  organization  has  long  supported  the 
establishment  of  programs  for  financial  assistance  and  standards 
for  such  relocation  assistance  comparable  to  that  existing  for  the  urban 
renewal  program  and  more  recently  for  the  federally  assisted  loAv-rent 
housing  program.  The  proA'isions  of  title  VIII  Avould  liberalize  some¬ 
what  the  existing  proA'isions  under  the  urban  reneAval  program  and 
the  low-rent  housing  program  and  Ave  support  this  liberalization.  In 
our  opinion,  (he  most  urgent  aspect  of  this  problem  is  to  apply  these 
mandatory  requirements  to  the  federally  aided  higliAvay  program 
Avhich  is  currently  the  largest  source  of  the  family  and  business  dis¬ 
placement. 

IVe  also  support  the  provisions  of  title  IX  of  S.  698  to  establish  a 
uniform  land  acquisition  policy  both  for  direct  Federal  programs  and 
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for  federally  assisted  })rograins.  The  provisions  of  this  title  ^YOuld 
bring  other  Federal  ])rograms  generally  in  line  with  the  provisions 
established  by  title  IV  of  the  lionsing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of 
1965  covering  the  pidncipal  activities  of  the  Department  of  Ilonsing 
and  Urban  Development  m  its  assistance  programs  to  the  land  acquisi¬ 
tion  activities  of  local  agencies. 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present  our  views  to  the  sub¬ 
committee. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Keith.  We  appreciate 
your  testimony. 

Mr.  Keith,  Thank  you,  Senator. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  committee  will  be  in  recess  until  next  Tuesday 
at  10  o’clock. 

(Thereupon,  at  11:55  a.m.,  the  subcommittee  recessed  until  the 
following  Tuesday,  May  14, 1968,  at  10  a.m.) 


S.  698— INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERATION  ACT  OF 
1967  AND  RELATED  LEGISLATION 


TUESDAY,  MAY  14,  1968 

U.S.  Senate, 

Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Kelations 

OF  the  CoMiniTEE  ON  GOVERNMENTAL  OpEIL\TION8, 

Washington,  D.G. 

The  subcomniitee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10 :15  a.m.,  in  room 
457,  Old  Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  Edmund  S.  Muskie  (chair¬ 
man)  presiding. 

Present :  Senator's  Muskie  and  Baker. 

Staff  members  present;  Charles  M.  Smith,  staff  director;  Robert  E. 
Berry,  minority  counsel;  E.  Winslow  Turner,  general  counsel; 
Lucinda  T.  Dennis,  administrative  secretary. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  committee  will  be  in  order. 

Unfortunately,  we  do  not  have  a  public  address  system.  The  com¬ 
mittee  rooms  are  so  filled  with  hearings  these  days  that  it  is  hard  to  get 
a  room  to  be  heard.  I  trust  we  will  have  microphones  tomorrow,  but 
today  we  will  have  to  get  along  without  them,  which  ought  not  to  be 
too  difficult. 

Our  first  witness  this  morning  is  an  old  friend  and  colleague  from 
the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Mrs. 
Gladys  Spellman,  Commissioner  of  Prince  Georges  County.  I  know 
that  your  testimony  will  be  most  worthwhile  as  I  have  listened  to  the 
contributions  you  have  made  in  public  forums.  Airs.  Spellman,  it  is 
a  pleasure  to  welcome  you  this  morning. 

TESTIMONY  OF  MRS.  GLADYS  SPELLMAN,  COUNTY  COMMISSIONER, 
PRINCE  GEORGES  COUNTY,  MD. 

Airs.  Spellman.  Thank  you,  sir.  AVhen  you  say  you  have  listened 
to  me  in  other  foimms,  you  are  not  kidding,  are  you  ? 

But,  it  has  been  such  a  real  pleasure  working  with  you,  and  I  mean 
this  sincerely.  It  has  been  an  inspiration.  Y"ou  are  just,  I  will  say 
publicly,  great,  You  really  are. 

Senator  AIuskie.  Thank  you. 

Airs.  Spellman.  I  am  here  today  serving  as  a  representative  of  the 
National  Association  of  County  Officials. 

Can  I  be  heard  up  there  ? 

Senator  AIuskie.  Yes.  Senator  Baker  is  younger  than  I  am,  so  I  am 
sure  he  can  hear. 

Mrs.  Spellman.  I  was  just,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  telling  the  story  that 
Senator  Baker  had  told  up  in  Detroit  on  how  his  father-in-law  had 
pointed  out  to  everyone  that  he  was  not  politically  inclined  and  would 
get  nowhere  in  politics. 
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Senator  IIakek.  Well,  I  still  have  some  hope. 

Mrs.  Spellman.  You  will  have  to  develop  your  voice  just  a  little 
bit  more.  You  are  doing  quite  will,  but  a  little  more  and  you  will 
be  there. 

At  the  outset  today,  the  Xational  Association  of  Counties  would  like 
once  again  to  express  its  wholehearted  support,  for  the  Intergo^'ern- 
mentai  Cooperation  Act  of  1968.  This  is  the  fourth  j’ear  that  XACO 
has  come  before  you  to  endorse  this  important  and  necessary  legisla¬ 
tion.  It  is  disappointing  that  such  fundamental  correctional  legisla¬ 
tion,  embodying  concrete  and  desirable  alterations  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  our  Federal  Government’s  inassiA^e  grant-in-aid  program,  has 
not  already  been  enacted  and  implemented.  We  would  like  to  commend 
this  committee  for  holding  hearings  again  this  year.  In  an  era  of  inter¬ 
governmental  relations,  creative  federalism,  if  you  will,  this  bill 
almost  cries  out  for  action. 

The  problems  Avith  wdiich  this  legislation  concerns  itself  are  myriad. 
They  involve  the  effective  and  efficient  operation  of  our  grant-in-aid 
system.  They  concern  the  viability  of  local -State-Federal  relations. 
Federal  aid  funds  have  quadrupled  since  1955.  And  so,  unfortunately, 
have  the  problems  of  all  levels  of  gOA^ernment,  both  Avith  regard  to 
the  implementation  of  programs  to  meet  the  crisis  of  public  service 
to  our  citizens,  and  Avith  regard  to  the  procuring  and  administering  of 
funds  to  meet  the  increasing  demands.  The  Intergovernmental  Co¬ 
operation  x\ct  Avould  give  impetus  to  the  huge  task  of  coordinating 
at  all  levels  of  gOA^ernment.  It  Avould  make  more  effectiA^e  and  equitable 
the  Federal  GoA^ernment’s  $17  billion  gTant-in-aid  programs,  its  use 
and  acquisition  of  land  in  urban  areas,  and  its  relocation  assistance 
policies. 

We  are  all  familiar  Avith  the  problems  Avhich  our  State  and  local 
governments  encounter  Avith  regard  to  obtaining  the  administering 
Federal  grant-in-aid  funds.  Briefly,  they  are : 

(1)  Long  delays  and  continued  uncertainty  from  application  to 
final  funding. 

( 2)  Lack  of  adequate  priority  ranking  systems. 

(3)  The  enormous  local  machinery  and  capacity  to  coordinate  the 
359  grant  programs  at  the  point  of  impact. 

Many  counties  just  cannot  tackle  this  problem  adequately. 

(4)  Lack,  in  many  Federal  programs,  of  a  requirement  inA'olving 
the  actiA^e  and  continuing  participation  of  local  elected  officials. 

And  to  me  this  is  a  most  serious  oversight. 

(5)  OA^erlap  of  comprehensiA^e  planning  requirements  for  each  pro- 
gi'am,  and  the  lack  of  coordination  of  required  functional  plans. 

(6)  Confusion  at  the  point  of  impact  as  to  the  duplication  of  Fed¬ 
eral  efforts.  And  I  cannot  begin  to  tell  you  how  much  confusion  really 
exists.  Our  one  Federal  agency  does  not  understand  the  programs  or 
the  problems  of  the  other,  and  the  State  and  local  goA^ernment  are 
enmeshed  in  this  mass. 

Well,  that  seems  to  paint  a  jn'etty  bleak  picture,  but  I  am  happy  to 
say  there  is  a  positive  side. 

XACO  is  extremely  pleased  Avith  the  cooperatiA-e  steps  which  haA^e 
been  taken  by  many  departments  and  agencies  to  deal  Avith  the  above 
]Aroblems  that  I  haA'^e  oiitlined.  The  Department  of  Housing  and  Ui’ban 
Development  has  recently  published  a  priority  system  for  its  grants 
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under  the  open  space  program.  The  FIIA  recently  in  our  county 
agreed  to  keep  us  advised  of  low-rent  projects  approved  within  our  ju¬ 
risdiction  so  that  our  community  development  department  can  be  pre¬ 
pared  to  take  by  the  hand  people  living  in  substandard  housing  to 
guide  them  into  new  projects.  Until  now  we  would  learn  of  such 
])rojects  only  by  reading  about  them  in  the  newspapers. 

Unfortunately,  many  departments  are  not  cooperating  as  well.  Many 
are  not  utilizing  the  A-80  and  A-85  procedures  to  the  extent  which 
could  maximize  their  efficiency.  The  proposed  legislation,  we  feel,  will 
contribute  greatly  to  the  progress  underway,  individually  and  between 
agencies,  to  coordinate  better  and  make  more  effective  our  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs. 

Grants-in-aid  have  jilayed  and  will  continue  to  play  a  crucial  role  in 
serving  the  national  interest.  They  have  helped  facilitate  change — 
change  in  })erspective  and  priorities,  in  thinking,  and  in  action  to 
combat  major  social  and  economic  problems.  They  have  promoted 
innovation  and  breakthrough  in  getting  to  the  roots  of  those  problems, 
although  too  many  programs  today  are  still  merely  hacking  away  at 
the  branches.  But  the  Federal  aid  program  needs  more  than  a  con¬ 
siderable  shaking  up  if  it  is  to  make  any  more  than  a  dent  in  the 
accelerating  problems  Avhich  threaten  to  overwhelm  all  local  govern¬ 
ments  in  the  1970's. 

Federal  aid  programs  must  be  designed  and  administered  to  provide 
greater  flexibility  and  discretion  at  the  local  level  and  they  must  be 
administered  in  such  a  Avay  to  avoid  the  chaotic  effect  which  present 
grant-in-aid  programs  have  on  b\idgeting  procedures.  The  Federal 
agencies  at  present  do  not  sign  contracts  in  conformity  with  their  fiscal 
year,  our  fiscal  year,  or  anyone  else’s  fiscal  year. 

'We  feel  that  Congress,  through  tlie  proposed  legislation,  can 
effectively  guide  and  improve  the  impact  of  our  present  Federal  aid 
programs.  Some  of  the  proposed  changes  are  indeed  simple  in  concept 
but  they  will  go  far  to  enhance  the  future  of  creative  federalism. 

Title  II,  for  instance,  improves  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to 
the  States,  and  title  III,  permits  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to 
provide  special  and  technical  services  to  State  and  local  governments. 
It  seems  to  us  axiomatic  that  the  Governor  of  a  State  should  have 
access  to  information  relating  to  the  pui'iiose  and  amounts  of  Federal 
aid  coming  into  his  State.  It  has  always  seemed  to  us  that  excessive 
redtape  is  created  when  a  State  is  required  to  deposit  Federal  money  in 
a  separate  bank  account. 

Counties,  too,  are  often  victims  of  continuing  obsolescent  admin¬ 
istrative  practices.  Xot  all  are  as  fortunate  as  my  county  of  Prince 
Georges.  Often  counties  do  not  possess  the  talent  and  the  financial 
resources  to  modernize.  Specialized  and  technical  services  developed 
through  the  use  of  Federal  tax  dollars  should  be  made  available  to 
local  governments  so  that  tliey  may  benefit  from  this  expertise.  We  find 
it  within  the  desirable  goals  of  intergovernmental  relations  that  local 
government  should  be  allowed  to  contract  for  special  and  technical 
services  with  Federal  agencies  who  developed  the  requisite  know-how 
and  abilities. 

Because  of  their  areawide  and  I’egional  character,  counties  are  often 
the  unit  of  government  best  equipped  to  carry  the  ball  with  such 
regional  programs  as  air,  water,  waste  control,  area  traffic  and  road 
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programs,  mass  transit,  open  space,  and  so  forth.  Consequently,  the 
Nation's  .‘hOOO  counties  are  experiencing  new  surges  of  life.  (){)ening 
up  Federal  and  technical  assistance  to  these  local  governments,  coupled 
with  the  extensive  provision  of  the  Intergovernmental  Personnel  Act 
which  passed  the  Senate  last  year,  will  do  much  to  a.ssure  continued 
j'U’ogress  at  the  county  level  in  these  vital  areas. 

We  wish  to  emphasize  particularly  the  vital  necessity  of  title  IV  of 
this  bill,  providing  for  coordinated  intergovernmental  administration 
of  grants  for  urban  development.  For  years  the  Federal  Government, 
by  impact  of  certain  grant-in-aid  programs,  has  been  hindering  the 
development  of  viable,  responsible,  general-purpose,  local  government. 
We  refer  to  the  large  amounts  of  Federal  moneys  which  are  iiot 
channeled  through  the  units  of  general  local  govei’nment,  but  rather 
through  private  individuals  or  special-purpose  units.  This,  in  many 
cases,  further  fragments  local  government’s  ability  to  cooixlinate  the 
impact  of  Federal  assistance.  A  Federal  policy  minimizing  this 
practice  to  the  greatest  extent  ])racticable  would  go  a  long  way  in 
developing  the  capacity  of  general-purpose  units  of  government  to 
exercise  responsibility  for  public  needs. 

Sections  401  and  402  are  vital  if  we  are  to  discontinue  the  errors 
of  the  past.  Prince  Georges  County  has  made  a  great  effort  in  time, 
energy,  money,  and  yes,  in  heart,  to  study  in  depth,  our  housing  prob¬ 
lems  and  the  needs  of  our  underprivileged  citizens.  We  know  what 
we  must  do,  we  know  what  we  must  have  built,  we  know  where  we 
should  encourage  such  building  projects,  and  we  are  making  a  real 
effort  to  solve  the  problems  utilizing  both  public  and  private  capital. 

But,  and  this  “but”  is  an  enormous  but,  developers  are  being  granted 
financing  by  the  Federal  Government  in  very,  very  lai’ge  sums  to  build 
221(d)  (3)  low-  and  middle-income  projects  in  our  county,  not  where 
they  would  help  us,  but  in  many  instances  where  they  may  do  consider¬ 
able  harm.  Instead  of  placing  a  little  of  this  housing  here,  another 
])roject  there,  fitting  them  into  the  community  so  that  they  do  not  down¬ 
grade  their  surroundings,  but  instead  serve  to  upgrade  their  old  ten¬ 
ants,  we  find  huge  developments  about  to  be  built  in  such  a  manner  that 
we  can  predict  that  they  will  become  the  tenement  slums  of  tomorrow. 
All  our  planning,  all  of  our  know-how,  all  of  our  hopes  for  the  future 
are  just  being  set  aside. 

For  the  Acting  Director  of  the  FHA,  a  most  cooperative  gentleman, 
sees  and  understands  our  problems.  But  he  knows  that  we  have  good 
intentions  and  that  we  have  been  working  to  carry  them  out,  and  he 
has  made  every  attempt  to  cooperate  to  the  best  of  his  agency’s  ability, 
but  Congress  neglected  to  insert  one  important  factor  in  its  enabling 
legislation  for  these  housing  programs.  It  neglected  to  allow  the  local 
government  a  voice  in  determining,  first,  how  much  low-income  hous¬ 
ing  it  needs,  the  size  of  the  projects  to  be  built,  and  their  placement 
for  maximum  benefit  and  minimum  adverse  effects.  And  so  you  see, 
it  is  ironic  that  on  the  one  hand.  Congress,  through  the  model  cities 
program,  encouraged  us  to  take  a  comprehensive  approach  to  our 
problems,  but  on  the  other  hand.  Congress  did  not  permit  a  Federal 
agency  to  re^spect  our  local  government’s  attempt  to  utilize  the  com¬ 
prehensive  approach. 

Section  401  recognizes  the  need  for  cranking  the  local  government 
into  the  decisionmaking  process,  and  it  will  greatly  assist  our  counties 
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in  their  effoi-ts  to  grow  into  the  viable  units  they  are  capable  of 
becoming. 

Section  402  recognizes  the  need  for  granting  funds  through  the 
general-purpose  unit  of  government  rather  than  the  special-pur|)ose 
unit  in  order  to  promote  the  coordinated  approach  to  problem  solving, 
and  we  feel  the  sections  are  vital  to  the  future  success  of  any  consolida¬ 
tion  program. 

Another  area  we  would  like  again  to  add  our  endorsement  to  is  title 
VI,  consolidation  of  grant-in-aid  programs.  NACO  has  continually 
supported  the  consolidation  of  categorical  grant-in-aid  programs  intc' 
broader,  functional,  grant  programs  which  can  be  more  effectively 
related  to  State  and  local  planning  processes.  We  have  endorsed  the 
“bloc-grant”  approach  in  the  administration  of  comprehensive  health 
paitnership  relations.  Our  American  county  platform,  for  example, 
urges  the  creation  of  a  new  Federal  category  of  public  assistance  based 
upon  the  single  criteria  of  need,  and  with  a  single  Federal  formula  as 
contrasted  to  the  categorical,  all  with  separate  formulas,  separate  eligi¬ 
bility  requirements,  separate  recordkeeping  requirements  We  believe 
that  consolidation  of  aid  to  the  aged,  the  blind,  the  chilcL-en,  and  the 
disabled,  wcmld  be  a  good  example  of  what  might  be  done.  There  are 
many  other  examples.  The  water-sewer  programs,  present  ly  adminis¬ 
tered  by  four  Federal  departments,  deserve  further  attuntion  with 
regard  to  possible  consolidation. 

By  virtue  of  the  overlapping  jurisdiction  of  the  various  depart- 
ments,  and  the  consequential  myriad  of  authoidzations  for  these  pro¬ 
grams,  we  approve  of  the  provision  enabling  the  Executive  Office  of 
the  President  to  initiate  these  consolidations,  with  congressional  con¬ 
sideration  as  provided  in  section  603. 

We  would  hope  that  the  purposes  of  any  consolidation  as  listed  in 
section  601  would  thus  blossom  into  the  bloc-grant  approach  so  much 
discussed  these  days,  but  so  often  misunderstood.  We  should  like  to 
make  clear  our  understanding  of  what  we  envision  a  consolidation  into 
a  bloc-grant  approach  as  achieving. 

Although  bloc  grants  are  defined  in  a  variety  of  ways,  we  view  them 
as  an  allocation  process  by  which  State  and  local  governments  receive 
Federal  funds  to  be  used  for  one  general  area  of  need:  for  example, 
health.  Furthermore,  the  recipients  have  broad  discretion  and  flexibil¬ 
ity  in  their  use,  in  order  to  best  meet  their  own  individual  needs  and 
requirements.  All  too  often  today  governments  are  skirting  their  indi- 
viclual  needs  by  patterning  their  programs  to  fit  the  grant  criteria 
rather  than  to  fit  their  own  actual  situations. 

The  bloc  grant  would  have  an  immediate  impact  on  developing 
local  management  capacity  for  the  coordination  of  their  own  activities 
as  well  as  Federal  grant  programs.  Kegardless  of  coordination  progress 
at  the  Federal  and  State  level,  confusion  will  continue  until  coordina¬ 
tion  takes  place  at  the  city  and  county  levels. 

As  you  know,  in  previous  testimony,  NACO  has  endorsed  titles  IV, 
V,  and  VII  of  the  bill.  I  should  like  to  reiterate  our  policy  on  these 
important  areas  by  quoting  from_  portions  of  our  American  county 
platform,  the  entire  relevant  sections  of  which  are  reprinted  in  the 
appendix  to  our  testimony. 

I  quote : 

Federal  aid  for  urban  development  administered  by  numerous  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  are  of  vital  importance  to  the  Nation’s  counties.  Such  pro- 
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grams,  however,  must  be  coordinated  with  each  other  and  with  local  planning 
and  decisionmaking  and  administered  through  effective  and  responsible  local 
governments  .  .  . 

Few  Federal  programs  have  the  stated  objective  of  implementing  locally 
adopted  plans  for  development.  To  remedy  these  conditions  which  have  an  adverse 
effect  on  local  government,  NACO  recommends:  (1)  that  Congress  remove  from 
Federal  aid  programs  for  urban  development  all  limitations  which  require  or 
promote  special  districts  to  the  disadvantage  of  counties  and  other  general  units 
of  local  government,  (2)  that  effective  functional  and  comprehensive  planning 
be  encouraged  at  the  local  level  to  the  extent  appropriate  in  all  Federal  urban 
development  aid  programs,  (3)  that  both  Federal  and  State  programs  encourage 
joint  participation  in  cooperative  projects  by  local  governments  through  removal 
of  population  and  dollar  limitations  and  through  the  use  of  financial  incen¬ 
tives  .  .  .  (5)  that  Congress  and  the  executive  branch  establish  the  principle  and 
implement  the  practice  of  Federal  interagency  coordination  in  the  full  range  of 
programs  affecting  local  government. 

Title  VIII,  uniform  relocation  assistance,  will  attack  one  of  the  most 
glaring  problems  relating  to  our  various  grant  programs,  that  is, 
inconsistent  and  inequitable  relocation  policies.  Again,  the  American 
county  platform  spells  out  our  endorsement  of  this  title : 

The  National  Association  of  Counties  supports  enactment  of  the  proposed 
legislation  which  would  establish  a  uniform  and  consi.stent  Federal  policy  for 
protection  of  all  persons  and  businesses  displaced  by  direct  Federal  and  federally 
assisted  programs  :  (1)  by  compensating  for  the  full  co.sts  of  .such  displacements; 
(2)  by  requiring  provision  of  a  program  of  advisory  a-ssistance  and  service;  (3) 
by  assuring  availability  of  adequate  housing  as  a  condition  of  Federal  grants-in- 
aid,  similar  to  the  requirements  in  the  Federal  urban  renewal  program ;  and 
(4)  by  advancing  100  percent  of  funds  for  the  prompt  acquisition  of  highway 
rights-of-way  for  Federal-aid  highways  and  by  authorizing  State  governments  to 
reimburse  their  State  share  over  the  period  of  the  actual  construction  schedule. 

Title  VII,  urban  land  utilization. 

The  acquisition,  use,  and  disjiosition  of  real  property  by  the  Federal 
Government  vitally  affect  the  local  governments  where  such  property 
is  located.  Local  government  must  often  stand  by  and  see  transactions 
entered  into  by  the  Federal  Government  which  are  just  not  consistent 
with  the  local  government’s  zoning  and  land-use  practices.  Our 
American  county  platform  recommends  that  “no  such  acquisition  or 
disjiosition  of  ])roperty  l)e  made  except  upon  advance  consultation 
with  officials  of  State  and  local  governments  sharing  jurisdiction 
where  the  particular  property  is  situated.  What  results  in  many 
cases  where  local  government  is  not  consulted,  is  a  use  not  in  con¬ 
formity  with  local  comprehensive  planning.  Again,  here  you  see  it 
is  ironic  that  our  Federal  Government  should  be  the  cause  and 
catalyst  of  uses  which  violate  local  zoning  and  land-use  planning, 
while  at  the  same  time  requiring  so  many  “compi-ehensive  plans” 
of  its  own.  We  feel  that  the  Federal  Government,  as  a  partner,  shoidd 
be  made  to  be  more  cognizant  of  the  desires  and  plans  of  local  govern¬ 
ment  when  it  acquires,  changes  the  use  of,  or  disposes  of  its  own 
lands. 

TITLE  IX - LTNIFORIM  LAND  ACQUISITION  POLIOV 

The  need  for  a  uniform  Federal  policy  on  land  acquisition  prac¬ 
tices  has  become  increasingly  apparent  in  recent  years.  Effective  im¬ 
plementation  of  the  principles  of  negotiation  purchase,  appraisal 
before  negotiation,  and  providing  an  opportunity  for  the  owner  to 
accompany  the  appraiser,  will  do  much  to  relieve  the  present  conges¬ 
tion  of  the  courts  and  to  assure  consistent  treatment  for  landowners. 
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I  The  many  varying  procedures  caused  by  the  vast  increase  in  Federal 
‘  i)rogranis  has  resulted  in  a  lack  of  public  coufideuce  in  Federal  laud 
’  acquisition  practices.  Political  suudivisious,  as  owners,  are  also 
'  affected.  Local  government  should  be  compensated  in  full  for  land 
and  facilities  condemned  by  the  Federal  Government. 

TITLE  X 

XxVCO  endorses  and  urges  the  enactment  of  the  recently  added 
‘  title  X  of  the  bill  relating  to  accounting,  auditing,  and  reporting 
of  Federal  assistance  funds.  With  the  terrific  increase  in  Federal 
.  grants-in-aid  programs,  has  come  a  complex  of  Federal  auditing 
and  accounting  procedures  for  local  government  to  adhere  to,  based 
upon  the  various  enabling  legislation,  appropriation  acts,  depart- 
'  mental  regulations,  and  so  forth.  A  serious  question,  we  feel,  exists 
as  to  whether  the  existing  financial  reiiorting,  accounting,  and 
.  auditing  procedures  are  reasonable  in  their  demands  upon  local 
I  government.  We  feel  they  are  not.  This  is  one  important  area  where 
overall  remedial  legislation  could  sen^e  to  coordinate  the  many  com¬ 
plex  procedures  and  make  it  easier  for  everyone  concerned.  We  are 
aware  that  each  Federal  agencj^  is  charged  by  Congress  and  by  the 
Comptroller  General  to  insure  proper  use  of  Federal  funds.  We  do, 
however,  see  the  immense  usefulness  of  a  system  which  would  foster 
greater  interdepartmental  coordination  among  the  various  financial 
t  management  officials  administering  grant  programs.  This  legisla¬ 
tion  would  permit  the  Comptroller  General  to  study  and  review  the 
:  accounting  and  auditing  systems  of  the  States  and  upon  his  approval 
!  of  their  system,  would  allow  the  results  of  State  audits  to  be  accepted 
by  a  Federal  agency  in  lien  of  their  own  fiscal  audits.  This  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  Comptroller  General  could  also  be  extended  to  local 
governments  receiving  sizable  Federal  grants.  Adequate  safeguards 
are  provided. 

We  feel  this  is  an  area  of  our  grant-in-aid  system  which  has  been 
ignored  to  date  in  any  efforts  to  coordinate  and  make  more  effective 
our  grant-in-aid  programs.  It  is  an  area  which  would  save  Federal, 
State,  and  local  administrators  a  great  deal  of  duplicated  and  expen¬ 
sive  effort. 

And  so  you  can  see  from  this  testimoii}"  that  NACO  once  again 
Avants  to  express  its  Avholehearted  support  for  this  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968.  We  are  with  it  all  the  way. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mrs.  Spellman.  I  do  want  to  say  it  has  been  a  pleasure  to  have 
the  opportunity  to  come  before  you. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  appendix  of  your  statement  will  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  record. 

(The  material  referred  to  follows :) 

American  County  Platform  Titles  IV,  V,  VI  of  the  Intergovernmental 

Cooperative  Act 

2-4.  Federal  impact  mi  local  (jovernment  structure  and  planning. — The 
federal  aids  for  urban  development  administered  by  numerous  federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  are  of  vital  importance  to  the  Nation’s  counties.  Such 
programs,  however,  to  be  most  effective,  must  be  coordinated  with  each  other 
and  with  local  planning  and  decision-making,  and  administered  through  effective 
and  re.sponsible  local  governments. 


Currently,  almost  all  sueh  urban  development  aids  to  local  government  are 
available  to  special  districts  and.  in  many  cases,  private  associations,  as  well 
as  counties.  Overly  restrictive  population  and  dollar  ceilings  on  certain  grants 
and  loans  often  discourage  more  economical  joint  projects  among  counties  and 
between  a  county  and  municipalities  within  its  borders.  Finally,  few  federal  aid 
programs  have  the  stated  objective  of  implementing  locally  adopted  plans  for 
development. 

To  remedy  these  conditions  which  have  an  adverse  effect  on  local  government, 
the  National  Association  of  Counties  recommends;  (1)  that  the  Congress  remove 
from  federal  aid  programs  for  urban  development  all  limitations  which  reipiire 
or  promote  si)ecial  districts  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  counties  and  other  gen- 
(“ral  units  of  local  governimuit :  (2)  that  effective  functional  and  comprehensive 
planning  be  encouraged  at  the  local  level  to  the  extent  appropriate  in  all  federal 
urban  development  aid  iirograms ;  (3)  that  both  federal  and  state  programs  en¬ 
courage  joint  participation  in  cooperative  projects  by  local  governments  through 
removal  of  popxilation  and  dollar  limitations  and  through  the  use  of  linancial 
incentives:  (4)  that  the  states  more  fully  assume  their  resiK)nsil>ility  for  assist¬ 
ing  urban  develoi)ment  in  the  counties  by  establishing  state  programs  to  supple¬ 
ment  federal  matching  grants  to  local  governments  for  urban  development,  in¬ 
cluding  adequate  organizational  machinery  foi-  appropriate  state  channeling  or 
review  of  such  jointly  supported  programs  and  for  rendering  technical  assi.stance 
to  the  local  governments  concerned;  and  (5)  that  Congress  and  the  Executive 
Itranch  establish  the  principle  and  implement  the  practice  of  federal  inter¬ 
agency  coordination  in  the  full  range  of  programs  affecting  urban  development. 

2-10.  Incentives  in  State  and  Federal  grant  programs  to  encourage  joint  efforts 
to  resolve  comtnon  problems. — Numerous  services  performed  by  local  government 
are  best  provided  when  undertaken  on  a  territorial  basis  broader  than  the 
individual  unit  of  local  government.  Experience  in  such  fields  as  open  space 
land  acquisition,  public  health,  urban  planning,  and  airix)rts  has  shown  that 
grant  programs  can  be  designed  to  achieve  more  effective  local  services  through 
joint  undertakings  by  more  than  one  unit  of  local  government.  The  National 
Association  of  Counties  believes  that  state  and  federal  grant  programs,  where 
appropriate,  should  contain  provisions  to  encourage  joint  undertakings  among 
local  units  of  government. 

2-11.  State  and  Federal  legislation  needed. — We  recommend  that  in  order  to 
strengthen  county  and  regional  planning  that  applications  from  local  goveni- 
ments  within  a  metropolitan  area  for  federal  grants-in-aid  for  airport  construc¬ 
tion,  waste  treatment  works,  urban  renewal,  public  housing,  hospital  construction, 
and  urban  highways  be  reviewed  and  commented  on  by  a  legally  constituted 
planning  agency  with  re.sponsibility  for  comprehensive  planning  for  the  metro¬ 
politan  area  or  region  and  that  such  planning  agencies  be  composed  of  or 
responsible  to  the  elected  local  government  officials  of  the  metropolitan  area. 

7-6.  State  and  Federal  legislation  needed. — We  endorse  adequate  state  and  fefl- 
eral  legislation  which  permits  and  encourages  county  and  regional  planning. 
When  state  legislation  is  inadequate  we  recommend  that  state  associations  take^ 
such  steps  as  are  necessary  to  obtain  adequate  statutory  authority.  We  recom¬ 
mend  that  federal  and  state  highway  programs  include  appropriate  provisions  for 
iu.suring  that  highways  are  located  with  due  regard  for  good  local  land  planning 
principles,  and  that  federal  and  state  highway  agencies  include  laud  planners  in 
their  design  sections. 

We  further  recommend  the  enforcement  of  provisions  which  would  assure  the 
local  jurisdictions  that  problems  of  drainage,  access,  etc.,  which  are  created  as 
the  result  of  a  highway  program,  would  be  taken  care  of  by  the  state  or  federal 
agency  that  was  responsible  for  the  construction  of  the  road. 

7-10.  Comprehensive  planning  and  consolidation  of  Federal  assistance  pro¬ 
grams.- — The  National  Association  of  Counties  endorses  the  establishment  of  a 
federal  grant  program  for  comprehensive  planning,  including  physical,  economic, 
and  human  resources  planning,  on  the  local  level,  and  urges  that  all  local  func¬ 
tional  planning  be  done  in  conjunction  with  the  comprehensive  planning  of  a 
general  purpose  unit  of  government  reponsible  to  elected  officials.  NACO  urges 
the  federal  government  through  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  some  other  agency 
in  the  Office  of  the  President  to  review  carefully  all  planning  requirements 
of  federal  programs  for  consistency.  NACO  supimrts  the  consolidation  of  special 
luirpose  aid  programs  into  broader  functional  grant  programs  which  can  be  more 
effectively  related  to  state  and  local  planning  processes. 

In  order  that  these  comprehensive  and  functional  plans  can  be  carried  out. 
it  is  neces.sary  that  federal  assistauce  funds  for  complex  projects  (such  as 
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regional  sewerage  programs)  i)e  committed  for  the  length  of  the  project,  perhaps 
several  years.  NACO  urges  the  establishment  of  mechanisms  within  the  federal 
government  to  assure  funds  for  the  completion  of  long  term  projects. 

Ef/ualizution  in  Federal  f/rants. — Federal  grants  provide  essential  finan¬ 
cial  support  to  state  and  local  governmental  programs  by  helping  to  bridge  the 
gap  between  revenue  needs  and  fiscal  resources  in  support  of  vital  national 
policy  ol)jectives.  Their  distribution  should  reflect,  therefore,  relative  inequalities 
among  recipient  governments  in  program  needs  and  in  the  fiscal  capacities  to 
meet  these  needs. 

A.  In  view  of  the  uneven  pace  of  economic  development  in  different  parts  of 
the  country,  the  National  Association  of  Counties  recommends  that  the  President 
require  the  several  departments  and  agencies  administering  federal  grant 
programs  to  review  periodically:  (1)  the  adequacy  of  the  need  indexes  employed 
in  the  respective  grant  programs;  and  (2)  the  appropriateness  of  their  equaliza¬ 
tion  provisions. 

P.  In  recognition  of  the  wide  interlocal  disparities  between  needs  and  resources, 
we  urge  the  appropriate  agencies  of  the  national  government  to  examine  those 
grant  programs  which  distribute  funds  directly  to  local  governments  or  support 
local  projects  in  order  to:  (1)  assess  the  extent  to  which  variations  in  local 
fiscal  capacities  should  be  recognized  in  their  distribution;  and  (2)  appraise 
the  feasibility  of  administering  effective  and  equitable  equalization  provisions 
in  such  grants. 

C.  In  view  of  the  wide  interlocal  variations,  we  urge  the  states  to  recognize, 
to  the  extent  practicable,  disparities  in  fiscal  needs  and  resources  among  local 
governments  in  the  redistribution  of  federal  grant  funds. 

I).  To  facilitate  these  objectives,  we  recommend  further  that  the  Executive 
Office  of  the  President  expedite  the  development  of  plans  and  procedures  for 
assend3ling  the  data  required  for  improving  measures  of  state  (including  local) 
relative  fiscal  capacity  and  tax  eft'ort  for  government-wide  use. 


American  County  Platfor.m 
Title  YIII 

Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act 

2-6.  Government  reloeation  policy. — Relocation  is  a  serious  and  growing  prob¬ 
lem  in  the  United  States.  Thou.sands  of  people  and  businesses  are  forced  to  move 
because  of  goveniment  projects,  and  all  indications  ai*e  that  this  pace  of  dis¬ 
placement  will  accelerate.  It  has  been  estimated  that  from  1904  to  1972  tlie 
federally  aided  urban  renewal  and  highway  programs  alone  will  di.slocate  82.5,000 
families  and  individuals  and  136,(X)0  businesses.  Yet  in  the  fact  of  this  large 
and  expanding  impact  of  displac-ement  by  government,  federal,  state  and  local 
relocation  policies  are  inconsistent  and  inequitable.  Neighbors  displaced  by  dif¬ 
ferent  programs  of  even  the  same  government  are  not  treated  equally.  More¬ 
over,  those  having  the  most  difficulty  in  adjusting  .satisfactorily  to  a  forced  move 
are  tho.se  most  often  displaced — low  income  families,  the  elderly,  minority  groups, 
and  owners  and  operators  of  small  neighltorhood  stores. 

Tlie  National  A.ssociation  of  Counties  supports  enactment  of  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  which  would  establish  a  uniform  and  consistent  ftxleral  policy  for  pro¬ 
tection  of  all  persons  and  businesses  di.splaced  by  direct  federal  and  federall.v 
assisted  progi’ains :  (1)  by  coiniiensating  for  the  full  co.sts  of  such  displacements  ; 
12)  by  requiring  provision  of  a  program  of  advisory  assistance  and  service;  (3) 
l)y  assuring  availability  of  adequate  housing  as  a  condition  of  federal  grants-in- 
aid,  similar  to  the  reciuirement  in  the  federal  urban  renewal  program;  and  (4) 
by  advancing  100%  of  funds  for  the  prompt  acqui.sition  of  highway  rights-of-way 
for  federal  aid  highways  and  by  authorizing  state  governments  to  reimburse 
their  state  share  over  the  iieriod  of  the  actual  construction  schedule. 

The  National  A.ssociation  of  Counties  urges  each  state  to  enact  comparable 
legislation  providing  a  uniform  relocation  iK)licy  for  protection  of  all  persons 
and  businesses  displaced  by  state  and  local  programs.  Such  uniform  state  policy 
should  also  provide  for  state  sharing  in  local  governments’  costs  of  relocation 
payments  in  all  .state-aided  projects. 

in  the  interest  of  economy  and  the  convenience  of  those  di.splaced,  the  National 
Association  of  Counties  further  urges  federal,  .state  and  local  governments  to 
cooiierate  in  centralizing  responsibilities  for  relocation,  housing,  administering 
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payments  and  connseling  services,  to  the  extent  practicable,  in  a  single  agency 
in  each  major  nrban  jiirisdiction. 

Senator  jMuskie.  I  would  like  to  make  one  i:)oint  which  I  think  is 
valid.  You  referred  to  the  difficulty  which  you  think  is  being  imposed 
in  Prince  Georges  County  by  FHA  221(d)(3)  housing  and  other 
projects  that  bypass  local  goA^ernment.  This  bill,  I  am  afraid,  would 
not  help  in  that  kind  of  a  situation.  The  FHA  program  is  a  loan  and 
not  a  grant  program.  And  also  we  address  ourselves  in  this  bill  to  aids 
to  governments  and  not  aids  to  private  sponsors.  Whether  or  not  we 
ought  to  consider  broadening  it  is  a  perfectly  apjAropriate  question. 
I  do  not  know  what  my  reaction  to  that  Avould  be,  but  I  thought  it 
AA’ould  be  well  to  indicate  clearly  that  I  think  that  the  bill  as  written 
Avould  not  touch  that  problem.  I  certainly  appreciate  the  great 
disruption. 

Mrs.  SpELEiNtAN.  But  you  AA'Ould  not  be  making  that  kind  of  a  mis¬ 
take  in  your  bill.  That  Avas  a  mistake  that  Avas  made  in  the  past;  you 
are  aAmiding  that. 

Senator  Muskie.  Has  that  point  ever  been  made?  I  suppose  I  ought 
to  knoAv  because  I  am  a  member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Housing,  but 
I  cannot  recall  that  that  point  has  ever  been  made  in  that  subcommitee 
in  connection  Avith  hearings  on  housing  legislation. 

IMrs.  Speelmax.  I  do  not  belieA^e  it  has  been  made.  I  have  just  re¬ 
cently  come  across  this  and  have  asked  our  Congressmen  and  our 
Senators  to  see  what  can  be  done  to  make  further  changes,  because,  as 
you  can  see,  Avhen  you  are  doing  a  good  job  of  planning,  and  when 
you  are  fully  aAvare  because  you  haA^e  gotten  a  professional  staff  to 
do  a  superb  study,  and  you  are  now  fully  aware  of  Avhat  is  needed  you 
see  a  complete  misapplication  being  made.  It  is  pretty  disastrous  to 
stand  by  and  Avatch  it. 

Senator  Muskie.  It  makes  a  lot  of  sense,  it  really  does.  "Well,  Ave 
Avill  give  consideration  to  this  as  a  possible  amendment  to  this  bill. 
This  bill  may  be  carrying  about  all  Ave  can  carry.  I  do  not  knoAv. 

Mrs.  Spellman.  We  might  try  that  on  another  leA'el. 

Senator  IMuskie.  Housing  ? 

Mrs.  Spellman.  Eight. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  Avas  interested  in  your  endorsement  on  page  5, 
consolidation  of  grant-in-aid  programs.  I  Avish  Senator  Mundt  Avere 
here  because  he  raised  an  objection  to  that  provision  the  other  day,  but 
I  think  it  Avas  deserving  of  consideration.  I  Avould  like  to  get  your  re¬ 
action.  His  objection  to  this  provision  is  that  it  may  be  .shifting  legis¬ 
lative  initiative  to  the  executive  and  even  delegating  legislative  author¬ 
ity  to  the  executive  branch,  that  Ave  ought  not  to  delegate.  In  a  sense,  I 
suppose,  the  discussions  have  all  this  legislation  Avithin  the  Eeorgan- 
ization  Act.  That  really  is,  I  siqipose,  in  the  narroAvest  sense  at  least,  a 
transfer  of  the  reorganization  housekeeping,  whereas  this  could  haA^e 
a  lot  to  do  Avith  substantive,  legislative  provisions.  I  have  no  difRculty 
Avith  it,  but  I  can  see  that  there  could  be.  Do  you  haA'e  any  response  to 
that  at  all  ? 

INIrs.  Spei.lman.  Yes.  I  Avould  not  have  any  concern  that  this  was 
shifting  the  responsibilities.  I  think  that  unless  there  is  full  under¬ 
standing  on  the  administratiA’e  level,  and  unless  this  work  has  been 
done  there  that  Ave  are  still  going  to  continue  to  have  confusion.  I  think 
it  needs  to  be  done  there.  I  think  it  needs  to  be  done  in  the  local  areas, 
too. 
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Senator  Muskie,  It  may  be  that  we  could  work  out  some  formula 
which  would  make  it  possible  to  amend  these  consolidation  plans  as 
presently  set  up  in  Congress.  That  is  not  possible  in  the  reorganiza- 
I  tion  plan.  You  cannot  amend  them.  You  take  them  as  they  ai’e  or  you 
,  reject  them.  I  have  not  thought  it  through,  but  it  is  possible  that  we 
might  l)e  able  to  incorporate  a  provision  for  an  amendment.  If  you 
:  wanted  to  address  yourself  to  that  question,  you  might  be  able  to 
I  develop  some  interesting  suggestions  for  us.  There  have  been  a  number 
I  of  suggestions  made  and  observations  made  at  the  hearings  up  to  this 
I  point.  I  think  before  I  get  to  them  I  would  like  to  ask  Senator  Baker 
:  if  he  has  any  special  questions  he  would  like  to  put  to  you. 

Senator  Baker.  l\Ir.  Chairman,  I  have  no  special  questions  of  Mrs. 
Si)ellman  at  this  point,  exceik.  once  again  to  draw  attention  to  page  5 
of  yoiir  prepared  testimony  where  you  point  out  that  NACO  has 
,  consistently  supported  the  consolidated  grant  and  the  bloc  grant 
|.  approach.  I  would  like  to  hear  your  view  on  a  very  general  proposi¬ 
tion,  if  I  may,  and  that  is  whether  or  not  in  your  view  or  NACO’s  view, 
the  concepts  of  rather  specific  or  specialized  categorical  grants-in-aid 
or  special  purpose  or  any  purpose  might  not  exist  effectively  with  a 
fidl-blown  system  of  bloc  grants  or  for  more  generalized  purposes,  and 
e\en  Federal  revenue  sharing  for  general  governmental  purposes,  if 
all  three  might  not  work  and  prosper  together  ? 

Mrs.  Spellman.  I  think  all  three  would  be  an  excellent  idea  because 
each  one  has  its  advantages.  There  is  a  great  deal  to  be  said  for  the 
bloc  in  a  program,  as  it  existed  in  the  past.  There  is  a  great  deal  that 
has  been  good,  along  with  a  great  deal  that  has  been  unfortunate, 
really.  It  has  forced  communities  to  pick  themselves  up  by  their  boot¬ 
straps  in  order  to  conform. 

Unfortunately,  as  I  have  said  here,  it  also  forced  them  to  take  a  less 
meaningful  approach  to  meeting  their  own  i^roblems,  because  they 
were  so  busy  gearing  to  getting  the  money  that  they  were  having 
to  sidestep  some  of  their  own  real  needs. 

Senator  Baker.  I  think  the  rationale  of  those  of  us  who  support 
.  Federal  revenue  sharing,  is  that  it  is  not  a  panacea  for  or  a  solution 
for  all  problems.  It  is  frequently  misunderstood  that  categorical  pro- 
,  grams,  bloc  grants,  and  Federal  revenue  sharing  solve  separate  prob¬ 
lems  and  may  exist  together.  And,  it  would  be  my  hope,  and  I  am  sure 
it  is  your  hope  and  the  chairman’s  hope  that  whatever  measures  are 
finally  adopted  would  produce  a  more  economical  cost  of  government, 
yet  retain  Federal  initiative  and  pinpoint  the  accelerated  progress 
in  specific  areas  where  obviously  the  national  goals  should  exist. 
That  generally,  according  to  you,  is  your  overall  view? 

INIrs.  Spellman.  Yery  definitely.  I  think  that  the  tax-sharing  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  an  indication  of  a  recognition  that  the  local  communi¬ 
ties  have  grown  up  and  that  they  really  are  able  to  make  decisions  and 
spend  their  money  wisely.  I  would,  of  course,  like  to  be  very  sure  that 
the  Federal  Government  puts  such  provisions  on  this  tax-sharing 
program  so  that  local  governments  will  not  be  tempted  to  just  decrease 
taxes  and  become  very  popular  there,  that  they  will  really  spend  this 
money  that  is  given  to  them  through  this  program  for  upgrading  their 
communities. 

Senator  Baker.  I  thoroughly  agree.  This  is  not  the  time  or  place 
to  have  a  full  discourse  on  the  various  points  of  that.  In  my  own  pro¬ 
posal  for  Federal  revenue  sharing  a  year  ago,  we  included  what  we 
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call  the  incentive  factor;  that  is,  the  amount  of  participation  in  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  available  for  Federal  revenue  sharing  related  to  the  effective 
efforts  of  the  local  go\-ernments  take  care  of  their  own  needs  by  local 
taxation. 

Senator  IMt  SKin.  I  would  like  to  ask  two  or  three  questions.  There 
could  be  more,  but  we  do  have  other  witnesses.  They  are  about  the 
relocation  provisions  of  this  bill.  Coi;ld  you  give  us  some  special 
insights  on  your  experiences  and  problems  in  Prince  Georges  County? 
Section  807(b)  provides  for  full  Federal  reimbursement  to  State  and 
local  governments  for  relocations  up  to  $25,000  for  each  person  dis¬ 
placed,  the  cost  sharing  according  to  the  formula  governing  the  partic¬ 
ular  program  for  costs  above  that.  "With  respect  to  the  first  $25,000,  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  proposed  cost  sharing  for  the  full  amount.  What 
Avould  be  the  impact  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  position  or  its 
recommendation  in  attempting  future  Federal  assistance  programs  in 
your  area? 

ISIrs.  Speli.max.  Well,  T  would  say,  speaking  for  counties  generally, 
that  it  would  be  catastrophic,  really.  And  this  $25,000  is  probably  very 
cheap  if  we  look  at  it  in  terms  of  the  fact  that  it  provides  the  real 
incentive  for  getting  things  started.  Once  a  program  is  underway  it  is 
going  to  continue,  but  that  $25,000  will  get  it  underway.  I  would  say 
that  that  would  be  a  false  economy. 

Senator  Mttskie.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  goes  in  the  other  direc¬ 
tion  with  another  recommendation. 

Mrs.  Spellman.  If  they  are  giving,  the  answer  is  “Yes,”  we  will 
take  it. 

Senator  Muskie.  It  is  suggested  that  the  owner  of  real  propeity 
taken  under  a  federally  assisted  program  who  purchases  another  home 
within  a  year  be  paid  up  to  $5,000.  This  $5,000  would  be  added  to  the 
acquisition  payment  and  woidd  equal  the  average  price  for  the  standard 
dwelling  adequate  to  accommodate  the  displaced  owner.  In  other 
words,  it  is  tlie  theory  that  the  fair  market  price  would  not  be  met  in 
many  instances  when  you  step  into  new  housing  of  comparable 
standard. 

In  addition,  we  ought  to  have  something  more. 

IVIrs.  Spellman.  I  think  that  they  are  absolutely  right.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  our  county  itself  has  done  something  very  similar  to  this.  We 
needed  some  land  for  a  hospital,  we  needed  to  expand,  and  the  land 
we  Avere  taking  was  going  to  wipe  out  some  A’-ery,  veiy  substandard 
homes.  These  ytlaces  Avere  built  out  of  packing  crates.  They  were  un¬ 
believable,  yet  interestingly  enough,  not  one  of  those  families  in  that 
area  had  eA^er  been  on  Avelfare.  So,  here  are  people  Avho  really  Avere 
trying  to  make  their  OAvn  way,  and  if  aa'p  paid  them  for  their  homes, 
the  actual  price,  the  actual  appi’aised  value,  they  could  not  have  gotten 
anyAvhere,  and  they  just  would  haA^e  landed  on  public  assistance  rolls. 
They  would  haA^e  had  no  choice.  And  so  Avhat  aa-c  did  Avas  pay  them 
for  a  relocation  price  for  their  homes,  and  each  one  of  the  families  is 
established  and  they  are  able  to  function  as  families. 

So,  this  makes  read  good  sense.  It  ought  to  be  done. 

Senator  Mtjskie.  Would  you  say  the  $5,000  limitation  is  realistic? 

INIrs.  Spellman.  That  is  a  little  hard  to  say.  In  the  market  today 
in  our  county  that  avouIcI  be  a  ]Aittance  really,  but  it  Avould  be  a  start. 
It  Avould  be  a  start.  It  would  be  far  better  if  Ave  could  just  leave  it 
broad  enough  to  say  relocation  vahie  rather  than  a  giA’en  sum. 
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Senator  Baker.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  would  yield  for  just  a  minute. 

Mrs.  Spellman,  I  wonder  i-eally  if  in  this  matter  of  relocation 
costs  generally  we  are  not  adressing  ourselves  to  an  element  of  existing 
law  within  the  law  of  eminent  domain.  Theoretically,  it  seems  to  me, 
there  ought  to  be  consideration  of  incidental  damages  instead  of  actual 
tlamages  to  the  value  of  jDroperty.  It  seems  to  me  that  is  the  concept 
■of  law,  the  common  law  and  statutory  concept,  and  our  function  here 
may  be  to  clarify  and  elaborate  on  the  intention,  that  somebody  could 
be  made  whole  if  they  were  unwilling  to  buy  their  property. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  agree.  1  do  not  think  that  the  people  whose 
property  is  taken  ought  to  be  made  to  bear  the  lion’s  share  of  the 
burden  of  the  public  improvement.  If  the  public  improvement  cannot 
stand  the  cost  of  making  them  whole,  then  it  is  not  justitiable.  The 
dilhculty  is  to  tind  formulas  for  implementing  this  concept.  There  is 
also  the  difficulty  that  you  cannot  change  the  built-in  concept  of  fair 
market  value  without  a  positive  assertion  of  new  law.  You  have  to  be 
careful  when  you  make  that  positive  assertion  of  law  that  you  do  not 
open  a  great  big  door  that  leads  to  worsening  things.  I  think  this 
])erhaps  has  a  lot  of  merit. 

Here  is  another  point  that  is  concei’ned  with  the  same  probleiU.  The 
present  law  provides  for  relocation  payment  assistance  beginning 
only  when  agreement  has  been  i-eached  between  either  the  Federal 
Oovernment  and  the  locality  which  will  proceed  with  the  project. 
As  far  as  I  know  no  assistance  is  available  during  the  planning  stages 
of  the  proceedings.  Yet  this  is  the  period  when  displacements  begin 
under  the  threat  of  compiilsory  removal  when  the  project  is  actually 
undertaken.  During  this  period  tenants  move  out  long  before  an 
agreement  or  even  any  definite  commitment  to  a  ]>roject  has  been 
reached.  Property  values  decline,  tenants  move  out.  Should  their  be 
something  in  the  public  polii-y  to  deal  with  this  period  when  many 
peo])le  panic  ? 

Mrs.  Spei.lmax.  I  think  that  is  a  very,  very  valid  point,  really,  be¬ 
cause  that  is  where  the  impact  is  felt.  At  that  ])oint,  that  is  where  the 
money  is  needed.  It  would  also  help  speed  up  the  process,  too,  so  that 
Ave  know  that  once  this  matter  has  gotten  to  that  stage  that  there  will 
be  approval,  and  so  rve  just  ought  to  start  working  on  this  a  little 
sooner  and  the  funds  very  definitely  are  needed  at  that  jroint. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  guess  it  is  one  of  the  costs  of  our  democratic 
system  that  Ave  have  sometimes  a  prolonged  period  of  discussions  in¬ 
volving  public  referendums  and  city  council  meetings  and  discussion 
groups.  MTien  Ave  prolong  this  period,  it  certainly  creates  very  real 
hardships  for  a  lot  of  people. 

Mrs.  Si’EEEirAX.  I  might  point  out  that  Baltimore  City  is  having  just 
this  kind  of  problem.  There  is  an  area  Avhich  is  in  transition,  and 
which  could  almost  hit  the  point  of  bankruptcy  because  of  the  delay 
there  in  providing  the  funds  that  are  necessary  to  keep  going. 

Senator  Mt'Skie.  One  other  cpxestion  and  then  Ave  had  better  get  to 
our  next  Avitness. 

The  Committee  on  State  and  Urban  Relations  of  the  Xational  Gov¬ 
ernors’  Conference  and  A-arious  other  State  and  local  organizations 
have  recommended  the  establishment  of  State  and  local  central  reloca¬ 
tion  agencies  Avith  Avhich  the  various  agencies  AAOuld  contract  to  han¬ 
dle  State  relocation  i)roblems.  Is  this  a  Avorkable  idea  ?  IlaA^e  you  had 
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any  experience,  you  personnally  or  NACO,  in  developing  or  working^ 
■with  such  a  relocation  agency  ? 

iNIrs.  Spellman.  We  personally  have  not  yet  had  sucli  experience, 
although  I  daresay  that  our  community  development  department 
could  very  well  serve  that  kind  of  function. 

But,  it  does  make  very  good  sense  to  be  able  to  coordinate  all  of 
this  into  one  agency  so  that  everybody  knows  what  is  being  done 
and  you  do  have  one  central  outfit  guiding  this  whole  thing.  Probably 
C.  D.  here  has  some  knowledge  of  how  it  worked  in  other  areas. 

Mr.  Wapj).  We  have  considered  this  same  proposal  and  we  feel  that 
we  are  one  agency  Avhere  the  county  has  developed  some  kind  of  ex¬ 
pertise  and  some  other  ones  then  start  coming  in  and  having  a  reloca¬ 
tion  program,  and  that  it  could  make  sense  to  combine  them  under  one 
jurisdiction  and  use  their  background  and  their  technical  skills. 

Senator  Muskie.  Possibly  in  a  State  as  small  as  mine,  a  State  re¬ 
location  agency  would  serve  the  purpose  of  the  entire  area,  and  in 
a  city  like  Baltimore,  a  metropolitanwide  relocation  agency. 

Thanlc  you  very  much. 

Mrs.  Spellman.  I  thank  you  very  much  for  giving  me  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  come.  I  enjoyed  it. 

Senator  Muskie.  Our  next  witness  is  Mayor  Beverly  Briley  of  the 
Metropolitan  Nashville-Davidson  County,  Tenn. 

Mayor  Briley,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  welcome  you  again.  Our  last  meeting 
was  before  another  subcommittee  of  this  same  full  committee. 

TESTIMONY  OF  MAYOR  BEVERLY  BRILEY,  METROPOLITAN 
NASHVILLE-DAVIBSON  COUNTY,  TENN. 

Senator  Baker.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  take  this  opportunitj  to  say 
that  I  look  foiwvard  to  the  mayor’s  testimony.  It  is  my  feeling  that 
Nashville-Davidson  County  have  been  pioneers  in  the  area  of  rede¬ 
signing  and  reconstructing  more  active  and  effective  local  self-goi’ern- 
ment. 

Mayor  Briley.  I  have  appeared  before  Senator  Muskie  on  many 
occasions  previously  representing  the  National  Association  of  Coun¬ 
ties,  of  which  I  was  formerly  president,  and  I  am  now  on  their  board. 
I  come  today  as  the  mayor  of  Metropolitan  Nashville-Davidson- 
Cuunty,  and  vice  president  of  the  National  League  of  Cities,  and  a 
member  of  the  advisory  board  of  the  U.S.  Conference  of  IMayors. 
I  am  representing  these  two  organizations  today  in  support  of  S.  698, 
S.  468,  S.  735,  and  S.  2981,  which  would  make  an  important  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  improvement  of  intergovernmental  relations  among  the 
Federal,  State  and  local  governments. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  would  certainly  like  to  commend  you  for  your 
continuous  efforts  on  S.  698  through  Congress,  and  I  hope  that  it 
will  enable  the  Senate  to  respond  to  this  bill  as  it  has  in  the  past. 

The  federal  system  that  was  conceived  by  our  forefathers  is  still 
a  great  one.  But  today  the  intergovernmental  relationships  envi¬ 
sioned  by  the  founders  are  being  strained  by  the  sheer  complexity 
of  today’s  modern  urban  age.  In  this  centur}^,  the  Federal  Croveni- 
ment  sensed  that  it  had  a  role  to  jilay  in  meeting  the  national  social  and 
economic  problems  brought  on  by  rapid  urbanization  and  technoloa'i- 
cal  advances  and  undertook  programs  of  substantial  direct  and  in- 
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direct  assistance  to  States  and  local  governnients  to  meet  their  prob¬ 
lems. 

1  speak  as  a  mayor  who  has  had  a  good  working  experience  with  the 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  On  the  basis  of  this  experience,  I  hope 
the  committee  will  accept  onr  comments  as  constructive  criticism  and 
positive  suggestions.  1  personally  feel  this  bill  will  meaningfully  con¬ 
tribute  to  lessening  some  of  the  frustration  mayors  of  cities  such  as 
my  own  endure  in  dealing  with  these  grant  programs.  Let  me  make  it 
clear  that  we  cannot  deny  the  substantial  relief  the  grant  programs 
have  brought  to  cities.  But  unfortunately,  there  are  now  just  far  too 
many  individual  programs  each  with  their  own  set  of  objectives  and 
operating  rules.  On  top  of  this,  we  find  a  general  lack  of  uniformity 
and  of  priority.  But  most  of  all,  we  find  a  general  lack  of  understand¬ 
ing  of  individual  city  needs  by  the  administrators  of  these  programs 
and  of  the  programs  themselves,  w^e  find  that  they  are  not  being  de¬ 
signed  and  administered  so  as  to  be  responsive  to  local  needs  and  I 
might  say  especially  to  local  priorities. 

We  have  testified  on  many  of  the  provisions  of  S.  698  in  the  1967 
creative  federalism  hearings  and  on  earlier  legislation  considered  by 
this  subcommittee.  I  will  therefore  not  belabor  you  with  detailed  com¬ 
ments  on  each  section  of  the  bill.  Instead,  we  will  be  glad  to  discuss 
them  in  the  question  period  and  may  I  request  that  we  be  permitted  to 
submit  such  additional  supplemental  statements  as  may  be  necessary 
on  any  of  the  bills’  promsions  and  also  note  that  our  staff  stands  ready 
to  provide  additional  assistance  and  consultation  as  you  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  staff  may  require. 

Let  me  therefore  concentrate  on  S.  698’s  three  “new”  titles  which 
in  many  respects  are  the  most  significant  elements  of  the  legislation, 
the  J  oint  Funding  Simplification  Act,  and  the  amendment  to  S.  698  in¬ 
troduced  last  week  by  you,  Senato?-  Muskie. 

Title  VI  Grant  Consolidation.  By  anybody’s  count,  there  are  over 
400  individual  Federal  grant  programs  to  State  and  local  governments 
in  existence  today.  We  might  note  before  proceeding  further  that  we 
are  glad  the  committee  is  also  considering  the  Joint  Funding  Simpli¬ 
fication  Act,  a  bill  which  I  had  the  privilege  of  helping  to  formulate 
in  extensive  discussions  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  We  think 
this  bill  is  a  necessary  comininion  measure  to  the  grant  consolidation 
provisions  of  S.  698.  I  will  comment  of  S.  2981  later. 

The  present  narrow  and  independent  project  approach  of  Federal 
grant  programs,  compounded  by  the  sheer  number  of  such  grant  pro¬ 
grams,  is  disruptive  of  comprehensive  planning  designed  to  develop 
and  program  broad  community  attacks  on  urban  needs.  Cities,  because 
they  urgently  need  funds,  are  encouraged  by  the  present  system  to 
abandon  well  developed  priorities  to  enter  competition  for  Federal 
funds  where  they  are  available.  Local  planning  is  often  hampered  be¬ 
cause  cities  must  concentrate  on  applying  for  individual  Federal  pro¬ 
grams.  If  cities  are  to  acquire  the  capability  to  plan  and  act  on  total 
programs,  they  must  not  be  thwarted  by  large  numbers  of  individual 
programs  which  must  be  fitted  together  (often  unsuccessfully)  like 
pieces  of  a  jigsaw  puzzle.  We  strongly  urge  that  the  emphasis  of 
Federal  assistance,  management  must  be  on  combination  and  consoli¬ 
dation  of  the  myriad  of  grant  programs.  The  emphasis  must  be  on 
establishing  jiackages  of  broail  programs  which  complement  each 
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other  and  local  conipreliensive  planning  rather  than  as  now  occurs, 
splintering  a  well  intentioned  comprehensive  attack  by  a  city  govern¬ 
ment  on  its  problems. 

What  specifically  would  grant  consolidation  mean  to  cities?  First, 
since  few  city  problems  are  isolated  from  other  related  problems  it 
would  enable  a  city  to  deal  broadly  with  the  entire  malady  rather  than 
have  to  attack  individual  symptoms  piecemeal.  Second,  cities  would 
have  to  perhaps  as  few  as  one-fifth  or  one-sixth  as  many  programs  as 
they  now  do. 

Third,  city  officials  would  have  to  deal  with  far  fewer  agencies  and 
become  entangled  in  far  less  redtape  and  delay. 

Fourth,  increasingly.  Federal  programs  require  applicants  to  de¬ 
velop  a  comprehensive  plan  for  a  grant  project.  Tlierefore,  the  ob¬ 
jective  of  the  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  should  be  to  encourage 
the  utilization  of  federally  aided  programs  which  match  the  compre¬ 
hensiveness  of  the  local  plan  and  which  are  responsive  to  local  needs 
and  pnorities,  not  to  fragmentize  and  disrapt  these  priorities. 

JOINT  FUNDING  SIMPLIFICATION  ACT 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  one  of  the  difficulties  of  the  present  system 
occurs  when  a  city  puts  together  a  broad  program  but  then  is  unable 
to  obtain  funding  for  indiiddual  elements  of  the  program  from  the 
Federal  Government.  Likewise,  at  considerable  expense  of  time  and 
personnel,  administrators  must  now  prepare  individual  applications  for 
each  program  rather  than  a  single  packaged  application.  The  poten¬ 
tial  benefits  of  such  packaging  and  the  use  of  single  broad  applications 
are  numerous  and  rather  fascinating  in  some  respects. 

Under  a  code  enforcement  program,  the  distinct  needs  of  individ¬ 
ual  cities  will  differ  as  to  what  makes  up  this  program.  But  once  a 
code  enforcement  program  is  begun,  it  must  be  carried  through  to  its 
logical  end.  We  tried  to  list  the  elements  of  a  typical  code  enforce¬ 
ment  program  for  which  Federal  assistance  is  available  in  separate 
grants-in-aid  and  I  wish  you  would  note  the  nimiber. 

Technical  assistance  programs  for  proiblem  definition. 

Code  enforcement  assistance. 

New  community  facilities. 

Need  for  standardized,  uniform  relocation  policy  and  assistance. 

Welfare,  social  service,  and  educational  assistance  in  varying 
degrees. 

Manpower  development  and  retraining. 

Rat  control. 

INfass  transit  assistance. 

The  assemblage  of  a  package  code  enforcement  program  with  even 
some  of  these  elements,  timed  to  allow  implementation  in  their  proper 
sequence  as  the  code  enforcement  program  progresses,  woidd, 
under  present  available  grants-in-aid,  permit  a  city  to  put  together 
a  program  tantamount  to  model  cities.  But,  under  actual  present  ad¬ 
ministrative  and  funding  conditions,  this  is  impossible. 

The  whole  area  environmental  pollution  control  is  another  area 
which  could  substantially  benefit  from  the  provisions  of  this  act. 

Fortunately,  there  is  a  recent  precedent  upon  which  to  more  precisely 
foretell  the  potential  benefits  from  enactment  of  this  bill.  Four  agen¬ 
cies,  HUD,  OEO,  HEW,  and  the  Labor  Department,  have  jointly 
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lauiiolied  a  jx)verty-area,  neiglibox‘li<x)cl  centers  pilot  program,  acting 
under  i-espective  current  legislation  for  each  of  the  agencies  and  the 
authority  of  an  Executive  order  of  the  President.  Drawing  u}x)n  avail¬ 
able  fundsj  the  demonstration  project  now  undei*way  in  14  cities,  en¬ 
ables  the  cities  to  develoj)  multipurpose  neighlxirhood  centers  to  serve 
jxeople  in  low-income  neiglilxndioods  responsively. 

The  stated  objectives  of  the  program  are  to ; 

Develop  better  methods  of  linking  existing  and  new  programs 
into  a  compi-ehensive  and  integrated  neighborhood  system  for 
delivery  of  health,  social  manpower,  educational,  i-ecreational, 
legal,  and  other  community  services  to  families  and  individuals; 

Initiate  a  cooj>erative  intergovernmental  etl'oit  to  pool  the  re¬ 
sources  and  knowledge  of  city.  State,  and  Fedei-al  agencies  in 
assisting  neighboi’hoods ;  and 

Develop  prooeduras  for  combining  the  efforts  of  four  Federal 
ojierating  agencies  in  assisting  neighborhoods. 

Each  of  the  14  cities  has  already  i-eceived  funds  or  planning  author¬ 
ity  from  the  four  agencies  to  in-oceed  with  establishment  of  their 
centere. 

There  are,  however,  ixroblems  in  S.  2981  which  must  Ixe  noted.  First, 
general  units  of  local  government  are  faced  with  the  constant  growth 
of  s^xecial  districts.  Special  districts  are  frequently  neither  rei>reseiita- 
tive  of  nor  responsive  to  local  constituencies  or  elected  officials.  Moi'e- 
over,  without  authority  or  coordination  being  exercised  over  these 
distncts,  they  often  act  independently  of  and  even  to  the  detriment  of, 
public  policies  of  general  imits  of  local  government.  Nothing  in  tliis 
legislation  should  encourage  this  situation.  Thus,  we  would  oppose 
any  inteiqiretation  of  S.  2981  which  would  permit  sjiecial  districts 
to  package  jirograms  to  tlie  disadvantage  of  a  general  unit  of  local 
government.  This  flow  of  S.  2981,  I  might  note,  is  contrary  to  a  pro- 
Ausion  of  S.  698  which  encourages  favoring  of  general  units  of  local 
government.  At  the  vei*y  least,  special  districts  should  be  permitted  to 
be  a  party  to  an  application  only  with  the  consent  of  appropriate  units 
of  general  govemment. 

Secondly,  the  most  important  factor  in  the  successful  achievement 
of  the  bill's  objectives  is  availability  of  funds  for  packaged  programs. 
Under  present  arrangements,  cities  are  often  frustrated  by  a  lack  of 
tmids  for  some  of  the  individual  programs.  If  appmval  of  a  city’s 
package  application  under  the  tenns  of  S.  2981  were  delayed  or  re¬ 
jected  because  funds  from  any  one  component  of  the  joint  program 
were  not  available,  it  Avould  also  be  discouraged  from  utilizing  this 
mechanism,  therefore  negating  the  value  of  the  bill.  This  problem 
might  be  practically  overcome  through  jiroper  estaiblislunent  of  a  sepa¬ 
rate  joint  management  fund  referred  to  m  the  act  or,  even  better,  a 
ty])e  of  urban  development  fund  separate  although  from  any  single 
combination  of  ])rogi-ams  from  which  funds  could  be  drawn,  by  the 
city,  uixm  certitication  of  its  application  by  apiiropriate  agencies. 
NEC  has  developed  a  pro^xisal  for  such  a  fund  which  Ave  Avill  discuss. 

ExeciitiA^e  responsibility  and  coordination:  In  the  case  of  both  the 
grant  consolidation  provisions  of  S.  698  and  in  the  Joint  Funding 
Simplitication  Act,  AA^e  strongly  endorse  the  responsibility  and  author¬ 
ity  given  to  the  President.  The  coordination  and  administration  of 
grant  programs  is  Avholly  a  responsibility  of  the  Executive.  Congress 
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concern  is  tliat  tliese  jirograins  are  administered  efficiently  and  that 
the  congi'essional  intent  is  fulfilled.  The  Executive  should  he  expected 
to  consolidate  and  simplify  wherever  possible  to  assure  greatest  eifec- 
tiveness  of  the  programs.  Granting  the  Executive  this  power  in  the 
manner  enumerated  by  these  bills  does  not  remove  legislation 
prerogatives. 

Dwelling  a  moment  on  tlie  subject  of  coordination,  we  feel  thi.<  mo.st 
necessary  of  executive  responsibilities  is  given  too  little  direct  atten¬ 
tion.  It  is  implied  strongly  and  spoken  to  in  title  IV  of  S.  (ihS,  and  1 
would  certainly  agree  that  consolidation  and  simiililication  cennote 
greater  coordination.  Nevertheless,  this  remains  one  of  the  greate.-t 
needs  in  the  administration  of  the  grants-in-aid. 

One  of  the  prime  objectives  of  the  model  cities  program  is  to  help 
bring  about  local  coordination  of  Federal  resources  available  and  to 
provide  a  definite  mechanism  for  this  coordination.  I'et,  from  the  To 
cities  already  involved  in  model  cities  jolanning,  including  my  own,  we 
are  finding  definite  evidence  that  the  achievement  of  this  goal  may  be 
in  serious  doubt.  If  we  are  experiencing  this  sort  of  difficulty  in  a  pro¬ 
gram  specifically  intended  to  achieve  greater  coordination  of  Federal 
resources,  I  need  not  dwell  on  the  grim  problems  faced  in  coordina¬ 
tion  of  the  over  400  separate  grant  programs.  We  must  learn  from  the 
experiences  being  gained  in  model  cities  and  apply  them  elsewhere. 
Of  course,  the  main  lesson  to  be  learned  is  that  we  must  have  an  ef¬ 
fective,  responsive,  flexible  system  such  as  S.  008  and  the  other  bills 
will  help  obtain. 

We  therefore  feel  the  President  must  clearly  be  given  the  responsi¬ 
bility  as  well  as  all  the  tools  necessary  to  vigorously  pui'sue  achieve¬ 
ment  of  greater  interagency  coordinatioii  in  the  case  of  all  grant 
programs. 

Urban  development  fund:  Ultimately,  however,  grant  consolida¬ 
tion  and  greater  coordination  cannot  alone  achieve  a  workable  solu¬ 
tion  to  the  massive  physical,  social,  and  economic  problems  confronting 
cities.  The  need  for  adequate  available  resources  to  attack  such  ]')rob- 
lems  becomes  more  critical  each  day.  We,  therefore,  urge  that  C'on- 
gress  establish  an  urban  development  fund  to  represent  its  massive 
commitment  to  fulfilling  the  national  responsibility  in  urban  and  social 
renewal  than  is  noAv  available  through  the  present  categorical  grant- 
in-aid  system. 

Under  the  urban  development  fund  concept,  a  city,  upon  conqdetion 
of  a  comprehensive  plan  utilizing  a  nnnil>er  of  categorical  aids  as¬ 
sembled  in  a  fashion  similar  to  a  model  cities  plan,  would  be  author¬ 
ized  to  secure  certification  of  technical  compliance  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  several  Federal  programs  included  in  the  plan,  including 
the  approval  of  State  agencies  where  required.  The  city  would  then 
waive  its  rights  to  the  specific  categorical  aid  funds  and  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  the  Federal  urban  development  fund  for  the  release  of 
equivalent  moneys  to  implement  its  plan  over  the  period  of  years 
specified  in  its  budget. 

Funding  would  be  jirovided  by  an  appropriation  to  the  fund  yearly 
to  maintain  a  reasonable  level  of  payments.  The  Federal  outlay  would 
be  expected  to  be  consistent  with  the  amount  paid  out  under  the  cate¬ 
gorical  aids  so  that  eventually  the  appropriations  to  categorical  aids 
might  be  reduced.  The  important  factor  here  is  that  the  fund  must  be 
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large  enough  to  encourage  units  to  make  comprehensive  plans  and 
programs  based  on  assurance  of  availability  of  the  Federal  (fovern- 
ment's  financing  commitmeut. 

The  fuiul  would  involve  j)i-ograms  crossing  present  dei)artmental 
lilies.  The  application  would  l>e  multipurjiose  and  comjn-ehensive  in 
nature,  aiul  would  be  very  similar  to  a  city's  budget  request  document. 
Communities  would  have  the  option  to  use  but  would  never  be  re¬ 
quired,  to  make  use  of  the  funds  so  provided  in  lieu  of  existing  cate¬ 
gorical  programs. 

d'his  IS  not  really  a  block  grant  or  revenue  sharing.  It  would  leave 
undisturbed  the  jirocessing  S3'stem  for  technical  compliance.  It  could 
include  a  much  greater  role  for  State  government.  It  would  assure 
the  maximum  benefits  from  fiscal  planning,  construction,  timing,  pro¬ 
gram  scale,  and  [irogram  management.  It  would,  moi’eover,  and  per¬ 
haps  most  importantly',  give  maximum  consideration  to  the  divei-sity 
of  local  needs  and  local  innovation,  priorities,  control,  and  flexibility. 

Xow,  I  would  like  to  speak  of  title  VIII,  uniform  relocation 
assistance. 

In  any  discussion  of  relocation  of  displaced  persons,  we  must  start 
from  the  premise  that  it  costs  no  more  or  no  less  to  move  a  family  or 
a  business  because  the  family  or  business  was  displaced  by'  an  urban 
renewal  project  rather  than  an  interstate  highway  or  local  code  en¬ 
forcement  program  or  any  other  kind  of  project.  Yet  the  amount  of 
financial  and  nonfinancial  assistance  available  from  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  assist  families  or  businesses  to  relocate  in  the  face  of  a 
federally  .supported  project  varies  astonishingly  from  program  to 
]u-ogram. 

The  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  in  its 
report,  “Relocation :  ITnerpial  Treatment  of  People  and  lousi¬ 
nesses  Displaced  by  Governments,”  stated  : 

Thou.sands  of  people  and  businesses  are  forced  to  move  every  year  because  of 
governmental  acquisition  of  pi'operty  or  enforcement  of  housing  and  building 
codes.  All  indications  are  that  this  place  of  di.splacement  will  accelerate  with 
increased  urbanization  and  the  consequent  mounting  demands  for  urban  serv¬ 
ices  and  growth  of  federal,  state,  and  local  programs  for  the  renewal  of  cities. 
It  has  been  e.stimated,  for  example,  that  from  1964  to  1972  the  federally  aided 
urban  renewal  and  highway  programs  alone  will  have  caused  dislocation  of  a  total 
of  82.5,000  families  and  individuals  and  136,000  business  and  nonprofit  orga¬ 
nizations. 

As  the  magnitude  of  displacement  has  increased  in  re<'ent  years,  there  has  been 
growing  concern  over  the  impact  on  those  foi’ced  to  move — concern  over  whether 
these  “displacees”  are  having  to  bear  a  disproportionate  .share  of  the  co.st  of 
the  benefit  created  by  the  public  works  program  necessitating  their  move.  The 
concern  is  voiced  paitlcularly  regarding  the  poor  and  the  elderly,  and  marginal 
and  submarginal  small  businesses ;  these  individuals  and  businesses  seem  most 
often  to  be  in  the  w'ay  of  property-taking  programs  and  are  least  capable  of  coping 
with  the  adjustments  of  a  forced  move. 

Ill  1968.  Xasliville  expects  to  relocate  900  families  and  200  businesses, 
many  of  them  small  marginal  operations.  In  the  next  10  years,  we  fore¬ 
see  displacing  as  many  as  3,505  families.  Most  of  this  displacement  will 
occur  from  federally'  aided  projects  such  as  Interstate  40  and  urban 
renewal.  To  our  city  as  well  as  all  the  others  facing  similar  tasks,  it  is 
im|>erat.ive  that  relocation  policy'  and  assistance  he  made  unifonn  at 
all  levels  of  government.  We  feel  that  title  VIII  of  S.  698  is  an  im- 
portant  building  block  in  the  achievement  of  this  goal. 
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It  must  be  remembered  that  we  are  dealing  with  individual  human 
needs.  It  seems  so  simple  looking  at  a  plan  to  say  that  if  a  house  or  a 
small  store  is  in  the  way,  move  it  or  destroy  it.  But  what  is  so  often 
overlooked  or  at  least  given  insufficient  attention  is  the  fact  that  when 
a  person  or  a  businessman  is  displaced  and  relocated  elsewhere,  there 
is  a  tremendous  social  cost  paid  often  unmeasurable  in  dollars  and 
cents,  not  just  by  the  individual  but  also  his  neighbors  and  his 
community. 

Relocation  policies  must  focus  on  and  consolidate  response  to  in¬ 
dividual  needs  and  to  the  social  needs  of  the  total  community.  Reloca¬ 
tion  policies  affecting  businesses  must  be  flexible  enough  to  respond 
to  the  complexities  of  the  economic  area.  Sometimes  in  relocation,  the 
operation  is  a  succeSAS  but  the  patient  dies.  In  sum,  our  relocation  poli¬ 
cies  must  be  such  as  to  enable  us  to  say  to  the  displaced  citizen  that  you, 
too,  will  gain  and  benefit  from  the  public  improvement  which  forces 
your  location  and  I  am  obviously  referring  here  to  a  gain  or  benefit 
not  simply  limited  to  what  a  highway  or  public  building  will  provide, 
for  this  indeed  to  him  might  be  slight. 

There  are  a  few  other  points  I  want  to  make. 

First,  we  feel  it  highly  important  that  all  relocation,  for  no  matter 
what  project,  be  carried  out  by  one  city  agency  which  has  at  its  com¬ 
mand  the  tools  and  resources  to  do  a  thorough  job.  Where  cities  have 
established  effective  agencies  to  undertake  relocation,  the  Federal 
Government  should  contract  with  that  agency  for  this  purpose. 

Second,  we  want  to  emphasize  the  need  in  the  development  and 
unification  of  policy,  for  postrelocation  followup.  The  first  6  months 
are  critical  to  a  person  or  business  newly  relocated.  Families  and  busi¬ 
nesses  are  confronted  by  a  whole  new  set  of  problems  in  their  new  loca¬ 
tion.  Relocation  responsibility  therefore  does  not  stop  once  a  family  is 
in  a  new  home.  They  must  also  be  given  every  assistance  in  adjusting  to 
their  new  environment. 

In  conclusion,  it  is  particularly  fitting  that  this  bill  now  attempts 
to  bring  uniformity  but  more  importantly  a  higher  degi’ee  of  equality 
to  the  troubled  relocation  issue.  We  can  no  more  eloquently  state  the 
importance  of  this  provision  than  to  quote  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  reporting  on  S.  1681,  the  Itniform  Relocation 
Act  of  1966.  The  Committee  said : 

This  policy  is  necessary  to  eliminate  the  great  inconsistencies  that  exist  among 
federal  and  federally  assisted  programs  with  respect  to  the  amount  and  scope 
of  snch  payments,  and  the  advisory  assistance  and  assurance  of  housing  offered. 
It  recognizes  that  relocation  is  a  serious  and  growing  problem  in  the  United 
States  and  that  the  pace  of  displacement  will  accelerate  in  the  years  Immediately 
ahead.  It  recognizes  that  advisory  assistance  is  of  growing  importance  in  the 
relocation  process  esi>ecially  for  the  poor,  the  nonwhites,  the  elderly,  and  small 
business  people.  It  recognizes  the  need  for  more  equitable  land  acquisition 
practices  in  connection  with  the  procurement  of  real  property  by  eminent  domain. 
In  short,  this  legislation  recognizes  that  the  Federal  Government  has  a  primary 
responsibility  to  provide  uniform  treatment  of  those  forced  to  relocate  by  federal 
and  federally  aided  public  improvement  programs  and  to  ease  the  impact  of  such 
forced  moves. 

Title  IX.  The  confusion,  delay,  uncertainty  and  misunderstanding 
which  exists  today  in  the  field  of  acquisition  of  real  property  by 
governmental  entities  for  public  use  is  notorious.  On  the  basis  alone 
that  there  is  no  justification  for  differences  between  the  taking  of 
one  man’s  property  as  opposed  to  another,  we  fully  endorse  the  pro- 
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visions  of  title  IX.  This  title  contributes  measurably  toward  elimi¬ 
nating  the  disparities  in  Federal  land  acquisition  policies.  We  particu¬ 
larly  feel  that  it  is  important  that  the  propertyowner  be  fully  advised 
of  the  method  by  which  value  of  the  property  is  ascertained  by  the 
Government.  We  trust  that  in  section  901(a)  (3),  the  term  fair  and 
reasonable  consideration  means  “fair  market  value.”  Many  cities  now 
use  fair  market  value  as  the  starting  point  for  their  negotiations  in 
property  acquisition.  It  is  the  fairest  as  well  as  most  pi*actical  value 
to  be  obtained. 

Turning  to  title  X  on  the  subject  of  auditing,  we  most  heartily 
welcome  and  endorse  the  objectives  of  this  amendment.  Yearly,  cities 
receiving  substantial  amounts  of  Federal  assistance  must  submit  to 
time-consiuning  detailed  aiidits,  often  by  two  or  three  or  more  Federal 
agencies,  for  the  purpose  of  accounting  for  Federal  funds.  Oftentimes 
these  “audits”  exceed  the  scope  of  checking  accounting  procedures 
and  lap  over  substantially  into  the  questioning  of  local  policies.  Under 
the  provisions  of  title  X,  all  this  extra  eli'oi't  could  be  eliminated. 
Moreover,  once  standards  are  established  by  the  Comptroller  General, 
cities  would  know  with  certainty  what  the  rules  of  the  games  are  and 
could  insure  that  their  own  accounting  procedures  meet  these  stand¬ 
ards.  Again  the  greatest  benefit  to  be  gained  by  the  cities  as  well  as  the 
Federal  Government  is  uniformity  of  practice  and  simplification  of 
procedures. 

In  summary,  we  feel  that  assistance  for  today’s  urban  needs  cannot 
be  met  by  simply  the  Federal  dollar  without  there  being  a  major  effort 
through  effective  administrative  procedures  to  make  the  programs 
flexible,  simple  to  use,  efficient  to  operate  and  utilize — and  most  of  all — 
responsive  to  the  problems  they  are  designed  to  meet  and  responsive  to 
the  priorities  of  those  who  are  directly  responsible  for  solving  these 
problems,  the  officials  of  our  cities.  This  bill  may  catalize  then  the 
emergence  of  a  new  urban  federalism. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much.  Mayor  Briley,  for  your 
excellent  statement.  I  have  one  or  two  questions  that  I  would  like  to 
ask.  I  understand  that  Nashville  has  had  a  serious  problem  of  reloca¬ 
tion  for  Interstate  Highway  40. 

Mayor  Briijiiy.  Highway  40 ;  yes,  sir. 

Senator  Mttskie.  The  city  has  gone  far  in  trying  to  solve  the  prob¬ 
lem,  but  I  have  a  question  based  upon  that  problem.  Do  you  feel  that 
the  relocation  assistance  section  of  S.  698  would  have  helped  in  dealing 
with  that  problem  ? 

Mayor  Briley.  Yes.  This  perhaps  also  would  require  some  State 
legislation,  which  I  am  sure  would  follow^  the  provisions  of  this  bill. 
We  have  this  problem.  There  are  about  600  families  in  the  next  leg, 
that’s  the  leg  that  was  under  litigation.  Four  hundred  of  those  families 
are  on  oral  leases,  not  a  written  lease.  Under  our  State  law,  if  they  are 
not  under  a  written  lease  there  is  no  relocation  cost  paid  at  all.  Now, 
our  city  will  do  the  best  we  can  and  it  will  cost  us  to  do  the  best  we  can. 
But  we  cannot  do  the  things,  of  course,  we  could  do  under  uniform 
assistance  policies  for  relocation  at  the  State  and  Federal  Government 
level,  so  I  think  it  would  substantially  help  and  lead  the  State  to  im¬ 
prove  its  assistance. 

Incidentally,  that  would  also  apply  to  some  businesses.  Some  of 
the  relocation  problems  of  the  businesses  are  not  funded  adequately, 
and  I  think  this  would  lead  to  a  better  funding  of  that  problem. 
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Senator  Muskte.  I  was  going  to  raise  tliat  question.  Do  you  think 
that  you  are  going  to  be  able  to  put  togetlier  a  satisfactoiw  relocation 
progi’am  in  connection  with  that  highway  ’? 

Mayor  Briley.  We  are  approaching  it  in  two  different  ivays.  one 
dealing  with  business  and  one  dealing  with  housing.  Sei’eral  years 
ago  when  the  metropolitan  government  first  came  into  existence  in 
1963  we  developed  a  relocation  agency  and  we  contracted  with  tlie 
State  government  with  reference  to  their  highway  program,  and  we 
contracted  with  the  housing  authority  of  our  area  that  handles  both 
urban  renewal  and  public  housing  to  do  all  of  their  relocation  through 
this  agency.  It  was  a  contract  between  the  welfare  commission  of  our 
local  gov^ernment  and  the  housing  authority  in  the  State  govern¬ 
ment.  This  worked  very  satisfactorily,  but  was  not  funded  adequately, 
and  the  State  withdrew  from  it  about  2  years  ago.  We  are  now  in 
the  process,  and  our  new  budget  is  now  under  consideration,  of 
setting  up  a  bureau  of  relocation  which  will  be  headed  by  a  director 
that  will  be  under  the  direction  of  our  welfare  department.  'Iliis 
agency  will  have  an  advisory  committee  of  codes  people,  public  works 
people,  water-sewer  people,  highway  people.  We  are  also  developing 
a  contract  and  have  meetings  leading  to  this  with  the  State  highway 
department.  We  think  that  we  have  a  much  better  plan  on  reloca¬ 
tion  of  these  people  presently.  We  have  done  an  experimental  program 
in  this  manner,  on  the  worst  slum  areas  Ave  had  in  our  city,  and 
we  AA-ere  very  successful  in  about  4  months  in  getting  these  people 
housing.  Incidentally,  this  Avas  not  a  })ublic  improA-ements  area,  this 
Avas  a  codes  enforcement  area,  and  our  experience  has  taught  us  better 
hoAv  to  do  this. 

With  reference  to  the  business  community,  there  are  multiple 
problems.  We  have  negotiated  and  Ave  have  arranged  Avith  our  local 
banks  to  put  up  a  fund  of  $1  million  to  supplement  and  assist  in  loans 
to  these  marginal,  principally  Negro,  businesses.  The  fund  is  being 
administered  by  a  local  bank,  that  is,  primarily  a  Negro  institution 
of  many  years’  reputation.  Some  of  these  businesses  have  been  oper¬ 
ated  for  a  number  of  years  by  people  avIio  have  been  successful,  not 
in  any  great  way,  but  successful  to  sustain  life  and  a  business.  These 
people  probably  will  be  successful. 

There  are  a  number  of  these  marginal  businesses  that  haA^e  been 
there  a  year  or  two  which  are  relying  upon  a  localized  neighborhood 
custom  or  local  economy.  When  they  relocate  it  is  doubtfid  if  they 
can  redo  Avhat  they  have  done  there.  Noav,  even  Avhere  the  business 
would  have  been  satisfactory  5  years  from  noAv  if  it  stayed  there 
under  another  change  Avould  be  a  question.  So,  I  think  that  Ave  have 
done  things  that  Avill  help  those  that  are  competent  and  capable  of 
maintaining  a  business. 

Senator  Muskie.  Senator  Baker. 

Senator  Baker.  Mayor,  you  touched  on  the  nature  of  eminent  do¬ 
main  statutes  in  Tennessee,  Avhich  you  agree  are  many  and  varied. 
Most  condemning  authorities  have  at  least  a  choice  of  three  or  four 
different  sets  of  statutes  they  might  proceed  under.  Would  you  agree 
Avith  me,  hoAvei'er,  that  elaboration  of  the  definition  of  incidental 
damages  as  distinguished  from  actual  damages  might  have  an  effect 
on  alleA'iating  much  of  the  actual  loss  of  economic  suffering  that 
frequently  occurs  in  relocation  projects? 
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Mayor  Briley.  Yes.  As  you  recall,  we  have  had  two,  maybe  three 
statutes  introduced  and  adopted  that  the  courts  have  held  unconstitu¬ 
tional  that  dealt  with  this  problem,  and  1  think  very  much  of  it 
would. 

Senator  Baker.  And  also  the  fact  that  under  Tennessee  statutes, 
and  under  some  others,  under  some  Federal  provisions,  there  is  a 
specific  allowance  for  moving  costs.  Not  under  all  Tennessee  statutes, 
but  one  in  particular  that  I  think  of  was  enacted  to  accommodate 
requirements  of  interstate  highways,  and  frequently  these  are  limited 
to  specific  amounts.  In  the  case  of  urban  renewal,  it  is  my  underetand- 
ing  the  limit  is  $200  on  moving  costs.  I  wonder  if  you  feel  that  that 
ai’bitrary  limitation  or  any  arbitrary  limitation  can  really  do  equity 
in  certain  circumstances  ? 

Mayor  Briley.  There  are  many,  many  instances,  and  we  are  talking 
now  principally,  as  I  stated  in  my  statement,  about  most  of  these 
relocations  coming  to  an  economically  disadvantaged  group,  and  in 
many  cases  it  does  not  take  an  awful  lot  of  money  to  actually  pay 
their  relocation  expense.  But,  there  are  instances  where  it  is  very 
expensive  because  you  have  to  move  them  completely  away  and  you 
have  an  environmental  problem  that  you  have  to  follow  up.  Now, 
we  are  locally  financing  that  ourselves  by  local  government.  If  the 
relocation  assistance  costs  was  a  larger  amount  we  could  solve  a  great 
many  problems  of  this  nature. 

Senator  Baker.  It  was  pointed  out  to  me  by  the  chaii-man  that 
in  a  situation  the  actual  damages  involved  can  exceed  the  $200,  the 
allowance  stated  in  the  provision,  as  I  understand  it,  the  $200  moving 
cost. 

Senator  Mtjskie.  If  you  want  to  go  through  the  redtape  and  take 
action. 

Mayor  Briley.  It  is  diffei’ent  under  urban  renewal  and  under  the 
highway  program.  There  are  two  different  standards  put  in  there,  and 
this  is  one  of  the  hardest  things  in  the  world  to  explain.  We  have 
a  number  of  urban  renewal  projects  on  the  way  and  they  are  more 
liberal,  much  more  liberal,  and  we  do  a  lot  of  relocation  with  this. 
And  then  a  friend  over  here  who  lives  where  the  highway  is  going 
to  be,  he  does  not  get  any  benefit  out  of  it. 

He  cannot  understand  that.  He  thinks  he  has  been  treated  differently. 

Senator  Baker.  Do  you  find  this  disparity  and  treatment,  as  a  prac¬ 
tical  matter,  is  the  cause  of  friction  within  the  community  and  a  source 
of  difficulty  ? 

Mayor  Briley.  It  is;  and  I  think  one  of  our  problems  originated 
right  here  because  the  higliAvay  goes  through  an  area  that  is  not  in  the 
urban  renewal  area.  It  is  now  in  the  model  cities  program,  and  we  are 
attem]iting  to  go  into  that  area  and  heal  over  the  wounds  that  have 
come  out  of  it. 

But,  I  think,  it  was  a  basic  part  of  the  problem. 

Senator  Baker.  Of  course,  in  the  1^0  situation,  according  to  the 
newspaper  accounts  and  the  conversations  and  correspondence  I  had 
on  the  matter,  and  you  had  on  the  matter,  the  whole  situation  develop¬ 
ed  into  a  broad  sociological  concern  as  well  as  an  economic  one,  and 
that  would  tie  back  into  some  of  the  provisions  of  this  proposal.  I  am 
afraid  in  the  1^0  situation  the  pending  plan  of  development  had  the 
effect  of  deadening  the  whole  area  long  before  it  was  utilized  for  the 
improvement  that  was  involved. 
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Mayor  Biuley.  Well,  there  were  two  sides  to  this.  As  usual,  the 
mayor  gets  caught  in  the  middle  of  it.  There  were  a  group  of  people, 
a  substantial  number,  about  45  percent  of  them  were  Negro  businesses 
that  had  bought  properties  knowing  they  were  going  to  relocate  and 
were  held  up  because  the  highway  didnk  go  through. 

Then  there  was  the  other  group  who  w’ere  there  and  knew  nothing 
about  it,  and  were  having  to  move  what  they  called  rather  hastily,  al¬ 
though  this  had  been  published  as  an  existing  or  proposed  road  with 
the  general  alinement  for  at  least  10  years,  and  I  would  say  probably 
once  a  month,  but  no  one  said  anything  until  the  actual  taking  began 
to  operate. 

So,  we  had  one  group  of  people  who  were  hung  up  in  their  relo¬ 
cation  and  had  large  sums  of  money  committed,  and  they  were  just  like 
the  mayor,  they  were  caught  in  the  middle  of  the  argument  between 
the  two  groups. 

Senator  Baker.  I  find.  Mayor,  that  is  not  a  situation  left  entirely  to 
mayors.  Mayor,  you  made  reference,  and  I  have  asked  you  about,  uni¬ 
formity  of  procedures  on  condemnation  of  land  and  acquisitions. 

There  is  one  other  aspect  of  that  general  situation  that  I  would  like 
to  ask  you  about.  Do  you  feel  that  we  would  be  better  served  to  ap¬ 
proach  this  problem,  the  elaboration  of  the  value  of  incidental  dam¬ 
ages  in  Tennessee,  by  appropriate  amendments  to  the  various  statutes, 
or  a  consolidation  of  them,  or  the  promulgation  of  a  new  statute,  or 
by  the  implementation  of  that  objective  tlu’ough  usual  Federal  control  ? 

Do  you  feel  it  could  be  done  more  effectively  one  way  or  another,  or 
do  you  prefer  that  it  be  done  both  ways  ? 

Mayor  Briley.  With  my  limited  knowledge,  I  think  you  will  find 
that  the  eminent  domain  and  the  statutes  in  many  States  differ  consid¬ 
erably,  and  it  could  be  possible  that  there  could  be  some  provision  of 
a  Federal  statute  that  would  require,  where  Federal  funds  were  in¬ 
volved,  a  certain  standard  that  should  be  applied  by  State  statutes  in 
acquisition. 

You  will  find  not  only  Tennessee,  but  there  are  other  States  that 
have  this  similar  problem. 

Senator  Baker.  Tf  I  may,  just  for  a  moment,  INIr.  Chairman.  Mayor, 
I  would  like  to  ask  you  a  question  substantially  the  same  as  I  asked 
Mrs.  Spellman. 

Do  you  foresee  that  consolidation  of  present  systems  of  categorical 
grants-in-aid  by  the  Federal  Government  in  any  way  would  diminish 
the  desirability  or  impact  of  the  desirability  of  elaborating  a  plan  of 
bloc  gTants  on  a  less  restrictive  basis,  or  a  system  of  Federal  revenue 
sharing  ? 

INIayor  Briley.  We  take  a  view  that  there  ought  to  be  some  degree  of 
standards  if  Federal  funds  are  being  expended,  that  are  being  met  in 
the  comprehensive  plan.  You  get  into  the  difficulty  with  a  block  grant 
of  turning  it  loose,  and  there  are  officials,  unfortunately,  that  would 
not  rely  upon  their  own  local  resources  to  the  extent  that  they  ought  to, 
to  operate  their  own  government.  I  think  that  we  ought  to  have  the  re¬ 
sponsible  responsiveness  to  the  problems  of  the  community  along  with 
the  assi  stance  that  we  can  get . 

Let  me  give  you  just  one  illustration  of  what  I  mean.  We  have  under¬ 
taken,  as  you  know,  in  Nashville,  a  very  comprehensive  sewer  pro¬ 
gram  on  a  system  which  has  been  neglected  for  about  40  years,  and  in 
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less  than  10  years  we  expect  to  sewer  an  area  the  equivalent  of  the  city 
of  San  Francisco,  costing  about  $120  million. 

We  are  a  little  better  than  half  through  now.  Some  features  of  the 
Federal  grants  apply  to  certain  parts  of  this  project.  Thei’e  are  certain 
parts  of  the  project  that  we  do  not  get  any  Federal  assistance  from, 
and  yet  each  one  is  dependent  upon  the  other. 

So,  the  local  funds  have  to  come  in  in  any  event.  If  you  do  not  have 
the  smaller  collecter  system  going  into  the  larger  areas  that  qualify, 
or  in  the  treatment  plant,  or  the  enlargement  of  the  treatment  plant, 
to  qualify,  then  you  have  no  point  in  enlarging  your  treatment  plant. 

So,  the  whole  thing  is  one  comprehensi'\'e  program.  If  we  have  a 
comprehensive  program  that  is  approved  as  to  engineering  specifica¬ 
tions  and  we  kept  the  engineers  and  architects  from  building  monu¬ 
ments,  then  that  program  as  such  should  be  approved  and  we  should  be 
eligible  for  grants  without  trying  to  take  some  factors  out  of  it  and 
making  part  of  it  available  and  part  of  it  not  avail al)le. 

Senator  Baker.  Strictly  speaking,  this  next  qiiestion  is  not  related 
directly  to  the  bill  or  bills  you  have  testified  about  before  this  commit¬ 
tee  hearing.  On  this  question  of  local  funds,  do  you  have  any  view¬ 
point  on  the  desirability  or  lack  of  desirabilit}’  of  changing  the  method 
of  raising  funds  at  the  local  level  ? 

I  would  refer  specifically  at  this  point  to  the  question  of  the  tax- 
free  status  of  intei'est  income  on  local  secnrities. 

Mayor  Briley.  This  is  something  that  has  liothered  me  a  great  deal. 
As  you  know,  I  have  testified  for  many  committees  up  here  on  this,  and 
I  have  had  some  real  running  fights  with  the  Treasiuy  Department  on 
this. 

If  we  are  going  to  maintain  our  system  of  the  levels  of  government 
that  we  have  traditionally  held  to,  which  I  think  has  Ix^en  a  good  sys¬ 
tem,  I  think  we  must  preserve  the  integrity  of  tax  exemptions  to  local 
bonds. 

Senator  Baker.  I  gather  you  take  it  that  this  is  one  of  the  effective 
remaining  mimicipal  tools  that  local  governments  still  have? 

Mayor  Briley.  That  is  correct.  I  Avas  at  the  Brookings  Institute 
about  5  years  ago  and  spent  3  or  4  days  ivith  the  economists  from  many 
unii  ersities  and  with  one  particular  individual  in  the  Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment  who  has  been  whole-hog  on  tax  municipal  securities.  We  had  a 
major  debate  on  it,  and  when  the  final  conclusion  arose  that  we  Avould 
hai’e  to  have  in  many,  many  areas  a  complete  Federal  grant  because 
tlie  people  would  not  be  able  to  finance  their  programs,  a  good  many 
of  the  economists  who  had  favored  the  idea  that  ive  have  taxation  re- 
A’-ersed  their  position  at  the  conclusion  of  those  4  or  5  days  of  debate. 

There  are  published  volumes  at  the  Brookings  Institute._ 

Senator  Baker.  In  this  hearing  on  this  point,  I  haA^e  Avritten  a  letter 
to  the  chainnan  raising  the  question  Avhether  Ave  should  have  hearings 
in  this  committee,  hearings  not  just  on  pending  legislation  dealing  with 
the  treatment  of  the  local  securities,  but  on  the  general  impact  on  the 
whole  range  of  issues  which  affect  local  financing. 

Do  you  feel  that  this  subject  is  sufficient  for  us  to  bear  suc'n  an 
examination? 

IMayor  Briley.  I  just  do  not  believe  Ave  ought  to  ever  open  the  door 
of  the  Federal  GoA-eniment  taxing  municipal  securities. 

Senator  Baker.  Mayor,  I  Avould  like  to  ask  you  one  more  question 
that  you  haA'e  referred  to  on  page  5  of  your  statement,  in  the  middle 
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of  the  page,  where  it  says,  “At  the  very  least,  special  districts  should 
be  permitted  to  be  a  party  to  an  application  only  with  the  consent  of 
appropriate  units  of  general  govennnent.” 

I  take  it  that  the  special  districts  you  refer  to  are  such  things  as  ut  il¬ 
ity  districts,  school  districts - - 

Mayor  Briley.  Sanitaiu^  districts.  There  are  a  multitude  of  them 
and  they  ai'e  single-purpose  districts  that  do  not  take  into  consideration 
the  capability  of  the  total  economy  of  the  community.  I  can  show  3’ou 
some  districts  that  the  Federal  Government  has  given  grants  for  water 
under  the  agricultural  program.  They  will  never  suiwive. 

But,  the  people  were  interested  in  one  tiling,  they  were  not  interested 
in  the  total  program,  so  they  planned  it  in  a  manner  that  dealt  with  a 
single  purpose  and  did  not  deal  with  the  total  purpose  of  the  whole 
area. 

Senator  Baker.  I  think  we  both  agree  that  in  some  areas,  utility  dis¬ 
tricts  especially,  in  the  absence  of  municipal  governments,  manj’  have 
served  a  specialized  purpose. 

Mayor  Briley.  That  is  correct.  We  have  several  in  our  area  that  we 
have  not  acquired  as  jet,  as  you  know. 

Senator  Baker.  Do  I  understand  the  thrust  of  your  proposal,  then, 
to  be  that  the  efforts  of  these  more  specialized  units  should  be  coor¬ 
dinated  ? 

IVIayor  Briley.  Right,  and  the  local  government  there  ought  to  be 
called  into  the  plamiing  of  it  and  at  least  have  the  value  of  its  criticism 
or  its  approval. 

Senator  Baker.  So  that  I  should  not  read  this  into  this  statement, 
the  proposal  we  have,  the  abolition  of  special  purpose  districts,  but 
rather  that  their  efforts  be  coordinated. 

Mayor  Briley.  Right,  with  the  unit  of  local  government  that  is 
involved. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much.  Mayor  Briley.  I  appreciate 
your  getting  that  subject  into  the  hearings,  and  I  think  it  is  especially 
interesting  ui  exploring  the  problem  of  taxation  of  municipal  bonds. 
We  are  all  concerned  hi  one  way  or  another  with  the  increasing  num¬ 
bers  of  pieces  of  legislation. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mayor  Briley.  Thank  you.  Senator. 

Senator  Muskie.  We  are  getting  pressed  for  time  and  we  have  two 
more  witnesses.  First  is  Mr.  Edward  Potthoff,  city  manager  of  Sagi¬ 
naw,  Mich.,  representing  the  International  City  Managers  Association. 

TESTIMONY  OF  EDWARB  POTTHOFF,  CITY  MANAGER,  SAGINAW, 

MICH.,  REPRESENTING  THE  INTERNATIONAL  CITY  MANAGERS 

ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Potthoff.  Senator  Muskie,  Senator  Baker,  I  was  not  able  to 
provide  the  committee  with  prepared,  advance  text.  This  was  com¬ 
pleted  late  last  night.  I  have  been  tied  up  with  an  open-housing 
election. 

Would  you  prefer  me  to  present  you  with  a  couple  of  copies  now  ? 

Senator  Muskie.  Yes,  if  you  have  them  now,  that  would  be  fine. 

ISIr.  Potthoff.  I  can  report  that  our  open-housing  election  was  suc¬ 
cessful  by  overwhelming  vote. 
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Gentlemen,  I  am  Edward  Potthoff,  city  manager  of  Saginaw,  Midi., 
serving  in  that  position  since  1961.  Before  that  time,  I  served  as  city 
manager  of  Niagara  Falls,  X.Y.  I  liave  had  over  18  years’  experience 
working  witli  local  government  or  serving  it  directly.  As  a  career  local 
government  executive,  I  truly  appreciate  the  opportunity  and  invita¬ 
tion  to  testify  this  morning. 

You  are  going  to  note  a  veiy  definite  similarity  between  the  remarks 
I  have  to  make  and  those  fine  remarks  of  Mayor  Briley  of  Nashville- 
Davidson.  I  guess  it  merely  points  out  that  the  problems  and  the  atti¬ 
tude  toward  the  grant-in-aid  programs  are  quite  similar  in  cities  many 
hundred  miles  removed  from  one  another. 

Your  committee  over  the  past  several  years  has  heard  statements 
about  the  prolilems  of  intergovernmental  relations.  There  is  no  doubt 
that  the  problems  of  our  ui'ban  society  will  not  be  solved  without  all 
levels  of  government  working  together.  This  is  a  truism  to  anyone  who 
has  given  thought  to  these  problems. 

As  a  professional  city  manager,  I  can  testify  for  the  need  to  estab¬ 
lish  reasonable,  and  as  much  as  possible,  flexible  policies  to  facilitate 
the  relationships  between  and  among  levels  of  government  in  order 
that  the  work  of  strengthening  our  American  democracy  can  continue. 
This  is  why  I  am  particularly  pleased  to  support  the  provisions  of 
Senate  bills  698  ancl  2981,  because  they  do  set  such  policy. 

Ten  years  ago,  perhaps  even  five,  the  professional  city  manager  did 
not  spend  much  of  his  time  on  intergovernmental  relations.  Today,  in 
conjunction  with  Saginaw’s  mayovj  council  and  city  employees,  the 
problems  of  intergovernmental  relations  directly  and  indirectly  occupy 
considerable  time. 

Senator  Muskie,  your  efforts,  and  those  of  other  committee  members 
are  to  be  commended  for  your  interest  and  efforts  to  facilitate  the  work 
of  local  government.  State  government,  and  the  Federal  Government 
by  previously  obtaining  passage  by  the  Senate  of  many  of  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  S.  698.  It  is  hoped  that  the  provisions  of  S.  698  and  S.  2981  can 
be  contained  in  a  bill  that  does  become  law. 

As  a  professional  city  manager,  I  am  concerned  that  programs  devel¬ 
oped  at  all  levels  of  government  are  not  only  good  policy,  but  that  their 
implementation  results  in  achieving  their  objectives.  The  city  man¬ 
ager’s  expertise  is  in  the  area  of  not  only  problem  analysis,  but  in  the 
processes  of  getting  things  accomplished. 

Saginaw  has  a  number  of  Federal  grants,  including  being  a  model 
city.  We  have  these  programs  because  we  want  to  make  our  city  a 
better  place  to  live  for  all  citizens,  no  matter  what  their  problems, 
economic  status,  or  race  may  be.  These  bills  are  aimed  at  improving 
implementation  of  much-needed  Federal  programs  and  hopefully 
reducing  the  time  between  application  and  completion. 

Virtually,  all  Federal-city  programs  suffer  from  excessive  time  delay 
from  inception  to  completion.  I  would  consider  the  time  factor  to  be  tlfe 
single  greatest  problem  existing  in  our  Federal-city  relationship. 
Excessive  delay  frequently  results  in  changes  in  membership  of  our 
city  councils;  it  results  in  accusations  of  promises  not  kept;  it  results 
in  extraordinary  costs;  it  completely  disrupts  local  fiscal  planning;  it 
makes  the  allocation  and  assignment  of  local  staff  to  programs  virtu¬ 
ally  impossible  and  generall}^  results  in  frustration  and  waste. 
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I  want  to  concentrate  my  I'emarks  this  morning  on  the  two  new  pro¬ 
visions  in  S.  698 — title  VI,  consolidation  of  grants-in-aid,  title  IX, 
uniform  land  acquisition ;  and  to  Senate  bill  2981.  In  addition,  I  will 
stress  the  importance  of  title  VIII,  uniform  relocation  assistance.  I 
will  be  glad  to  discuss  other  provisions  of  the  bill  during  the  question 
l^eriod. 

This  provision  is  a  must  as  far  as  I  am  concerned.  Senator  Muskie, 
your  statement  introducing  S.  698  makes  this  abundantly  clear.  The 
number  of  Federal  grant  programs  to  State  and  local  government  is  in 
the  hundreds.  Each  program  was  developed  to  meet  specific  needs  of 
State  and  local  government,  but  naturally  such  programs  enacted  at 
dilferent  times  now  cause  duplications,  confusion,  and  make  planning 
by  local  govermnent  most  difficult. 

The  problems  at  the  local  level  become  one  of  trying  to  couple 
together  specific  programs  in  an  area.  Often  this  “coupling”  cannot 
effectively  be  done,  or  if  it  can,  it  takes  an  miusually  long  period  of 
time  to  mesh  all  requirements  of  each  specific  program  involved. 

On  February  6,  1967,  Graham  Watt,  city  manager  of  Davton,  Ohio, 
testified  before  your  committee  on  creative  federalism.  At  tliat  time  as 
part  of  his  testimoiw,  he  submitted  a  survey  of  city  managers  done  by 
the  International  City  Managers’  Association  on  the  problems  of 
Federal-local  administrative  problems. 

This  survey  shows  that  city  managers  would  supi)ort  this  title 
because  it  would  enable  them  to  do  a  better  job  of  planning  and  imple¬ 
menting  programs  involving  Federal  grants.  More  important,  the 
programs  themselves  could  be  more  effective  because  the  coupling  of 
similar  programs  would  have  already  largely  been  done. 

The  ICMA  survey  stated : 

The  multiplicity  of  programs  makes  it  extremely  difficult  to  place  one  program 
in  context  with  others,  and  it  is  equally  difficult  to  determine  among  four  of  five 
programs,  which  one  is  most  appropriate  for  the  city. 

City  managers  expressed  the  idea  that  programs  would  be  more 
effective  if  aimed  at  community  activities  instead  of  specific  projects. 
At  present,  local  programs  are  often  shaped  by  Federal  requirements, 
rather  than  the  particular  community  needs. 

Saginaw  is  indeed  fortunate  for  it  is  able  to  afford  a  young  man  with 
a  master’s  in  public  administration  that  works  virtually  full  time  on 
Federal  aid  programs.  He  feels  that  of  the  128  direct  Federal  aid  city 
programs,  he  is  able  to  be  knowledgeable  about  15  to  20  of  these  pro¬ 
grams.  Thus,  it  is  most  difficult  for  us  to  know  what  programs  might 
be  helpful  and,  as  important,  if  funds  are  available. 

I  cannot  help  but  think,  parenthetically,  of  the  smaller  cities  who 
are  not  able  to_  afford  this  luxury  of  a  man  well  trained  and  able  to 
specialize  in  this  type  of  thing,  entirely  on  Federal  programs,  and  we 
do  consider  it  a  hixury. 

Senate  2981,  Joint  Funding  Simplification: 

The  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  is  a  supplement  to  the  Con¬ 
solidation  of  Grants.  This  act  is  important  because  where  consolidation 
is  not  feasible,  it  provides  a  means  to  provide  coordination  of  related 
programs.  More  important,  it  allows  the  administrators  of  various 
related  programs  to  remove  inconsistencies  as  spelled  out  in  section  6. 
It  appears  to  allow  the  city  to  make  one  contact  point — not  sei'eral. 


Again,  the  ICMA  survey  pointed  out  that  there  were  inconsistencies 
among  tlie  plans  required  by  Federal  agencies  that  worked  against  eacli 
other’s  objectives.  It  was  felt  by  the  managers  surveyed  that  a  compre¬ 
hensive  plan  might  be  required  that  could  fit  the  needs  of  most  of  the 
Federal  programs.  The  simple  matter  of  having  one  basic  application 
form  would  permit  us  at  the  local  level  to  do  a  better  job  of  meeting 
our  needs  and  carrying  out  national  objectives  of  Federal  programs. 

One  of  the  most  important  provisions  of  Senate  2981  is  the  authority 
to  establish  joint  management  funds.  It  is  obvious,  from  the  local 
viewpoint,  that  being  able  to  receive  money  for  several  related  proj¬ 
ects  at  the  same  time  from  the  same  fund  simplifies  our  ability  to 
effectively  carry  our  related  programs  without  spending  excess  energy 
on  coordinating  the  Federal  establishment. 

It  is  hoped  that  future  legislation  can  be  developed  that  overcomes 
what  appears  to  be  a  weakness  of  the  joint  management  fund,  of  an 
overall  local  program  being  held  up  because  one  of  the  specific  Federal 
])rograms  involved  does  not  have  the  money  to  place  in  the  fund.  At 
present,  the  processes  of  obtaining  much-needed  Federal  assistance 
does  not  allow  for  effective  long-range  financial  planning.  Thought 
must  be  given  to  providing  some  way  to  overcome  the  uncertainties  of 
Federal  funding.  The  proposal  of  the  National  League  of  Cities  for  an 
urban  development  fund  warrants  serious  attention. 

One  example  will  illustrate  the  problem  of  financial  and  physical 
planning.  Saginaw  has  created  a  metropolitan  water  supply  system 
in  partnership  with  11  adjacent  townships.  We  finally  applied  for  a 
grant  to  help  construct  the  system.  However,  because  of  artificial  fiscal 
ceilings  on  the  grant,  we  have  not  received  approval. 

The  total  project  is  $6  million  and  the  grant  request  is  for  $3  million. 
Arbitrarily,  the  Federal  has  a  ceiling  of  $1.5  million  per  application. 
If  each  governmental  jurisdiction  had  applied  separately,  as  entitled,, 
the  money  granted  would,  as  you  can  well  imagine,  have"  far  exceeded 
the  limit  of  $1.5  million. 

Finally,  it  is  hoped  that  this  bill  will  relate  to  local  governments  of 
general  jurisdictionSj  not  special  districts.  Enough  has  been  said  about 
the  problem  of  sjjecial  districts.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  in  most  cases, 
local  governments  of  general  jurisdictions  are  more  responsive  to  and 
cognizant  of  local  needs.  I  would  like  to  see  a  provision  in  Senate  bill 
2981  similar  to  section  402  of  S.  698. 

TITLE  IX — UNIFORM  LAND  ACQUISITION 

This  title  will  do  much  to  remove  the  confusion  that  now  exists  over 
Federal  purchase  of  land.  It  sets  equitable  policies  and  clearly  pro¬ 
vides  information  to  property  owners  who  must  sell  to  the  Federal 
Government.  It  protects  the  property  owner,  and  if  the  term  “fair 
and  reasonable  ’  consideration — Section  91(a)  (3) — means  fair  market 
value,  it  sets  an  acceptable  basis  for  negotiations. 

_  At  this  point,  I  would  like  to  say  that  title  VII,  Urban  Land  Utiliza¬ 
tion,  also  in  conjunction  with  title  IX,  is  important.  It  at  least  recog¬ 
nizes  that  the  Federal  Government  should  lie  cognizant  and  “to  the 
extent  a  Federal  administrator  considers  practical”  follow  local 
planning  and  zoning  laws. 

I  would  like  to  see  the  language  stronger  for  at  least  all  nondefense 
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property.  I  would  like  to  see  that  unless  Federal  agencies  could  show 
cause  why  not,  local  regulations  should  be  followed. 

At  present,  we  in  Saginaw  are  involved  with  the  General  Service 
Administration  on  a  new  Federal  building.  The  Federal  building  will 
be  located  in  a  downtown  urban  renewal  area  planned  by  outstanding 
planners  and  designers.  The  plan  is  based  on  vertical  development, 
separating  vehicular  and  pedestrian  conflict. 

The  General  Service  Administration  has  been  most  cooperative  in 
working  with  us.  However,  their  attitude  towards  vehicular  access 
and  parking  are  in  conflict  with  the  overall  design.  If  the  Federal 
Govei'nment,  who  on  one  hand  is  encouraging  comprehensive 
planning,  decides  to  violate  the  plan,  how  can  the  city  logically  ask 
private  business  to  conform  to  the  plan  ? 

TITLE  VIII — UNIFORM  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE 

Here  again,  the  provision  sets  a  policy,  stressing  equitable  treatment 
to  iieople  no  matter  if  they  are  displaced  because  of  highway  construc¬ 
tion  or  an  urban  renewal  program.  The  treatment  of  people  being  dis¬ 
placed  is  highly  important  in  our  society.  When  cities  are  directly 
involved  in  a  program,  they  can  do  much  to  mitigate  the  forced  move 
of  people  or  small  hidependent  business.  Often  the  persons  forced  to 
move  are  the  poor  and  elderly — those  least  able  to  absorb  the  financial 
effects — and  disruption — of  a  move.  Further,  it  is  this  group  for  which 
housing  is  often  most  difficult  to  find. 

Saginaw  has  been  most  concerned  about  inconsistencies  in  reloca¬ 
tion  as  early  as  1963.  The  construction  of  Interstate  675  business  loop 
through  the  city  of  Saginaw  contemplated  that  the  relocation  of  707 
families  and  business  establishments  would  be  required.  At  the  time 
of  preliminary  planning,  the  State  had  no  resources  or  plans  for 
relocating  these  families  or  for  staff  assistance,  and  the  State  Highway 
Department,  in  fact,  opposed  becoming  involved. 

In  October  of  1963,  the  city  of  Saginaw  by  resolution — and  I  would 
like  to  read  just  two  resolve  portions,  which  are  brief,  because  it  states 
the  position  of  the  city  very  clearly : 

Resolved,  that  the  City  of  Saginaw  requests  of  its  State  representatives  the 
introduction  and  enactment  of  State  legislation  to  provide  for  the  assistance 
to  families  and  business  in  relocating  in  standard  housing  or  places  of  business 
and  payments  for  relocation  costs,  such  costs  to  be  included  as  part  of  the 
total  project  costs,  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  that  if  such  efforts  to  obtain  State  legislation  are  unsuccessful,  the 
City  Council  of  the  City  of  Saginaw  will  provide  in  the  appropriate  year’s  budget 
necessary  funds  for  trained  personnel  to  be  added  to  the  present  relocation  staff 
for  the  specific  purpose  of  aiding  those  persons  displaced  by  1-675  in  obtaining 
housing  accommodations  in  standard  units  in  other  areas  of  the  city,  and  for 
moving  costs  if  not  included  and  itemized  in  the  purchase  price. 

I  might  point  out  that  this  would  have  been  done  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  approximately  $50,000  a  year,  which  is  a  lot  to  a  city  of  our 
size. 

In  1965,  as  a  result  of  pressures  from  the  city  of  Saginaw  and  others, 
the  State  of  Michigan  passed  act  40,  which  provides  for  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  and  assistance  similar  to  urban  renewal. 

Early  in  the  planning  stage,  the  city  opened  negotiations  with  the 
State  for  providing  a  uniform  relocation  assistance,  utilizing  the 
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already  established  and  functioning  city  urban  renewal  relocation 
office.  We  convinced  the  State  that  this  would  give  much  more  uniform 
service,  that  all  of  the  families  and  businesses  would  be  afforded  the 
same  level  of  services,  which  would  avoid  confusion,  and  also  that 
the  relocation  office  was  better  equipped  to  find  available  housing 
resources.  Such  a  contract  between  the  city  and  State  would  eliminate 
the  need  for  the  State  hiring  and  training  a  relocation  staff. 

After  much  negotiation  the  city  of  Saginaw  became  the  first  city  in 
the  State  of  Michigan  to  enter  into  such  a  relocation  agreement  with  a 
State  government.  The  city  was  reimbursed  at  the  rate  of  $50  per 
family  relocated,  which  approximately  compensated  the  city  for  its 
costs. 

The  success  of  this  agreement  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  the  707 
families  were  relocated  within  the  time  schedule  with  little  disruption, 
plus  the  adoption  of  this  technique  and  contact  form  by  the  State  for 
work  in  Flint  and  Detroit.  This  was  attributable  to  the  skill  and 
experience  of  the  city  relocation  staff  and  also  to  a  comprehensive  10- 
year  planning  schedule  for  relocating  families  from  all  governmental 
programs  so  that  the  burden  did  not  fall  in  a  short  period  of  time. 

This  experience  of  the  city  of  Saginaw  showed  us  that  efforts,  not 
only  financial,  but  of  assistance,  are  highly  important.  Citizens  should 
not  be  expected  to  differentiate  between  programs  supported  under  one 
Federal  act  as  opposed  to  another.  And  in  any  case  he  looks  to  city  hall 
for  fair  and  miiform  treatment. 

Senator  Muskie,  I  want  to  emphasize  in  conclusion  that  we,  although 
trying  to  be  constructively  critical  of  some  of  the  provisions  of  the  bills, 
do  feel  that  the  Federal  aid  programs  have  been  instrumental  and  a 
vast  improvement  in  the  general  living  conditions  and  the  development 
of  our  cities.  We  are  grateful,  and  I  stand  ready  to  answer  questions. 

Senator  Mtjskie.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Potthoff.  This  is  a  very 
useful  and  helpful  statement.  I  am  sorry  we  do  not  have  the  time  to 
hear  any  more,  because  I  have  another  appointment  at  12  that  I  must 
keep.  But  I  think  that  your  statement  has  anticipated  most  of  the 
questions  that  I  might  be  likely  to  ask,  and  if  other  questions  occur  to 
us  we  will  submit  them  to  you,  and  trust  that  you  may  find  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  respond. 

Mr.  Potthoff.  I  will  be  most  happy  to  do  so. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  appreciate  the  cooperation  of  our  next  and  last  witness  of  the 
morning,  Mr.  William  L.  Eafsky,  president  of  NAHRO,  and  execu¬ 
tive  vice  president  of  the  Old  Philadelphis  Development  Corp.  I 
understand  that  because  of  the  pressure  of  the  Committee’s  time  he  is 
willing  to  come  on  Thursday  morning  at  9 :45  to  be  our  first  witness. 

Mr.  Rafskt.  Yes. 

Senator  Muskie.  We  will  be  delighted  to  receive  your  statement  this 
morning. 

Mr.  Rafskt.  I  would  like  to  enter  it  into  the  record  if  I  may,  then. 

Senator  Muskie.  It  will  be  included  this  morning,  and  perhaps  on 
Thursday  you  might  summarize  it  briefly,  as  a  preface  to  a  question 
period. 
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(The  complete  prepared  statement  of  William  L.  Eafsky,  above 
referred  to,  follows :) 

Statement  of  William  L.  Rafskt,  President,  National  Association  of 
Housing  and  Redevelopment  Officials 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Wiiliam  L.  Rafsky, 
executive  vice  president.  Old  Philadelphia  Development  Corporation  and  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  National  Association  of  Housing  and  Redevelopment  Officials.  It  is 
a  privilege  to  appear  before  you  today  as  spokesman  for  the  members  of  NAHRO 
who  are,  as  you  know,  the  administrators  of  the  programs  in  which  the  sub¬ 
committee  has  particular  interest — the  agencies  and  individuals  re.sponsible  for 
executing  the  nation’s  low-income  housing,  renewal  and  housing  codes  programs. 
Our  Association  has  been  in  existence  for  35  years ;  it  currently  represents 
about  6,000  local,  state  and  federal  officials  in  some  2,500  localities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  NAHRO  is  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  present  its  views 
on  the  two  bills  pending  before  you — S.  698,  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  of  1968  and  S.  2981,  the  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of  1968.  We  recog¬ 
nize  that  S.  698  is  the  result  of  the  intensive  and  important  work  which  this 
Subcommittee  has  undertaken  in  the  past  two  years.  We  commend  both  the  chair¬ 
man  and  the  subcommittee  for  the  attention  which  it  has  given  in  the  hearings 
on  Creative  Federalism  and  its  other  deliberations  on  the  important  issues  in¬ 
volved  in  the  administration  of  federally-aided  assistance  programs ;  and  in 
particular,  important  intergovernmental  questions.  NAHRO  is  in  general  support 
of  both  of  the  measures  pending  before  you.  We  intend  to  give  more  detailed 
comment  in  regard  to  some  of  the  provisions,  in  particular  on  two  titles  of  S.  698 
(Title  VIII,  the  Uniform  Relocation  Amendment,  and  title  IX,  the  Uniform 
Land  Acquisition  Policy). 

At  the  same  time,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  this  is  the  first  opportunity  which 
NAHRO  has  had  to  testify  personally  before  this  subcommittee  in  some  time, 
I  would  like  to  bring  attention  to  a  concern  which  our  Association  raised  recently 
before  the  Subcommittee  on  Housing  and  Urban  Affairs  of  the  Senate.  This  is  the 
issue  of  local  respon.sibility  and  initiative  in  carrying-out  federally-assi.sted  pro¬ 
grams  and  the  need  to  strengthen  the  capacity  of  all  local  agencies  to  undertake 
effectively  the  important  urban  functions  which  are  their  true  responsibility. 
We  believe  that  it  is  an  integral  part  of  the  intergovernmental  realtions  question 
to  recognize  fully  the  local  role  in  federal  assistance  programs.  In  this  connection, 
and  without  taking  moi’e  of  the  subcommittee’s  time,  I  would  like  to  file  for  the 
record  a  copy  of  the  recent  remarks  which  I  made  on  this  subject  before  the 
Sulicommittee  on  Hou.sing  and  Urban  Affairs.  We  hope  that  we  will  have  a 
further  opportunity  to  present  our  views  on  this  question  to  the  Subcommittee. 

Now,  I  would  like  to  present  some  general  views  on  the  titles  contained  in  the 
bills  pending  before  you. 

First,  let  me  say  that  while  most  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act  relate  to  inter¬ 
governmental  relations  between  the  Federal  government.  States  and  localities, 
there  is  need  to  recognize  the  growing  relationships  between  State  governments, 
particularly  in  concentrated  urban  areas.  This  trend  is  recognized  in  section 
401(b)  of  S.  698,  but  we  would  hope  that  the  subcommittee  might  consider  the 
interstate  relation.ship  in  response  to  other  titles  of  S.  698— in  order  to  facilitate 
the  effective  use  of  federal  assistance.  A  leadership  role  in  this  area  by  the 
Federal  government  could  do  much  to  prevent  potential  cooperation  becoming 
bogged  down  in  constitutional  difficulties  by  encouraging  flexible  action  by 
metropolitan  entities. 

Title  II. — NAHRO  is  in  general  support  of  title  II,  because  it  recognizes  the 
important  role  of  the  State  governments  in  the  area  of  urban  as.sistance  and  we 
hope  to  work  cooperatively  in  a  more  intensive  manner  with  state  goveraments 
in  terms  of  developing  the  state-local  relationships  which  are  essential  to  the 
effective  use  of  all  grant-in-aid  programs. 

Title  III. — NAHRO  also  strongly  supports  title  HI  which  would  permit  Federal 
departments  to  provide  technical  assistance  to  State  and  local  units  of  govern¬ 
ment.  Certainly  we  recognize  that  the  specialized  and  technical  capacities  of 
federal  agencies  are  an  important  asset  to  state  and  local  governments  in 
carrying-out  assistance  programs;  we  welcome  such  assistance.  At  the  same  time, 
we  hope  that  it  will  be  fully  recognized  that  appropriate  assistance  must  be 
provided  to  enable  state  and  local  agencies  to  extend  and  expand  their  own 
technical  and  specialized  competence. 
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Title  IV. — Our  Associiitiou  is  in  support  of  the  objeetives  of  title  IV  which 
provide  that  important  urban  development  programs,  including  those  programs 
most  related  to  urban  growth  (such  as  open  space  land,  hospitals,  libraries, 
airiM^rts,  water  and  sewer  facilities,  land  conservation,  and  other  important 
public  works)  will  he  effectively  related  to  local  programs  and  comprehensive 
urban  planning.  This  title  is  complementary  to  the  planning  assistance  programs 
currently  before  the  Congress  and  in  S.  3029,  the  Housing  and  TTrban  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1068.  The  provisions  under  title  VI  of  S.  3029  provide  for  extending 
planning  assistance  into  urbanized  districts.  Certainly,  both  of  these  are  im¬ 
portant  steps  toward  a  correction  of  urban  sprawl  and  toward  the  development 
of  well-balanced  communities  in  total  metropolitan  settings. 

Title  T’. — XAHRO  supports  the  concept  that  there  should  be  a  sy.stematic 
review  of  federally-assisted  programs  by  the  Congress,  with  the  view  of 
updating  these  grant-in-aid  programs,  eliminating  duplication  and  making 
them  more  effective.  At  the  same  time,  we  would  like  to  make  one  specific 
suggestion.  Under  section  503,  we  suggest  that  in  the  studies  of  grant-in-aid 
programs,  conducted  by  the  substantive  committees  in  the  Senate  and  the 
Hou.se,  specific  indication  be  given  in  the  statute  that  these  studies  will  include 
consultation  with  and  recommendations  hij  state  and  local  agencies  which  are 
the  recipients  of  this  assistance. 

Title  VI. — This  title  of  S.  698  and  S.  2981,  the  Joint  Funding  and  Simplification 
Act,  both  address  themselves  to  the  important  question  of  how  the  pre.sent 
exten.sive  number  of  grant-in-aid  programs  can  be  consolidated  and  better  ad¬ 
ministered.  We  recognize  the  need  and  applaud  this  ob.1ective.  In  approaching 
this  question,  we  recognize,  that  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  already  has  important  powers,  under  the  direction  of  the  Pi’esident,  to 
coordinate  federal  activities  affecting  housing  and  url)an  devlopment.  V'e  see 
the  present  bills  before  the  subcommittee  as  further  extending  the.se  powers, 
under  the  President’s  direction.  We  also  recognize  that  there  will  be  a  period 
of  adjustment  to  any  new  administrative  arrangement  at  federal,  state,  and 
local  levels.  In  fact,  we  see  S.  2981  as  an  important  bill  in  that  it  would  provide 
an  "interim  method”  to  move  into  better  coordination,  without  the  necessity  to 
jump  to  the  full  coni^oliclation  of  grant-in-aid  programs  which  is  indicated  in 
title  VI.  At  the  same  time,  we  would  support  the  title  VI  provision  to  accommo¬ 
date  those  programs  and  areas  which  are  ready  to  move  to  a  full  consolidation. 
We  would  suggest  a  possible  alteration  in  language  in  connection  with  section 
tfa2(a)(I) — it  may  be  too  restrictive  to  expect  that  all  consolidation  can  take 
place  in  a  single  agency.  It  may  be  appropriate  and  necessary  in  some  instances 
to  recognize  that  joint  administration  by  more  than  one  agency  is  the  best 
admini.strative  solution.  The  subcommittee  may  wish  to  consider  some  easing 
of  this  requirement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  approve  the  efforts  at  the  federal  level  to  provide  for 
a  more  coordinated  approach  to  the  administration  of  federally-assisted  pro¬ 
grams,  we  recognize  that  there  is  a  complementary  development  in  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  urban  development  programs  at  the  local  level.  While  the  Association 
is  not  prepared  at  this  time  to  spell  out  in  full  how  we  see  the  intermeshing  of 
consolidated  grant  programs  at  the  federal  and  state  levels  with  the  administra¬ 
tion  at  the  local  level,  it  is  our  intention  to  u.se  the  instrument  of  the  proiX)S_ed 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  as  a  basis  to  explore  this  relationship. 
It  is  our  hoiie  that  this  can  be  accomplished  within  the  basic  understanding 
that  the  responsibility  and  initiative  for  these  programs  resides  at  the  local 
level. 

Title  VII. — NAHRO  suppoiTs  this  title  which  would  provide  for  giving  rea.son- 
able  notice  to  general  local  governments  of  the  Federal  government’s  intent 
to  acquire,  use  or  dispose  of  land.  There  have  been  instances  in  the  past  where 
the  failure  to  work  cooperatively  in  such  matters  has  perpetuated  land  uses 
inconsistent  with  local  efforts  to  carry  out  comprehensive  planning.  This  Title 
is  an  important  tool  to  prevent  such  occurrences. 

Title  VIII. — NAIIRD  reaffirms  its  strong  .support  for  uniform  I’elocation  as.sist- 
aiice  and  the  objectives  of  title  VIII  of  this  bill.  AVe  make  this  statement 
based  on  the  direct  exjierience  of  the  local  relocation  iiev.-^onnel  who  are 
members  of  our  Association  and  charged  with  the  day-to-day  operation  of 
relocation  assistance  programs  covering  urban  renewal,  public  housing  and 
hou.sing  codes  enforcement,  as  well  as  the  growing  number  of  centralized  local 
relocation  oi>erations  coveinng  all  public  di.splacement  activity.  Their  experience 
clearly  indicates  a  strong  need  to  make  uniform  payments  and  assistance 
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available  for  all  public  displacement.  Daily,  they  encounter  situations  of  “unequal 
treatment”  because  families  are  displaced  by  different  public  programs  and 
receive  different  levels  of  assistance.  It  is  difficult  to  explain  to  a  di.splaced 
family  why  it  must  receive  fewer  benefits  because  the  public  program  causing 
the  di.splacement  is  different.  We  commend  the  .sponsors  of  this  bill  in  seeking 
to  end  this  unfair  treatment. 

Ml’.  Chairman,  we  are  at  a  new  stage  in  the  evolution  of  knowledge  and 
experience  about  the  impact  and  approach  to  relocation — becau.se  of  the  leadership 
role  in  the  urban  renewal  program  since  1949.  NAHRO  is  in  the  process  of 
studying  and  evaluating  this  experience,  with  the  view  of  presenting  detailed 
recommendations  to  the  Congress  and  to  the  Administration  on  changes  and 
adjustments  which  should  be  made  in  relocation  policy  and  administration 
to  meet  relocation  needs  as  we  see  them  at  the  local  level.  In  our  study  effort, 
we  wdll  shortly  complete  a  four-year  study  aimed  at  estimating  the  impact  of 
relocation  on  the  elderly,  in  cooperation  with  the  University  of  Pennsylvania. 
We  will  also  shortly  complete  two  additional  studies — one  on  the  10-year 
relocation  experience  in  New  Haven,  Connecticut  and  another,  a  survey  of 
current  centralized  relocation  operations  in  11  cities.  A  full  listing  of  the.se 
study  reports  is  attached  to  our  testimony  and  we  request  that  it  be  included 
in  the  record.  In  addition  to  our  study  effort,  we  are  convening  a  w’orkshop 
of  relocation  practioners  from  throughout  the  nation  in  Washington  at  the 
end  of  this  week  (May  16-17)  to  provide  an  opportunity  to  assemble  their 
cumulative  advice  and  counsel  on  the  present  status  of  relocation  practice  and 
ways  to  improve  it. 

Pending  completion  and  evaluation  of  these  studies  and  meetings,  we  would 
like  to  respond  to  the  specific  provisions  of  title  VIII  from  the  viewpoint  of 
our  present  experience.  At  the  same  time,  we  request  that  if  any  additional 
recommendations  on  title  VIII  should  result  from  the  May  16-17  meeting  of 
relocation  personnel,  we  may  file  them  for  the  record  before  the  close  of  the 
hearings. 

NAHRO  would  also  like  to  make  very  clear  that  it  strongly  supports  the 
move  toward  a  uniform  relocation  system,  and  we  would  not  want  any  of  the 
specific  recommendations  which  follow  to  detract  from  this  central  goal. 

Here  are  our  specific  recommendations  on  title  VIII. 

Section  802(c)(3)  and  807(a)(2) 

We  do  not  believe  that  under  item  (3)  of  section  802(c),  providing  an  addi¬ 
tional  payment  of  .$300  if  the  di.splaced  person  purchases  a  dwelling  within  one 
year  after  displacement,  is  adequate.  We  favor  a  provision  that  any  displaced 
homeowner  who  cannot  afford  to  purchase  comparable  housing  in  a  new  location 
(utilizing  the  sale  price  from  his  property  as  a  down  payment  and  spending  20 
percent  of  his  income  for  housing)  be  eligible  to  receive  a  flat  additional  payment 
to  supplement  his  down  payment  and  bring  monthly  housing  costs  within  his 
reach.  In  consideration  of  this  additional  grant,  the  public  agency  would  hold 
a  lien  on  his  property  payable  when  the  ownership  of  the  property  is  transferred. 
More  details  on  this  amendment  are  attached  to  this  testimony. 

We  further  propose  that  any  displaced  renter  household  wi.shing  to  purchase 
a  home  be  given  special  priority  treatment  under  the  home  ownership  assi.'itance 
programs  of  the  Federal  government. 

Under  our  comments  on  title  IX,  we  have  a  further  suggestion  about  compensa¬ 
tion  to  home  owners  displaced  by  public  action — a  concept  based  on  “hardship,” 
rather  than  “market  value.” 

Section  805(a)  (2)  (B)  and  807(a)(1) 

The  moving  expense  allowance  provided  under  this  section  does  not  provide  for 
direct  loss  of  property  by  either  an  individual  family  or  a  business.  We  believe 
that  .such  a  loss  should  be  compensated  as  is  now  provided  under  Section  114 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949. 

Section  802(e)  and  807(a)(2) 

We  do  not  favor  the  continuation  of  the  relocation  adjustment  payment  (RAP) 
as  it  is  currently  constituted  under  the  Housing  Act,  or  as  it  is  contained  under 
title  VIII  of  this  pending  bill.  Nor,  do  we  believe  that  the  dislocation  allowance 
up  to  $100,  as  provided  under  section  802(c)  (2)  is  adequate.  Our  experience  with 
the  RAP  in  practice  is  that  it  is  administratively  cumbersome  and  that  it  is 
inequitable.  As  an  indication  of  the  experience  with  RAP  payment,  we  would 
like  to  file  for  the  Record  an  article  from  the  Journal  of  Housiny  (JOH  No.  10, 
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1967).  M'e  would  favor  the  replacement  of  the  relocation  adjustment  payment  as 
it  is  currently  constituted  and  the  substitution  of  a  flat  relocation  adjustment 
payment  by  size  of  household  (in  addition  to  moving  costs)  which  would  be 
available  to  all  those  displaced  and  which  would  compensate  for  all  the  extra 
expenses  and  personal  adjustments  which  result  from  any  move  in  location.  We 
would  recommend  also  that  any  displaced  family  be  given  priority  for  any  of  the 
housing  assistance  programs  of  the  federal  government;  and  that  his  priority 
be  spelled  out  in  the  Statute.  We  further  suggest  that  additional  funding  be 
]»rovided  for  the  Section  23  Leasing  Program  admini.stered  by  the  Housing 
Assistance  Administration  to  accommodate  a  supplementation  of  rents  for  dis¬ 
placed  families  in  existing  housing.  We  believe  that  the  Section  23  Leasing 
Program  is  a  much  more  adequate  vehicle  for  rent  assistance  than  the  relocation 
adjustment  payment ;  and  this  assistance  can  continue  as  long  as  the  housing 
need  continues.  The  use  of  the  section  23  program  might  be  further  enhanced  if 
the  lease  term  was  extended  from  5  to  10  years,  permitting  the  higher  degree 
of  rehabilitation.  (Detail  on  the  proposed  R.\P  payment  is  attached.)  We  will 
have  additional  recommendation  relating  to  the  payments  for  home  owners  and 
btisinessmen  displaced  by  urban  renewal  or  public  housing  in  our  comments  on 
title  IX. 

Title  IX. — NAIIRO  strongly  supports  a  uniform  land  acquisition  policy  for 
all  federal  and  federally-aided  programs.  We  are  in  general  accord  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Title.  As  in  the  ca.se  of  relocation,  however,  we  believe  there  is  a 
need  for  a  complete  review  of  land  acquisition  experience  under  federally-aided 
programs  and  in  particular,  the  administrative  regulations  based  on  the  statutory 
requirements.  During  the  last  month,  our  Association  has  made  a  specific  recom¬ 
mendation  to  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  relative  to  the 
payment  for  properties  taken  from  low-income  families  for  urban  renewal  and 
public  housing.  We  have  recommended  that  when  properties  owned  by  home 
owners  and  small  businessmen  are  acquired  for  urban  renewal  or  public  housing, 
that  the  top  appraisal  flgi;re,  of  the  two  independently  made  appraisals  required, 
be  given  automatically.  In  many  local  instances,  such  a  practice  is  already  fol¬ 
lowed  and  XAHRO  believes  it  is  only  equitable  that  such  a  practice  be  extended 
to  cover  all  such  displacement.  Since  there  is  some  question  as  to  the  authority 
of  the  Secretary  to  issue  such  an  administrative  regulation,  we  request  that 
consideration  be  given  to  adding  such  a  provision  to  either  title  VIII  or  title  IX 
of  S.  698,  or  indicating  approval  for  such  an  administrative  determination,  in 
the  Committee  report. 

We  would  also  suggest  that  the  subcommittee  consider  the  feasibility  of  apply¬ 
ing  nationally  a  procedure  recently  adopted  by  the  Maryland  legislature  which 
provides  for  payment  of  additional  compensation,  above  “fair  market”  value, 
for  certain  owner-occupants  of  properties  acquired  by  eminent  domain.  We  are 
attaching  to  our  testimony  a  copy  of  this  Act  of  the  State  of  Maryland. 

As  in  the  case  of  our  detailed  recommendations  on  title  VIII  (Uniform 
Relocation),  we  hope  that  these  recommendations  on  title  IX  (Uniform  Land 
Acquisition),  will  not  be  interpreted  as  detracting  from  the  central  goal  of 
achieving  uniform  policies  and  procedures  in  these  areas — a  goal  which  we 
strongly  support. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  greatly  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  our  views  to 
this  subcommittee. 
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XAHRO  sees  the  need  for  a  new  concept  and  mechani.sm  that  will  make  local 
initiative  and  responsibility  truly  po.ssible,  and  asks  for  joint  deliberations  by 
the  Association,  the  Department  of  HUD,  and  the  Congress  to  develop  such  a 
new  approach.  In  the  meantime,  it  specifically  requests  the  Congress  to  reaffirm 
the  principle  of  local  initiative  and  responsibility. 

My  full  statement  is  perhaps  the  most  detailed  public  response  NAHRO  has 
ever  made  to  a  hou.sing  and  urban  development  bill.  We  are  firmly  in  support  of 
the  proposed  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968. 

Yet,  at  the  specific  direction  of  the  NAHRO  Board  of  Governors,  which  met 
in  Washington  just  two  weeks  ago,  I  must  express  to  you  our  belief  that  none  of 
this  promising  activity  can  be  effectively  moved  forward  unless  there  is  a  new 


understanding  about  the  placing  of  initiative  and  responsibility  at  the  local 
level.  Over  the  past  year,  the  members  of  our  Association  have  been  increasingly 
concerned  about  the  number  of  important  national  policies  and  procedures  relat¬ 
ing  to  our  programs  that  have  been  issued  without  prior  opportunity  for  local 
oflicials  to  make  suggestions  and  comments.  These  omissions  have  covered  a  wide 
range  of  issues,  including  the  “urban  goals”  policy ;  property  management  and 
land  negotiation  procedures  in  the  urban  renewal  program  :  and  the  site  selection, 
tenant  assignment,  and  priority  production  procedures  in  the  public  housing 
program. 

This  matter  is  of  such  serious  concern  that  our  Program  Policy  Resolution 
for  1067-69.  adopted  b.v  the  full  membership  of  our  .Vssociation  last  October, 
e.xpressed  “.  .  .  dismay  and  frustration  .  .  .  over  the  fact  that  a  full  measure 
of  responsibility  is  not  vested  in  local  agencies  .  .  .”  and  suggested  that  a  first 
order  of  bxi.siness  for  HITD  should  be  “.  .  .  the  granting  to  local  communities  of 
a  full  measure  of  initiative  and  resi)on.sibilit.v,  in  accordance  with  tin*  declaration 
of  jiurpose  of  the  Housing  Act  of  19.59.” 

X.\HRO  recognizes  that  there  are  important,  critical  matters  related  to  national 
policy  that  are  the  proper  concern  of  the  Department  of  Housin,g  and  T'l-han 
Develo])ment  at  the  federal  level.  But  the  full  impact  of  national  policy  decisions 
can  only  |)e  measured  accurately  at  the  local  level.  The  difficulty  concerns  jio 
individuals  or  officials  at  either  the  federal  or  local  level — the  fault  lies  in  the 
pre.sent  method  under  which  national  and  local  goals  are  estal)llshed.  and  the 
inadequate  mechanism  that  we  now  use  to  .join  them  in  a  common  program 
effort.  The  present  system  of  detailed  federal  reviews  of  local  oiierations  breeds 
delays  and  frustrations.  We  need  a  new  concept  and  a  new  mechanism  that  will 
make  local  initiative  and  responsibility  truly  possible,  while,  recognizing  the 
proper  interest  of  federal  government  in  program  goals  and  the  allocation  of 
national  resources. 

Mr.  Chairman.  NAIIRO  realizes  that  it  has  an  important  responsibility  in 
making  recommendations  that  will  help  to  establish  the  new  concept  and  mecha¬ 
nism  for  the  federal-local  relationship.  AYe  are  presently  preparing  a  report  that 
defines  more  fully  our  concept  of  local  housing  and  urban  development  goals  and 
a  balanced  local  community  development  program.  We  hope  we  will  have  an 
opportunit.v  to  present  this  report  to  the  Congress,  as  well  as  to  undertake 
intensive  discussions  with  the  Department  of  HUD.  In  the  meantime,  we  specifi¬ 
cally  request  that  the  subcommittee  inciude  in  its  report  a  reaffirmation  of  the 
principle  of  local  initiative  and  responsibility. 


Exhibit  2 

NAHRO  Proposed  Amendments  on  Relocation;  196S  Testimony 

1.  Change  of  relocation  ad.iustmeut  payment  to  a  flat  payment  for  all  displaced 
families. — The  system  of  relocation  adjustment  payments  authorized  by  section 
114  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1964  provides  for  payments  of  up  to  $500  to  assist 
a  displaced  family  in  paying  for  the  first  12-month  i>eriod  in  its  new  housing, 
jiroviding  it  cannot  afford  standard  housing  by  expending  20  percent  of  its 
income  for  rent.  In  practice,  this  provision  has  proven  complex,  as  well  as  dif¬ 
ficult  to  administer  in  a  complete  equitable  maimer.  In  addition,  it  covers  reim¬ 
bursement  for  housing  expenses  only  and  then  only  for  a  12-month  period. 
X.MIRO  recommends  that  the  local  public  agency  be  authorized  to  use,  as  an 
option,  a  Relocation  Ad.iustment  Payment  as  a  flat  payment,  based  on  family 
size,  and  available  to  all  displaced  families  to  cover  the  unavoidable  expen.se 
and  distress  involved  in  shifting  housing  location,  in  addition  to  moving  ex¬ 
penses.  We  would  recommend  the  following  flat  payments :  1-.3  per.sons — $200 ; 
4-6  persons — $300 ;  7  or  more  persons — $500. 

2.  Assistance  to  displaced  homeowners  where  the  price  paid  for  their  property 
does  not  permit  them  to  purchase  comiiarable  housing  in  a  new  location. — Ex¬ 
perience  in  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  public  activity  has  shown  that 
there  are  many  hardship  ca.ses  which  concern  home  owners,  many  of  them  eld¬ 
erly,  who  cannot  afford  to  purchase  comparable  housing  in  a  new  location.  The 
inequity  occurs  because  the  sum  which  they  are  paid  for  their  property  in  the 
clearance  area  is  not  sufficient  for  a  down-payment  on  comparable  housing, 
with  the  resulting  monthly  cost  still  within  their  incomes.  NAHRO  proposes  that 
in  all  cases  where  displaced  home  owners  cannot  purchase  comparable  housing 
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in  a  new  location  (utiiizing  the  sale  price  from  his  property  as  a  down  payment 
and  meeting  resulting  monthly  housing  costs  within  ‘JjO  percent  of  his  income) 
that  a  flat  additional  grant  be  made  to  supplement  his  down  payment  to  a  point 
suflicient  to  bring  the  monthly  housing  costs  AA’itliin  his  reach.  In  consideration  of 
this  additional  grant,  the  local  public  agency  would  hold  a  lien  on  his  property, 
payable  when  the  ownership  of  the  property  is  transferred. 


Exhibit  3 

XAHRO  Studies  on  Relocation  :  l!)(j4-08 

I.  The  University  of  Pennsylvania  in  cooperation  with  NAIIRO  (19^-68.) 
Relocation  of  Elderly  Persons  Demonstrations  and  Research  under  a 
grant  from  the  Ford  Foundation. 

a.  Essays  on  the  ProMems  Faced  in  the  Relocation  of  Elderly  Persons. 

NAHRO  and  the  Institute  for  Urban  Studies,  University  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania,  137  pp.,  June,  1963,  Second  Edition,  January,  1964. 

b.  The  Elderly  in  Older  Urban  Areas,  ProMems  of  Adaption  and  the 

Effects  of  Relocation,  by  Paul  L.  Niebanck  with  the  assistance  of 
John  B.  Pope,  Institute  for  Environment  Studies,  University  of 
Pennsylvania,  174  pp.,  1966. 

c.  Reports  on  Local  Demonstrations 

1.  Relocating  the  Dispossessed  Elderly — A  Study  of  Mcxicun- 

Americans  (San  Antonio,  Texas)  by  Julie  INI.  Reicli, 
Michael  A.  Stegman  and  Nancy  W.  Stegman,  136  pp., 
February,  1966. 

2.  Preparing  the  Elderly  for  Relocation,  A  Study  of  Isolated 

Person  (San  Francisco,  California)  by  Wallace  F.  Smith, 
104,  pp.,  September,  1966. 

3.  The  Social  Functioning  of  the  Dislodged  Elderly,  A  Study  of 

Post-Relocation  Assistance  by  David  Joyce,  Robert  R. 
Mayer  and  Mary  K.  Xenno,  89  pp.,  December,  1966,  Provi¬ 
dence,  Rhode  Island. 

4.  Operation  Janus,  Serving  the  Elderly  in  the  Process  of  Re¬ 

location  (X"ew  York  City),  1968  (in  final  stage  of  publi¬ 
cation). 

d.  Relocation:  From  Obstacle  to  Opportunity  in  Urban  Planning,  Uni¬ 

versity  of  Pennsylvania  Press,  160  pp.,  July,  1968. 

II.  NAHRO  Studies  Under  a  Section  314  ib)  Grant  from  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  (1967-68) 

1.  Relocation  Becomes  a  Program  in  New  Haven,  A  History  and 

Analysis  of  Relocation  Experience  from  1966-67,  by  Alvin  A.  Mer- 
min  (in  final  review  stage). 

2.  The  Moving  Picture:  A  Survey  of  Centralized  Municipal  Relocation 

Services,  liy  Robert  P.  Groberg  (in  final  review  stage). 


Exhibit  4 

Relocation  Ad.illstment  Payments 

(A  case-study  of  why  local  operating  exi>erience  is  needed  in  drafting  legislation 

and  formulating  regulations ) 

By  Emanuel  Gorland,  Director,  Office  of  Community  Improvement,  Department 
of  Urban  Renewal  and  Lincoln  I’ark  Housing  Commission,  Lincoln  Park. 
Michigan. 

By  taking  a  particular  piece  of  legislation — in  this  case  Section 
114(c)(2)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  as  amended — Mr.  Gorland 
shows  how  the  intent  of  a  law  can  be  thwarted  when  the  law  is 
drafted  and  implemented  by  per.sons  who  are  often  unfamiliar  with 
the  problems  of  the  local  public  agencies  that  must  administer  it. 

A  relocated  site  occupant,  whom  we  shall  call  Mrs.  Smith,  recently  visited 
the  Office  of  Community  Improvement  to  find  out  when  she  would  be  receiving 
her  $600  relocation  payment.  Upon  checking  her  case  record.s,  we  advised  that 
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nothing  further  was  due  and  that  all  eligible  moving  exi)euses  had  been  paid. 
She  then  complained  that  a  former  neighbor  couple  (we  will  call  them  the 
Browns)  received,  in  addition  to  moving  expen.ses,  a  check  for 

We  tried  to  explain  to  Mrs.  Smith  tliat,  because  the  Browns  were  now  pri¬ 
marily  supported  by  social  security,  while  her  husband  was  still  employed,  and, 
l>ecau.se  of  the  difference  in  their  respective  incomes,  the  Browns  were  entitled 
to  the  relocation  adjustment  payment  but  she  was  not.  Mrs.  Smith  prote.sted, 
however,  that  the  Browns  were  far  better  off  financially  than  she  and  her 
husband.  The  Browns  had  money  in  the  bank,  lived  well,  and  had  previously 
owned  their  home  free  and  clear.  Ihirthermore,  when  the  city  purchased  their 
home,  they  bought  a  better  one.  also  free  and  clear  of  any  mortgage.  "On  the 
other  hand,”  protested  Mrs.  Smith,  “we  were  never  able  to  afford  even  the  down- 
payment  on  a  home.  If  the  purpose  of  the  relocation  adjustment  payment  was 
to  help  meet  the  monthly  payments  for  decent  housing,  we  need  it  a  lot  more. 
The  Browns  have  practically  nothing  to  pay  each  month,  yet  they  received  a  large 
cash  amount  and  we  get  nothing.  It’s  not  fair.” 

We  feebly  explained  that  we  were  only  administering  the  laws  and  regulations 
as  they  were  written.  This  was  not  our  first  (x>mpl;xint  concerning  relocation  ad- 
ju.«tment  payments.  And  administi-ators  and  relocation  per.sonnel  in  many  other 
communities  reimrt  similar  problems. 

THE  LEGISLATION 

Relocation  adjustment  payments  were  authorized  by  Section  114(c)(2)  of  a 
1964  amendment  to  the  Housing  Act  of  1949.  The  original  purpose  of  the  pay¬ 
ment,  as  proposed  by  President  Johnson,  was  to  provide  a  rent  supplement  to 
low-income  families  and  elderly  individuals  who  were  unable  to  obtain  faciiitie.s 
in  public  housing  and  who  were  unable  to  relocate  into  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary 
housing  at  a  price  they  could  afford.  It  was  based  on  the  concept  that  such  persons 
could  generally  afford  20  percent  of  their  income  for  rent,  leaving  them  in  need 
of  some  financial  assistance  to  obtain  the  desired  housing.  The  intent  of  the 
l>ayment  was  commendable  *  *  *  but  the  resulting  legislation  was  .so  poorly 
drawn  that  it  constantly  plagues  local  administrators. 

Each  year,  various  individuals,  organizations,  government  agencies,  and  (Con¬ 
gress  study  and  propose  amendments  to  the  1949  Housing  Act.  Prior  to  adoption, 
there  are  lengthy  hearings  by  Senate  and  House  committees,  which  are  followed 
by  legislative  haggling  and  compromise.  Oftimes,  the  resulting  law  that  emerges 
from  these  processes  is  vastly  different  from  that  originally  proposed. 

Section  114(c)  (2)  of  the  act  provides  that:  “A  local  public  agency  may  pay 
[in  addition  to  reasonable  moving  expenses],  on  behalf  of  any  displaced  family 
or  any  displaced  individual  sixty-two  years  of  age  or  over,  during  the  first  five 
months  after  displacement,  a  relocation  adjustment  payment,  not  to  exceed  .S500, 
to  assist  such  displaced  individual  or  family  to  acquire  a  decent,  safe,  and  sani¬ 
tary  dwelling.  The  relocation  adjustment  payment  shall  be  an  amount  which, 
when  added  to  20  per  centum  of  the  annual  income  of  the  displaced  individual 
or  family  at  the  time  of  displacement,  equals  the  average  rental  required,  for  a 
12-montli  period,  for  such  a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling  of  modest  stand¬ 
ards  adequate  in  size  to  accommodate  the  displaced  individual  or  family  (in  the 
urban  renewal  area  or  in  other  areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to 
public  utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities)  :  Provided,  That  such  pay¬ 
ment  shall  be  made  only  to  an  individual  or  family  who  is  unable  to  secure  a 
dwelling  unit  in  a  low-rent  housing  project  assisted  under  the  United  States 
Housing  Act  of  1937,  or  under  a  State  or  local  program  found  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  to  have  the  same  general  purposes  as  the  Federal  program  under  such 
Act:  Provided  further,  That  payments  under  this  paragraph  shall  be  available 
only  in  the  ca.se  of  families,  and  individuals  sixty-two  years  of  age  or  over,  dis¬ 
placed  on  or  after  January  27, 1964.” 

FORMULATING  REGULATIONS 

Although  the  amendment  was  signed  by  the  President  on  September  3,  1964, 
it  took  almost  five  months  for  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  to  formu¬ 
late  the  necessary  policies  and  requirements,  released  as  Local  Public  Agency 
Letter  321  on  January  13, 1965. 

The  issuance  of  this  LPA  Letter,  titled  “Relocation  Adju.stment  Payments  and 
Small  Business  Displacement  Payments,”  followed  regional  conferences  held  by 
HHFA  with  local  administrators  and  technicians  in  order  to  obtain  their  view¬ 
points  and  recommendations.  This  was  one  of  the  few  instances  that  local  agency 
personnel  were  asked  for  their  opinions  concerning  pending  regulations. 
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Several  supplementary  LPA  Letters  have  been  issued  concerning  relocation 
adjustment  payments.  In  addition  to  LPA  Letter  321,  still  in  effect  are  LPA 
Letters  323,  326,  331,  350,  362,  and  363.  Although  HHFA  generally  did  a  com¬ 
mendable  job  of  formulating  procedures,  some  of  the  regulations  it  adopted  have 
compounded  the  problem. 

The  major  objection  to  Section  114(c)  (2)  is  the  provision  that  a  local  public 
agency  may  pay  “during  the  first  five  months  [emphasis  added]  after  dispiace- 
ment,  a  relocation  adjustment  payment,  not  to  exceed  $500  *  *  ♦”  In  the  very 
next  sentence,  however,  the  section  provides  that  the  “payment  shall  be  an  amount 
which  when  added  to  20  per  centum  of  the  annual  income  of  the  displaced  indi¬ 
vidual  or  family,  at  the  time  of  displacement,  equals  the  average  rental  required 
fora  "12-month  period”  [emphasis  added]. 

Because  the  time  periods  in  the  two  sentences  quoted  above  differ,  HHFA,  in 
formulating  its  regulations,  required  that,  instead  of  a  supplement  payment, 
the  pill  amount  of  the  displacee’s  rent  be  paid  each  month  up  to  five  months. 
If  any  further  amount  was  due.  a  cash  payment  of  the  balance  would  be  made  to 
the  displacee.  If,  however,  the  amount  due  the  displacee  was  less  than  adequate 
to  cover  the  rent  for  the  entire  five  month  period,  then  the  Lull  rent  would  be 
paid  each  month  until  the  total  amount  of  the  readjustment  payment  was  used  up. 

For  example,  if  a  displacee  was  entitled  to  the  maximum  $500  payment  and 
was  paying  a  contract  rent  of  $70  per  month,  his  full  rent  would  be  paid  by  the 
local  public  agency  for  five  months.  Thereafter,  he  would  be  entitled  to  a  single 
cash  payment  of  $150.  If  another  displacee  was  entitled  to  $400  and  was  paying 
a  contract  rent  of  $100  per  month,  the  full  rent  would  be  paid  only  for  four 
months  and  he  wovdd  receive  nothing  thereafter. 

As  a  result  of  this  regulation,  the  di.splacees  are  not  required  to  use  any  of 
their  own  money  for  rent  while  relocation  adjustment  payments  are  being  made. 
In  many  cases,  they  utilize  the  money  they  would  normally  use  for  rent,  together 
wdth  any  cash  payments  due  them  after  the  five  month  r>eriod,  to  indulge  in  un¬ 
accustomed  luxuries  or  to  purchase  such  things  as  a  new  color  TV  set.  Thus  the 
regulation  defeats  the  intent  of  the  act,  i.e.,  that  the  money  be  used  “to  assist 
these  people  to  accommodate  themselves  to  their  greater  housing  costs.” 

During  the  period  these  payments  are  made,  few  save  the  20  i)ercent  of  their 
income  they  are  presumed  to  afford  for  rent.  After  the  payments  cease,  the  full 
contract  rent  often  becomes  a  heavy  burden  on  the  tenant. 

How  It  Happened 

Rent  supplementation  was  bitterly  opposed  by  certain  forces  inside  and  out¬ 
side  of  Congress.  The  new  phrase  “relocation  adjustment  payment”  was  born,  in 
fact,  to  neutralize  the  bitter  attitudes  towards  rent  supplement  payments.  It  was 
one  of  several  terms  considered.  On  page  3  of  LPA  Letter  307,  dated  September  16, 
1964,  explaining  what  the  1964  housing  act  provided,  the  term  “rehousing  assist¬ 
ance  payment”  was  used — then,  in  LPA  Letter  321,  dated  January  13,  1965, 
the  payments  became  “relocation  adjustments.” 

Using  a  different  term  to  convey  the  same  meaning  is  not  an  unusual  legisla¬ 
tive  tactic.  The  Wall  Street  Journal  has  noted  that  picking  a  “right  title  can 
smooth  a  bill’s  path  in  Congress.  *  *  *  Picking  a  righteous  sounding  name  like 
‘truth-in-lending’  for  a  controversial  bill  ♦  ♦  *  can  be  an  effective  ploy  ♦  *  * 
Last  year’s  Demonstration  Cities  Act  for  rehabilitating  slums  won  grudging 
Congressional  approval,  but  some  lawmakers  complained  the  name  made  voters 
think  the  Government  wanted  to  encourage  riots.  Now  the  name  has  been  changed 
to  ‘Model  Cities.’ 

The  terminology  notwithstanding,  certain  elements  in  Congress  were  still 
opposed  to  what  amounted  to  a  rent  supplement.  In  any  case,  by  whatever  name, 
there  were  differences  of  opinion  as  to  the  period  over  which  payments  were 
to  be  made.  The  President  recommended  a  two-year  period. 

The  Senate  substantially  adopted  the  President’s  recommendations  on  read¬ 
justment  payments  for  relocatees  but  reduced  the  time  period  of  the  benefits 
from  two  years  to  one  year.  The  bill,  as  originally  adopted  by  the  House  of 
Representatives,  provided  for  payment  “to  or  on  behalf  of  any  indiivdual  or 
family  the  monthly  rental  (or  mortgage  payment)  required  for  the  dwelling 
accommodation  in  which  such  individual  or  family  is  relocated  during  the  fir.^^t 
three  months  (after  displacement)  for  which  such  rental  or  payment  is 
due.  ♦  *  *”  A  $200  limit  on  the  total  amount  of  the  payments  was  also  contained 
in  the  House  version. 

Due  to  the  differences  in  the  Senate  and  House  provision.s,  the  bill  was  referred 
back  to  a  Senate-House  conference  committee.  The  conference  report  recom- 
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ineiuled,  and  Congress  adopted,  the  Senate's  one-year  provision  and  the  Ad-  | 
ministration’s  recommended  payment  formula,  based  upon  20  percent  of  the  1 
recipient's  income,  but  provided  that  the  full  amount  be  paid  in  five  months, 
with  a  $500  limit  in  the  total  payment. 

Although  both  bills  contained  major  defects  or  omissions,  the  Senate  version 
had  the  advantage  of  providing  a  true  rent  supplement,  based  on  need,  whereas 
the  House  version  provided  merely  a  bonus  for  moving  to  everyone,  irrespective 
of  need.  Nevertheless,  if  either  version,  rather  than  the  compromise,  had  been 
adopted,  the  administration  of  the  payments  would  have  been  greately  simplitied. 

SHORTCOMINGS 

Among  the  shortcomings  in  Section  114 fc)  (2),  as  adopted,  is  the  fact  that  no  ^ 
provision  is  made  for  asset  limitation  in  determining  the  eligibility  of  a  displacee. 
Theoretically,  a  person  or  family  could  have  extensive  property  or  as.sets,  such 
as  jewelry,  real  estate,  or  even  a  million  dollars  cash  in  a  hank  vault.  Yet  if 
their  actual  verified  income  is  low,  they  would  qualify  for  the  relocation  adjust¬ 
ment  payment. 

Another  provision  of  the  section  requires  that  in  order  to  qualify  for  such 
payment,  the  displacee  shall  he  unable  to  sec-ure  a  dwelling  unit  in  a  low-rent  [ 
housing  project.  Such  projects  have  asset  limitation  policies  that  may  disqualify 
otherwise  eligible  persons  if  their  assets  exceed  a  certain  sum.  By  being  rejected 
for  public  hou.sing,  .such  per.sons  would  immediately  qualify  for  the  reloc-ation  ad¬ 
justment  payment. 

Another  fallacy  of  Section  114(c)  (2)  is  that  it  fails  to  take  cognizance  of  the  i 
actual  rent  that  the  displacee  pays  in  the  computation  of  the  amount  due  him.  ' 
It  requires  that  the  local  pul>lic  agency  determine  the  arerarje  rental  required 
in  the  community  for  the  size  of  unit  necessary  to  house  the  elderly  individual  or 
a  family  consisting  of  a  certain  nund)er  of  persons.  For  example,  if  the  local 
public  agency  determined  the  average  rental  for  a  two-bedroom  apartment  of 
modest  standards  to  he  .$100  per  month  in  the  particular  community,  hut  the 
eligible  displacer  obtained  an  apartment  to  meet  all  requirements  at  $80  per 
month,  his  payment  would  still  he  determined  on  the  $100  basis. 

Another  apparent  oversight  in  this  section  is  the  failure  to  differentiate  l)e- 
tween  the  eligibility  of  an  owner  or  tenant.  If  a  family  or  an  elderly  person  has 
adequate  assets  to  buy  a  good  standard  home  free  and  clear  of  a  mort.gage,  with 
sufficient  income  to  afifoi-d  the  necssary  payments  for  taxes  and  other  expenses 
within  the  20  percent  of  income  criteria,  they  U’ould  still  qualify  for  the  reloca¬ 
tion  adjustment  payment.  The  payment  would  also  he  determined  by  the  average 
rental  criteria,  except  that  they  would  recive  the  full  amount  in  a  lump  sum. 

In  many  instances  elderly  persons  choose  to  move  in  with  children  or  other 
family  members  who  are  financially  able  to  care  for  them.  Under  such  condi¬ 
tions,  even  if  the  eligible  relocatee  is  not  required  to  pay  a  cent  for  his  care,  he 
would  still  be  entitled  to  the  full  relocation  adjustment  payment,  in  a  lump  sum. 

Section  114(c)  (2)  states  “a  local  public  a.gency  may  pay  *  *  *  a  relocation 
payment  *  *  «  to  asfi/sit  such  displaced  individual  and  family  to  acquire  a 
decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling.”  In  interpreting  this  section.  HIIFA  and  its 
successor,  the  Departmentof  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  seem  to  have 
ignored  the  fact  that  the  section  says  “may”  rather  than  “shall”  and  that  its 
purpose  is  to  “assist”  in  acapuring  decent  facilities.  In  the  two  preceding  in¬ 
stances,  it  is  questionable  whether  such  lump  sum  payments  were  intended  within 
the  meaning  of  the  act  or  in  any  w’ay  “a.ssist”  in  relocating  the  recipients  in 
decent  housing.  The  detailed  regulations  adopted  by  IIHFA  leave  little,  if  any 
discretion  to  the  local  public  ngency  in  determining  eligibility. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  according  to  the  rules  and  regulations  promul¬ 
gated  by  the  HHFA,  every  eligible  low-income  family  and  elderly  individual 
who  move  from  a  renewal  project  area  any  time  after  the  .signing  of  a  loan  and 
grant  contract  or  HUD  concurrence  in  project  execution  activities  are  entitled 
to  a  relocation  adjustment  payment.  There  is  no  requirement  for  length  of  prior 
tenanc.v  within  the  project  area. 

A  low-income  family  could  purposely  move  into  the  project  area  just  before  this 
period  with  full  knowledge  that  they  would  have  to  move  shortly  thereafter 
and  with  full  knowled.ge  that  they  would  receive  these  benefits.  An  elderly  dere¬ 
lict,  for  instance,  could  move  into  a  $1  a  day  flophouse  just  before  this  period 
and  then  relocate  shortly  thereafter  to  an  efiiciency  apartment  with  all  standard 
housekeeping  facilities.  Pie  w’ould  have  his  full  rent  paid  for  five  months  and 
also  receive  a  cash  payment.  Furthermore,  the  local  public  agency  would  be 
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obliged  to  iitteuipt  to  locate  such  persons  if  diey  moved  without  knowledge  of  the 
local  agency  and  without  claiming  such  benefits. 

It  is  also  interesting  to  note  that  at  the  same  time  the  1964  housing  act  was 
providing  a  relocation  adjustment  payment  for  eligible  low-income  families  and 
individuals  62  years  of  age  and  over,  Congress  also  revised  Section  105  (c)  of 
the  1949  housing  act  by  placing  upon  the  local  public  agency  the  burden  and 
responsibility  of  relocating  all  individuals  as  well  as  families.  However,  no  pro¬ 
vision  was  made  for  such  financial  assistance  to  individuals  under  62  years  of 
age,  who  because  of  physical  disability  or  other  factors,  were  equally  in  need 
of  such  help. 

CONCLUSION 

The  foregoing  is  a  critical  analysis  of  but  one  subsection  of  the  1949  housing 
act.  At  the  same  time  that  HUD  studies  and  recommends  the  enactment  of  the  new 
amendments  to  the  act  and  other  pertinent  legislation,  it  should  also  recommend 
coi’rection  of  past  legislation  that  has  created  unforeseen  inequities  or  adminis¬ 
trative  problems. 

Coupled  with  such  review  of  existing  laws,  HUD  should  undertake  a  .sys¬ 
tematic  review  of  its  regulations  and  procedures.  These  are  presently  contained 
in  the  three  volumes  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Manual,  local  public  agency  letters,  re¬ 
gional  agency  letters,  technical  guides,  etc.  Any  local  administrator  can  attest 
to  the  many  problems  created  by  the  lack  of  a  central  index  for  such  material. 

The  apparent  puriJo.se  of  the  LPA  Letfers  was  that  they  be  u.sed  as  an  ad¬ 
vance  notice  of  changes  in  regulations  or  procedures,  until  such  time  as  they 
could  be  printed  and  incorporated  into  the  Urban  Renewal  Manual.  Many  of  the 
LPA  Letterx  are  drafted  by  HUD  technicians,  who  may  have  little  or  no  ex- 
Ijerience  at  the  local  agency  level.  Very  often,  other  LPA  Letters  are  required  to 
revise,  supplement,  or  replace  previously  issued  letters.  This  only  adds  to  the 
confusion. 

To  minimize  this  problem,  drafts  of  proposed  LPA  Letters  should  be  .sent  to 
.selected  local  agencies  and/or  A'AHRO  liaison  committees  for  review  and  com¬ 
ments  prior  to  oflicial  release.  Another  constructive  measure  on  the  part  of  IHT> 
would  be  tbe  establishment  of  a  target  period,  not  to  exceed  six  months,  tor  the 
incorporation  of  any  new  LPA  Letters  into  the  Urban  Reneical  Manual  or  the 
development  of  new  manuals  simibir  to  those  utilized  for  the  public  housing 
program. 

Because  the  administration  of  an  urban  renewal  program  is  a  complex  under¬ 
taking,  the  sooner  necessary  measures  are  taken  to  simplify  the  procedures  and 
improve  administration  of  the  program,  the  sooner  the  program  will  be  accepted 
by  the  affected  people  as  a  vital  necessity  in  our  cities  and  towns. 


Exuibit  .■),  Senate  of  Maryland,  No.  .365  by  Senator  Bertorelli,  Finance 

(By  Request) 

By'  the  Senate,  February  16,  1968.  Introduced,  Read  First  Time  and 
Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance — By'  Order,  J.  Waters  Parrish, 
Secretary' 

Senate  Bill  No.  365 

AN  ACT  to  add  new  Section  6A  to  Article  3.3A  of  the  Annotated  Code  of  Maryland 
(1967  Replacement  Volume),  title  “Eminent  Domain,”  to  follow  immediately  after 
Section  6  thereof,  requiring  a  condemnor  in  certain  specified  situations  to  pay  to 
owner-oc'cuiiants  of  single  and  two-family  dwellings,  in  addition  to  fair  market  value, 
additional  compensation  not  exceeding  five  thous.and  dollars  ($5,000.00) 

Whereas,  the  undertaking  of  public  projects  in  residential  areas  has  forced 
numerous  owner-occupants  to  relocate ;  and 
Whereas,  studies  have  revealed  that  in  acquiring  comparable  decent,  safe 
and  sanitary  dwellings,  displaced  persons,  particularly  persons  of  low  and  mod¬ 
erate  income,  have  often  been  required  to  expend  considerably  more  money  than 
received  from  the  condemning  authority  for  their  condemned  property ;  and 
Whereas,  such  owner-occupants  have  thereby  sustained  serious  financial  loss ; 
and 

Whereas,  the  financial  loss  suffered  by  such  owner-occupants  often  has  been  due 
to  the  progressive  deterioration  of  the  neighborhoods  in  which  they  reside,  rather 
than  the  condition  of  their  own  dwellings ;  and 
Whereas,  such  owner-occupants  have  thus  been  hindered  in  acquiring  decent, 
safe  and  sanitar.v  dwellings ;  and 
95-026— O.S - 10 
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Whereas,  it  is  in  the  public  interest  to  facilitate  owner-occupants  of  dwellings 
taken  for  public  purposes  to  relocate  themselves  as  owner-occupants  of  decent, 
safe  and  sanitary  dwellings ;  and 

Whereas,  the  payment  of  additional  compensation  to  owner-occupants  of  dwell¬ 
ings  taken  for  public  purposes  w'ould  facilitate  the  relocation  of  such  persons 
as  owner-occupants  of  decent,  safe  and  sanitary  dwellings. 

Section  1.  Be  it  enacted  t>y  the  General  Assembly  of  Maryland,  That  new 
Section  OA  be  and  it  is  hereby  added  to  Article  33A  of  the  Annotated  Code  of 
Maryland  (1967  Replacement  Volume),  title  “Eminent  Domain,”  to  follow  im¬ 
mediately  after  Section  6  thereof  and  to  read  as  follows : 

{!)  In  the  taking  of  any  property  which  is  improved  by  a  single  or  two  family 
dwelling  occupied  by  its  oumer,  in  addition  to  fair  market  value  of  his  property, 
the  owner-occupant  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  additional  compensation  equal 
to  the  difference,  if  any,  between  the  average  costs,  within  the  same  political 
subdivision,  of  a  decent,  safe  and  sanitary  dwelling  generally  comparable  in  size 
to  the  dicelling  being  taken,  and  the  fair  market  value  of  the  dwelling  being 
taken;  provided  that  such  additional  compensation  shall  not  exceed  five  thousand 
dollars  ($5,000,000)  for  any  such  property;  and  provided,  further,  that  such 
additional  compensation  shall  not  be  paid  unless  the  owner  of  said  building 
was  the  owner  and  occupant  thereof  for  not  less  than  one  (1)  year  immediately 
prior  to  the  effective  date  of  legislative  authority  for  the  acquisition  of  such 
dwelling  and  continued  as  an  otcner-occupant  until  commencement  of  negotia¬ 
tions  for  the  acquisition  of  properties  in  the  project  area  and  moved  because  of 
the  threatened  acquisition  of  said  dwelling.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
the  leasehold  owner  of  a  property  subject  to  a  redeemable  or  irredeemable 
ground  rent  shall  be  considered  to  be  the  owner  of  the  property. 

(2)  The  appropriate  condemning  authority  shall  adopt  rules  and  regulations 
for  the  implementation  of  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Such  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  may  include  a  schedule  containing  a  sliding  scale  correlating  fair  market 
values  of  dwellings  to  be  acquired  with  specifio  amounts  reasonably  necessary 
to  allow  owner-occupants  to  acquire  decent,  safe  and  sanitary  dtvellings  gen¬ 
erally  comparable  in  size  to  the  dwellings  being  taken,  as  provided  in  this 
section. 

Sec.  2.  And  be  it  further  enacted.  That  this  Act  shall  take  effect  June  1,  1968. 

Mr.  Rafsky,  I  will  be  delighted  to  do  that,  and  if  we  could  have  the 
opportunity  to  submit  other  statements  at  a  later  time,  we  would 
appreciate  that  as  well. 

Senator  Mtjskie.  That  will  be  agreeable  to  the  committee,  and 
may  I  say  I  do  appreciate  your  cooperation.  I  have  just  run  out  of  my 
time  this  morning. 

Mr.  Rafsky.  Very  happy  to  do  so. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you. 

The  committee  is  adjourned  until  tomorrow  morning  at  10  o’clock. 
(Whereupon,  at  12:05  p.m.,  the  committee  adjourned,  to  recon¬ 
vene  on  Wednesday,  May  15, 19(38,  at  10  a.m.) 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERATION  ACT  OF  1967 
AND  RELATED  LEGISLATION 


WEDNESDAY,  MAY  15,  1968 

U.S.  Senate, 

Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 

OF  THE  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

Washington^  D.G. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  recess,  at  10:05  a.m.,  in  room 
457,  Old  Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  Edmund  S.  Muskie  (chair¬ 
man)  ,  presiding. 

Present :  Senators  Muskie,  Democrat,  of  Maine,  Baker,  Republican, 
of  Tennessee. 

Mr.  Reutter.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

Staff  members  present :  Charles  M.  Smith,  staff  director ;  Robert  E. 
Berry,  minority  counsel;  E.  Winslow  Turner,  general  counsel; 
Lucinda  T.  Dennis,  administrative  secretary. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  committee  will  be  in  order.  Our  first  witness 
this  morning  is  Mr.  John  G.  Reutter,  president  of  the  National 
Society  of  Professional  Engineers.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  welcome  you 
here  again  this  morning. 

TESTIMONY  OF  JOHN  G.  REITTTER,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL  SOCIETY 
OF  PROFESSIONAL  ENGINEERS,  CONSULTING  ENGINEERS  COUN¬ 
CIL;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  BILLY  T.  SUMNER,  REGIONAL  VICE 
CHAIRMAN,  PROFESSIONAL  ENGINEERS  IN  PRIVATE  PRACTICE, 
NATIONAL  SOCIETY  OF  PROFESSIONAL  ENGINEERS;  AND  JOHN 
FISHER-SMITH,  CHAIRMAN,  URBAN  DESIGN  COMMITTEE,  AIA 

Senator  Muskie.  I  have  to  apologize  for  the  condition  of  my  voice ; 
I  have  to  apologize  for  my  spring  cold. 

IVIr.  Reutter.  We  are  appearing  here  as  a  panel,  three  organizations. 
I  represent  a  consulting  council.  The  gentleman  to  my  right,  Mr. 
Sumner,  represents  the  National  Society  of  the  Professional  Engi¬ 
neers.  Arid  the  architect  on  my  left  is  John  Fisher-Smith,  chairman 
of  the  Urban  Design  Committee,  American  Institute  of  Architects. 
Senator  Muskie.  And  you  each  have  prepared  statements  ? 

Mr.  Reutter.  We  each  have  separate  testimony,  that  is  correct. 
My  statement  will  be  first. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee :  My  name  in  John 
Reutter.  I  am  president  of  John  G.  Reutter  Associates,  a  civil-munic¬ 
ipal-sanitary  engineering  firm  located  in  Camden,  N.J.  I  am  regis¬ 
tered  both  as  a  professional  enginer  and  as  a  planner  and  I  appear 
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before  you  today  as  president  of  the  Consulting  Engineers  Council 
of  the  United  States. 

Until  this  year,  our  council  has  been  in  an  awkward  position  wdth  re¬ 
gard  to  intergovernmental  cooperation  legislation.  The  owners,  prin¬ 
cipals,  and  associates  of  our  more  than  2,0^00  member  firms  have  long 
felt  the  need  for  better  identification  and  coordination  of  the  many  and 
complex  programs  being  conducted  by  Federal  agencies  in  cooperation 
with  local  governmental  bodies.  At  the  same  time,  our  members  have 
been  concerned  that  the  technical  assistance  sections  of  such  proposals 
might  open  the  door  for  Federal  agencies  to  provide  special  or  tech¬ 
nical  services  in  direct  competition  with  private  firms. 

Thus,  we  have  generally  endorsed  the  intent  and  objectives  of  tlie 
intergovernmental  cooperation  philosophy,  but  have  opposed  the  sug¬ 
gestion  that  Federal  agencies  be  authorized  to  render  services  of  a  com¬ 
petitive  nature  to  local  governmental  units  which  are  oftentimes  our 
clients. 

We  are  pleased  to  note,  however,  that  title  III,  section  .302,  of  S.  OOft 
attempts  to  assuage  the  concern  of  consulting  engineers  and  others 
over  the  possibility  of  Federal  competition.  We  particularly  support 
the  stipulation  under  this  title,  that  recipients  of  special  or  technical 
assistance  will  be  required  to  reimburse  the  Federal  Government 
for  all  computable  direct  and  overhead  costs  in  connection  with  the 
performance  of  such  services.  Our  members  believe  that  communities, 
given  the  choice  of  purchasing  services  from  public  or  private  soiirces, 
will  prefer  to  use  local  firms  who  are  I’easonably  and  exi^editiously 
available  through  ordinary  business  channels. 

We  are,  of  course,  assuming  that  the  reference  to  “dii-ect  and  over¬ 
head  costs”  includes  all  of  the  items  set  forth  as  costs  in  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  Policy  Memorandum  A-76.  In  other  words,  local  govern- 
]nents  would  reimburse  the  Federal  Government  for  salaries,  fringe 
benefits,  materials,  insurance,  rent.  Federal  taxes,  depreciation,  utili¬ 
ties  and  similar  standard  expenses  of  any  business  operation.  We  be¬ 
lieve  that  incorporation  of  all  such  costs  is  just  and  proper  and  that 
collection  of  same  is  in  the  interest  of  both  the  Congress  and  the 
American  taxpayer. 

We  are  further  pleased  by  the  proviso  in  title  III,  section  302,  that 
the  only  special  or  technical  services  which  may  be  provided  to  State 
and  local  units  of  government  are  those  which  have  been  approved  by 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  IWiile  there  is  no  indication 
of  how  such  approval  is  to  be  obtained,  we  assume  that  the  Bureau 
will  issue  guidelines  which  private  industry  will  be  given  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  review  and  comment  upon  prior  to  adoption.  This  is  implied  in 
the  reference  to  “rules  and  regulations  (which)  shall  be  consistent  witli 
and  in  furtherance  of  the  Government’s  policy  of  relying  upon  the 
private  enterprise  system.”  We  hoj^e  this  statement  of  intent  will  serve 
to  prevent  any  activity  such  as  Ave  haA^e  experienced  in  the  past, 
wherein  Federal  agency  engineering  staffs  haA^e  competed  directly 
Avith  priA'^ate  firms  for  both  priA^ate  and  public  engineering  assignments. 

Contradiction  of  the  private  enterprise  philosophy  is  only  one  of  ' 
several  reasons  Avhy  Government  agency  personnel  should  hai'e  no  in¬ 
terest  in  duplicating  services  aA^ailable  from  priA^ate  sources.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  there  is  pressing  need  for  staff  personnel  to  develop  guidelines 
and  procedures  for  improving  administration  and  coordination  of  the 
various  programs  over  which  they  have  direct  or  related  responsibility. 
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K\c‘ii  President  Johnson  1ms  i)ointed  out  tlie  need  for  eli)niimting  un¬ 
necessary  red  tape  in  Federal  ^i-rant-in-aid  programs.  As  recently  as 
last  ()ctol)er,  the  President  publicly  noted  that  many  Federal  agencies 
are  taking  much  too  long  to  process  applications  hied  by  state  and  local 
governments. 

Our  council  agrees.  "We  think  it  is  time  that  something  be  done  to 
bring  some  order  to  the  conduct  of  tlie  various  assistance  programs, 
some  of  which  are  so  ineptly  handled  that  they  have  been  cited  l)y  local 
puldic  health  ollicials  as  doing  more  harm  than  good.  Legislation  which 
once  raised  aspirations  and  aroused  hojjes  of  many  citizens  is  now  the 
source  of  grave  disappointment. 

In  just  the  water-sewer  held  alone,  hundreds  (perhaps  even  thou¬ 
sands)  of  apjdications  have  been  in  process  for  periods  in  excess  of 
half  a  vear.  Pules  and  procedures  for  handling  applications  are  still 
being  finalized  and  standardized  more  than  2  years  after  the  pro¬ 
grams  have  been  implemented.  Des]hte  the  knowledge  that  appropri¬ 
ated  funds  cannot  possibl}^  meet  existing  requests,  local  offices  of  some 
agencies  continue  to  promote  their  respective  i)rograms  and  to  solicit 
ap])lications.  Mayors  and  other  local  officials  have  termed  the  delays 
and  constant  procedural  changes  a  “break  of  faith  which  produces  frus¬ 
tration  and  imi^atience  on  the  part  of  the  very  people  the  Government 
is  trying  to  aid.’’ 

The  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act,  with  its  proposed  coordina¬ 
tion  of  policy  in  the  admiiiistration  of  grants  and  loans  for  urban  de¬ 
velopment,  coidd  be  a  valuable  aid  in  correcting  current  difficulties. 
We  particularly  endorse  the  provisions  of  titles  IV,  V,  and  VI  of  S.  G98 
with  regard  to  (1)  establishment  of  rules  and  regulations  for  uniform 
evaluation  and  review  of  urban  development  programs,  (2)  regular 
congressional  I’eview  of  the  ])rocess  of  ongoing  or  expiring  programs, 
ancl  (3)  Presidential  authority  to  consolidate  overlaj  ping  and  dupli¬ 
cative  programs  within  the  same  Lmctional  areas. 

In  endorsing  such  review,  however,  we  would  like  to  suggest  that 
the  Congress  and  the  executive  branch  establish  a  channel  by  which 
the  comments  and  recommendations  of  applicants  and  their  agents 
may  be  included  as  an  integral  part  of  program  studies.  This  sug¬ 
gestion  is  prompted  by  the  misleading  content  of  the  September  1967 
interagency  report  to  the  President.  That  report,  entitled  “Reducing 
Federal  Grant-in- Aid  Processing  Time,”  was  prepared  by  a  joint 
administrative  task  force  comprised  of  representatives  of  various  par¬ 
ticipating  Federal  agencies.  In  our  opinion,  the  report  is  more  a 
reflection  of  desired  improvements  which  agencies  hope  to  achieve, 
than  it  is  a  summary  of  specific  accomplishments. 

The  President,  on  October  31,  1967,  directed  that  certain  of  the  im¬ 
provements  stipulated  in  the  task  force  report  be  carried  through. 
There  is  real  question  as  to  Avhether  the  President’s  directive  has,  in 
fact,  received  total  compliance.  As  an  example,  the  report  calls  for 
standard  guide  documents  for  engineers.  These  have  not  been  forth¬ 
coming  and,  in  view  of  the  complexities  of  individual  projects,  prob- 
al)ly  should  not  be  adopted  except  in  a  general  form.  In  another  in¬ 
stance,  the  report  discusses  elimination  of  repetitious  information  and 
refjuests  for  more  data  during  preliminary  review  and  rating  processes. 
’‘  et  communities  Avhich  have  already  receiA^ed  grant  clearance  still 
sutler  through  time  delays  caused  by  Federal  reinvestigation  of  certi- 
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ficatiou  of  previously  approved  local  finance  officers  who  are  bonded 
custodians  of  public  funds  and  are  subject  to  State  audit.  Even  city 
or  county  attorneys  need  to  be  recertified  on  each  and  e\'ery 
application. 

The  interagency  task  report,  under  the  section  on  “Results,"  notes 
that  agencies  are  “revising  internal  processing  procedures  by  eliminat¬ 
ing  technical  review  in  Washington.”  The  facts  of  the  matter  are  that 
a  number  of  agencies  still  insist  upon  review  of  contract  forms,  appli¬ 
cations,  or  even  construction  plans  by  overloaded  national  staffs. 

So  as  to  insure  a  completely  objective  review  of  the  extent  to  which 
the  purposes  and  activities  of  the  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  are 
being  carried  out,  we  would  recommend  that  the  proposed  (in  S.  698) 
reports  by  the  special  congressional  committees.  General  Accounting 
Office  and  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  l^e 
supplemented  with  reports  from  local  officials  and  their  representatives 
regarding  administration  and  impact  of  programs  as  viewed  by  re¬ 
cipients.  We  believe  a  far  more  accurate  picture  may  result. 

In  this  connection,  our  council  has  been  instrumental  in  bringing 
together  construction,  financing,  engineering,  planning,  administra¬ 
tive,  and  other  interests  concerned  with  improving  the  various  water- 
sewer  grant-in-aid  programs  to  States  and  municipalities.  This  group 
of  28  associations,  now  known  as  the  “Advisory  Council  on  Federal 
Water-Sewer  Programs,”  has  maintained  close  and  continued  liaison 
with  an  interagency  committee  comprised  of  representatives  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  the  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Administration,  the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  and  the 
Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Administration.  Together,  these  two 
groups — one  representing  the  public,  the  other  representing  the 
agencies — have  been  striving  to  develop  new  forms,  standardize  plan¬ 
ning  requirements,  establish  time  limitations  in  processing,  better 
define  financial  arrangements,  tie  down  priority  systems,  sliced  uj) 
availability  of  accurate  statistical  information,  and  broaden  systems 
compatibility.  The  success  of  this  cooperation  is  reflected  in  a  new 
standard  form  101  as  well  as  generalized  terms  and  scope  of  services 
to  be  covered  in  three  out  of  the  four  agencies’  engineering  agreements. 
We  believe  this  relationship  could  very  well  serve  as  a  guide  for  in¬ 
corporating  similar  outside  participation  in  reviews  and  .studies  which 
are  recommended  in  S.  698. 

Finally,  our  council  is  pleased  to  support  section  203  of  title  II  of 
the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  calling  for  State  handling 
of  Federal  grant-in-aid  funds.  We  believe  that  Federal  aid  can  be 
better  managed  at  the  State  level  for  no  other  reason  than  the  fact  that 
it  eliminates  an  unnecessary,  and  generally  remote,  step  in  the  sequence 
of  events  which  must  occur  in  the  evaluation  and  approval  of  any  ap¬ 
plication.  Certainly  it  makes  sense  that  Federal  aid  be  channeled 
through  the  States,  rather  than  direct  to  localities,  when  the  States 
(1)  are  providing  at  least  half  of  the  non-Federal  share  of  the  funds, 
and  (2)  possess  the  appropriate  administrative  machinery,  as  they 
do  in  State  departments  of  public  health  or  departments  of  urban  re¬ 
development,  to  handle  such  programs. 

In  summary.  Consulting  Engineers  Council  believes  that  a  searching 
review  of  present  Federal  aid  to  local  governments  is  badly  needed 
and  that  further  escalation  of  current  methods  and  procedures  can 
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only  result  in  further  waste  of  public  funds,  growth  of  bureaucracy, 
and  a  weakening  of  the  importance  of  local  government.  S.  698  and 
related  bills  represent  a  comprehensive  and  sincere  plan  for  reducing 
and  overcoming  such  problems,  and  we  are,  theiefore,  pleased  to  ex¬ 
tend  to  it  our  suppoii:  and  to  recommend  its  adoption. 

We  gieatly  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present  our  views  on  this 
veiy  important  subject. 

We  thank  you. 

TESTIMONY  OF  BILLY  T.  SUMNER,  REGIONAL  VICE  CHAIRMAN, 

PROFESSIONAL  ENGINEERS  IN  PRIVATE  PRACTICE,  NATIONAL 

SOCIETY  OF  PROFESSIONAL  ENGINEERS 

Mr.  Sumner.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I 
greatly  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Society  of  Professional  Engineers  on  S.  698,  the  proposed 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act. 

As  Mr.  Reutter,  my  colleague,  stated,  my  name  is  Billy  T.  Sumner. 
I  am  a  professional  engineer,  registered  in  six  States,  and  a  partner 
in  the  consulting  engineering  and  planning  firm  of  Barge,  Waggoner 
&  Sumner,  of  Nashville,  Teim.  I  am  vice  chairman  of  the  Professional 
Engineers  in  Private  Practice  Section  of  the  National  Society  of  Pro¬ 
fessional  Engineers  for  the  Southeastern  region  and  also  serve  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  section’s  Government  Relations  Committee. 

The  National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers  is  a  nonprofit  or¬ 
ganization  composed  of  53  State  and  territorial  professional  engineer¬ 
ing  societies  with  more  than  500  chapters  and  over  66,000  members, 
all  of  whom  are  qualified  under  applicable  State  engineering  registra¬ 
tion  laws.  Our  membership  includes  professional  engineers  engaged 
in  virtually  every  specialized  branch  of  engineering  practice  and  type 
of  employment— Government,  education,  industry,  and  private 
practice. 

I  would  like  to  comment  today  on  behalf  of  NSPE  on  the  provisions 
of  title  III  of  S.  698  relating  to  specialized  or  technical  services  to 
state  and  local  governments,  upon  request,  on  a  reimbursable  basis. 
“Specialized  or  technical  sendees”  are  defined  in  section  108  of  the 
bill  to  cover  such  a  broad  range  of  sei’vices  that  in  the  absence  of  clear 
language  in  the  bill  to  the  contrary,  coupled  with  a  clear  expression  of 
congressional  intent  in  the  legislative  history,  we  would  be  seriously 
concerned  that  title  III  might  be  interpreted  and  applied  to  put 
Federal  departments  and  agencies  in  direct  competition  with  private 
firms  and  consultants  already  providing  such  services  to  state  and 
local  governments. 

Happily,  when  this  committee  was  considering  similar  provisions 
in  the  predecessor  bill  to  S.  698  (S.  561  in  the  89th  Cong.)  it  was 
^reed  by  all  concerned  that  the  intent  was  not  to  place  the  Federal 
Government  in  competition  with  private  finns  and  consultants,  but 
simply  to  make  available  to  state  and  local  governments  services  which 
they  otherwise  would  not  be  able  to  obtain. 

As  stated  in  the  report  of  this  committee  on  S.  561  (S.  Rept.  No. 
538, 89th  Cong.,  first  sess.) : 

*  *  *  in  light  of  recommendations  made  by  the  Budget  Bureau,  the  Advisory 
Commission,  and  Mr.  Paul  H.  Robbins,  Executive  Director  of  the  National 
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Society  of  Professional  Engineers,  tlie  Coininittee  agreed  to  remove  any  anihi- 
guities  concerning  the  kind  of  services  that  would  he  provided  *  *  ♦  tliis  was 
done  in  order  to  avoid  the  unfair  competitive  practices  whicli  consulting 
engineering,  mapmaking,  and  photogranunetry  firms  have  criticized.  Extensive 
discussions  with  staff  members  of  the  Budget  Bureau  familiar  with  this  problem 
produced  the  following  clarifying  language,  which  was  added  at  the  end  of  new 
Section  402 : 

Provided,  hoirevcr.  That  such  services  shall  include  only  those  which  the 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  determines  are  not  reasonably  or  ex¬ 
peditiously  available  through  ordinary  business  channels. 

The  Committee  believes  that  this  amendment,  along  with  the  definition  of 
such  services  found  in  section  106,  Title  I  of  the  revised  bill  should  correct  any 
misconceptions  concerning  this  section’s  scope  and  purpose. 

(Report,  p.  17). 

Later  in  the  report  (p.  32),  the  committee  elaborated  further  on 
the  purpose  of  the  provisions  relating  to  “specialized  or  technical 
services”  by  stating,  and  again  I  quote : 

The  services  authorized  by  this  title  *  *  *  shall  include  only  those  which  the 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  determines  are  not  reasonably  and  ex¬ 
peditiously  availablge  through  ordinary  Imsiness  channels.  The  purpose  of  this 
title  is  to  make  available  to  Fitate  and  local  governments  ony  those  services 
which  agencies  and  departments  *  *  *  ,nre  uniquely  able  to  perform  *  *  ♦  The 
language  of  this  section  makes  it  clear  that  the  Federal  Government,  by  the 
authorization  of  this  title,  and  unless  clearly  authorized  by  statute,  should  not  be 
placed  in  direct  competition  with  private  businesses  which  are  normally  capable 
of  performing  the  needed  services.  *  *  * 

Title  III  of  S.  698,  the  pending  bill,  contains  new  language  clarify¬ 
ing  the  intent  that  the  authority  to  provide  specialized  or  technical 
services  is  not  to  be  used  to  provide  services  available  from  private 
firms  and  consultants.  We  beliet^e  this  language  should  be  effective  in 
preventing  unintended  competition,  and  in  some  respects  is  better  than 
the  amendment  added  to  S.  561,  the  original  bill. 

We  are  particularly  pleased  with  the  addition  of  new  language 
explicitly  referring  to  the  Government’s  policy  on  relying  on  the 
inivate  enterprise  system.  We  do  urge,  however,  that  language  similar 
to  that  already  quoted  from  the  Committee’s  report  on  S.  561,  the 
predecessor  bill,  be  incorporated  in  any  report  on  S.  698,  the  pending 
bill,  to  assure  that  it  is  crystal  clear  the  basic  intent  of  title  III  re¬ 
mains  unchanged,  even  though  some  changes  have  been  made  in  the 
language  of  the  bill  itself. 

Regarding  title  IV  of  S.  698,  we  support  the  policy  declarations 
and  requirements  set  forth  in  section  401  relating  to  the  sound  and 
orderly  development  of  urban  communities— particularly  the  require¬ 
ment  that  rules  and  regailations  established  by  the  President  govern¬ 
ing  the  foi’mulation,  evalifation  and  review  of  federally  aided  urban 
facilities  and  projects  shall  provide  for  full  consideration  of  the 
concurrent  achievement  of  the  eight  objectives  set  forth  in  subsection 
401(a). 

We  believe  it  is  highly  important,  however,  that  the  intent  behind 
this  requirement  be  spelled  out  and  clarified  in  any  committee  report 
on  the  bill,  to  assure  that  its  purposes  will  be  accomplished. 

Practically  all  members  of  the  various  design  proiessions,  we  feel 
certain,  would  readily  agree  that  effective  accomplishment  of  the 
eight  objectives  enumerated  in  subsection  401(a) — ranging  from 
appropriate  and  use  to  high  standards  of  design —  necessarily  involves 
engineering  and  engineering  decisions.  Thus,  implicit  in  subsection 
401(a)  is  the  requirement  that  engineers,  as  well  as  other  design  pro- 
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fessioiis  and  other  appropriate  disciplines,  be  brought  into  the  urban 
planning  process  at  the  outset,  to  take  part  in  the  formulation,  as  well 
as  the  implementation,  of  programs  and  plans  relating  to  federally 
aided  ui'ban  development. 

Since  in  all  too  many  cases,  in  the  past,  consideration  of  the 
engineering  aspects  of  urban  projects  has  been  overlooked  or  ignored 
in  the  formulation  of  programs  and  plans,  we  ask  the  Congress 
intent  that  all  a})propriate  disciplines,  including  engineering,  be 
brought  into  the  urban  planning  process  at  the  outset  be  spelled  out  as 
clearly  as  possible  throughout  the  legislative  history  of  S.  698. 

In  this  regard,  I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record  a  “Guide  to 
Professional  Collaboration  in  Environmental  Design,”  which  has  been 
jointly  developed  and  adopted  by  the  three  societies  represented  here 
today — NSPE,  the  Consulting  Engineers  Council  and  the  American 
Institute  of  Architects,  together  with  the  American  Institute  of  Con¬ 
sulting  Engineers,  the  American  Institute  of  Planners,  the  American 
Society  of  Civil  Engineers,  and  the  American  Society  of  Landscape 
Architects.  The  guide  emphasizes  the  need  and  desirability  for  collab¬ 
oration  among  all  environmental  design  professionals,  and  sets  forth 
guidelines  and  tenets  aimed  at  promoting  and  facilitating  cooperation 
and  teamwork  among  pi’ofessionals  who  deal  with  research,  planning, 
design  and  construction  of  man''s  living  environment.  We  believe  the 
guide  will  be  useful  to  the  committee  in  the  course  of  its  curi’ent  hear¬ 
ings,  and  in  developing  a  report  on  the  comprehensive  planning  provi¬ 
sions  of  S.  698. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  sincerely  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present 
our  views,  and  will  be  happy  to  cooperate  with  the  committee  in  every 
way  jiossible. 

(The  attachment  to  Mr.  Sumner’s  statonent  follows:) 

Professionai.  Collaboration  in  Environmental  Design 

(Tins  Gviclc  lias  lieen  appiovi'd  and  adopted  by  tbe  American  Institute  of  Archi¬ 
tects,  the  American  Institute  of  Consulting  Engineers,  the  American  Institute 
of  Planners,  the  American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers,  the  American  Society  of 
Landscape  Architects,  the  Consulting  Engineers  Council  of  the  United  States 
and  the  National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers) 

PREFACE 

In  the  interest  of  promoting  the  public  health,  safety  and  general  welfare, 
national  organizations  representing  members  of  the  design  professions  who  deal 
with  research,  planning,  design  and  construction  of  man’s  living  environment 
have  jointly  prepared  this  guide  to  professional  collaboration  in  environmental 
design. 

There  is  a  continuing  need  for  a  better  understanding  of  the  services  offered  liy 
those  professions  concerned  with  the  conception,  analysis  and  design  of  planning 
and  construction  projects.  Uncertainty  often  exists  in  the  minds  of  both  the  public 
and  the  design  professions  as  to  the  functions  performed  and  the  areas  of  service 
provided  by  these  professions.  All  of  them  entail  exhausive  study  and  research, 
demon.strated  talent  in  planning  and  design,  and  devotion  and  integrity  in  guard¬ 
ing  the  public  welfare  and  the  client’s  interest.  To  delineate  the  various  design 
functions  and  areas  of  practice  precisely  is  impractical,  as  they  may  overlap  to  a 
degree. 

However,  with  the  complexity  and  magnitude  of  present-day  buildings  and 
man’s  living  environment,  the  merging  of  design  services  through  collaboration 
among  all  environmental  design  profes.sionals  is  required  to  meet  advancing 
environmental  standards,  to  solve  the  complicated  design  problems  of  contem¬ 
porary  projects,  and  to  produce  unified  and  harmonious  I'esults.  Such  collaboration 
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and  teamwork  throughout  the  planning  and  design  cycle  are  supported  whole¬ 
heartedly  by  environmental  design  professionals  in  the  interest  of  their  clients 
and  the  public. 

It  should  be  noted  that,  since  registration  is  not  presently  required  of  all 
design  professionals  in  all  states,  the  references  to  professional  licensing,  regis¬ 
tration,  registration  laws  er  legal  qualifications  made  in  this  statement  are 
applicable  to  professionals  whose  registration  is  required  in  state  laws. 

TENETS  OF  THE  COLLABORATING  DESIGN  PROFESSIONS 

The  environmental  design  professions  include  Architects,  Engineers,  Landscape 
Architects  and  Planners.  Members  of  these  professions  adhere  to  the  following 
tenets : 

(1)  They  uphold  the  dignity  and  advance  the  progress  of  other  design  profes¬ 
sions  by  exchanging  information  and  experience. 

(2)  They  familiarize  themselves  with  the  registration  laws  of  the  other  design 
professions  and  adhere  to  the  spirit  as  well  as  the  letter  of  those  laws. 

(3)  They  recognize,  whenever  a  project  involves  skills  practiced  by  several 
professions,  that  close  collaboration  is  desirable  between  them  and  should  begin 
at  the  very  earliest  stage  of  research,  analysis  and  design,  and  at  that  time  the 
responsibilities  of  the  collaborating  professions  should  be  clarified  and  established. 

(4)  They  perform  their  services  in  accordance  with  the  standards  of  conduct 
and  code  of  ethics  of  their  individual  professions,  and  each  respects  the  standards 
and  code  of  the  other  professions. 

(5)  They  respect  the  professional  reputation,  prospects  or  business  of  all  their 
colleagues  in  the  design  professions. 

(6)  They  do  not  supplant  another  design  professional  after  definite  steps  have 
been  taken  toward  his  employment  whether  as  principal  or  as  collaborator. 

(7)  They  do  not  engage  in  competitive  bidding  with  another  design  professional 
on  the  basis  of  professional  charges. 

(8)  They  do  not  accept  a  commission  on  a  contingency  basis  as  a  device  for 
obtaining  work. 

(9)  They  will  not  accept  a  commission  on  which  another  design  professionai 
has  been  engaged,  unless  his  connection  with  the  work  has  been  terminated. 

(10)  They  do  not  offer  the  services  of  another  professional  as  a  collaborator 
without  his  consent. 

(11)  They  do  not  review  the  work  of  another  design  professional  except  with 
his  knowledge. 

(12)  They  do  not  alter  or  copy  reports,  drawings  or  specifications  prepared 
and  identified  by  another  design  professional,  whether  or  not  bearing  his  seal, 
without  his  knowledge  and  consent. 

(13)  They  give  due  public  recognition  to  the  work  performed  by  collaborating 
design  professionals. 

Collaborative  service  contracts 

The  combined  talents  of  collaborating  design  professionals  and  their  coordina¬ 
tion  are  required  on  many  projects. 

Ordinarily  the  client’s  interests  are  best  served  in  the  research,  analysis  and 
design  of  a  project  when  the  client  has  a  single  contract  with  a  prime  profes¬ 
sional  who  is  responsible  for  direction  of  the  work  and  for  providing  through 
collaboration  the  specialized  services  that  may  be  needed.  This  makes  available 
to  the  client  all  the  advantages  of  specialization  and  at  the  same  time  centralizes 
responsibility.  It  is  then  up  to  the  prime  professional  to  see  that  collaboration 
is  initiated  at  the  earliest  possible  stage  and  carried  on  throughout  the  life  of 
the  project. 

It  is  recognized  that  some  long-range  planning  projects  requiring  continuity 
and  some  projects  with  a  prolonged  construction  period  may  be  better  handled  by 
separate  contracts  between  the  client  and  individual  professionals  under  the 
general  guidance  of  a  coordinating  professional. 

Selection  of  prime  professional 

It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  client  to  select  and  designate  the  prime  profes¬ 
sional  and  to  approve  the  selection  of  the  collaborating  professionals  for  his 
project.  When  the  major  portion  of  a  project  is  in  the  recognized  category  of  a 
particular  design  profession,  a  member  of  that  profession  should  be  the  prime 
professional.  The  prime  professional’s  design  ability,  professional  reputation. 
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demonstrated  competeuce,  practical  efficiency,  business  capacity  and  integrity, 
good  judgment  and  ability  to  obtain  the  cooperation  of  those  involved  in  a  project 
will  be  the  primary  considerations  in  his  appointment. 

Coordination  of  the  work 

The  prime  professional  is  responsible  for  the  design  of  the  project.  He  will  be 
the  project  coordinator  and  will  have  the  responsibility  for  selecting  the  collab¬ 
orators  with  the  consent  of  the  client. 

The  education,  experience  and  registration  (as  prescribed  by  state  law)  of  each 
of  the  collaborators  qualify  him  for  design  services  of  particular  type  and  scope. 
Each  design  profe.ssional  is  cognizant  of  the  training  and  experience  required  for 
comi>etency  in  the  design  professions,  and  does  not  render  his  services  in  those 
areas  in  which  his  qualifications  are  not  e.stablished. 

Contractual  responsihilitics 

The  allocation  of  professional  responsibilities  is  determined  in  joint  conference 
between  the  prime  professional  and  the  collaborating  professionals  prior  to  the 
design  work  to  insure  proper  consideration  of  all  elements. 

When  the  collaborative  de.sign  services  are  performed  under  a  single  contract, 
the  areas  of  responsibility  and  the  division  of  the  fee  between  the  collaborators 
are  determined  by  negotiation  between  the  prime  professional  and  the  various 
collaborators,  and  are  agreed  upon  prior  to  the  start  of  design  work. 

When  separate  contracts  between  the  client  and  the  various  collaborators  are 
executed,  all  such  contracts  .should  include  a  clear  statement  of  areas  of  responsi¬ 
bility  and  work,  should  state  which  of  the  parties  is  to  be  the  project  coordinator 
and  define  his  authority. 

Profesnional  firms 

Many  firms  will  include  in  their  organizations  more  than  one  of  the  usual 
specializations  of  the  environmental  design  professions.  Such  firms  may  perform 
more  than  one  function,  or  may  perform  all  design  for  an  entire  project,  to  the 
extent  they  are  legally  qualified.  Two  or  more  professionals  or  professional  firms 
may  form  a  “joint  venture”  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  the  client  a  complete 
design  service. 


SELECTION  AND  COMPENSATION  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  DESIGN  PROFESSIONALS 

Selection  basis 

Environmental  design  professionals  furnish  the  creative  talent  necessary  to 
bring  into  realization  the  client’s  projects.  The  environmental  design  professions 
are  learned  professions  requiring  of  their  members  sound  technical  training, 
broad  experience,  personal  ability,  honesty  and  integrity.  The  selection  of 
design  professionals  by  an  evaluation  of  these  qualities  is  the  basis  for  compari¬ 
son  of  their  .services. 

Many  projects  require  the  teamwork  of  several  collaborators.  The  design 
team  provides  management,  research,  planning,  design,  drafting,  technical  and 
nonprofessional  personnel  and  the  facilities  needed.  It  is  essential  that  the 
client  understand  that  design  professionals  have  expenses  considerably  greater 
than  direct  salaries.  Adequate  compensation  is  necessary  for  them  to  provide 
the  scope  and  quality  of  services  that  the  client  desires  and  has  a  right  to 
expect. 

Members  of  the  design  professions  will  not  solicit  or  submit  proposals  for 
professional  services,  including  supporting  services,  on  the  basis  of  competitive 
bidding.  Such  competition  by  design  professionals  for  employment  on  the  basis 
of  professional  fees  or  charges  is  defined  as :  the  formal  or  informal  submission, 
or  receipt,  of  verbal  or  written  estimates  of  cost  or  proposals  in  terms  of  dollars, 
man-days  of  work  required,  percentage  of  construction  cost,  or  any  other 
measures  of  compensation  whereby  the  prosiiective  client  may  compare  services 
on  a  price  basis  prior  to  the  time  that  one  individual,  firm  or  organization  has 
been  selected  for  negotiation. 

Select  Um  policies 

The  responsible  member  of  the  professional  firm  being  considered  by  the 
client  for  a  particular  project,  having  established  competency  to  perform  the 
necessary  services,  must  be  legally  qualified  to  practice  as  prescribed  in  the 
state  in  which  the  services  are  required,  and  must  have  adequate  recent  experi¬ 
ence  in  responsible  charge  of  the  professional  disciplines  involved.  The  client 
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is  referred  to  the  appropriate  professional  society  for  a  definition  of  “responsible 
charge”  if  he  is  not  familiar  with  the  requirements. 

Every  firm  being  considered  .should  be  requested  to  provide  complete  informa¬ 
tion  on  its  qualifications.  The  information  should  include  the  personal  qualifica¬ 
tions  of  principals  and  key  personnel,  current  work  load  and  a  record  of  recent 
projects.  Similar  information  should  be  supplied  for  the  collaborators. 

Selection  procedures 

In  selecting  the  prime  professional,  the  client  should  proceed  as  follows: 

1)  Prepare  a  description  of  the  proposed  project,  the  purpose  to  be  served 
and  any  other  pertinent  factors  for  transmittal  to  design  professionals. 

2)  Request  data  on  the  qualifications  of  a  reasonable  number  of  professionals 
(and  their  proposed  major  collaborators)  who  appear  capable  of  meeting  the 
requirements  of  the  project,  and  review  their  qualifications  and  experience. 

3)  Arrange  personal  interviews,  preferably  in  the  office  of  each  professional, 
to  assure  mutual  understanding  of  the  contemplated  project  and  the  capabilities 
of  the  firm. 

4)  Investigate  each  professional’s  work,  if  desired,  by  requesting  a  visit  to 
one  or  more  of  his  projects,  or  an  interview  wnth  the  owners  and  possildy 
others  associated  with  the  projects.  Where  appropriate,  this  procedure  may  be 
extended  to  some  or  all  of  the  major  collaborators. 

5)  Select  the  preferred  prime  professional  and  reach  an  agreement  on 
mutually  satisfactory  contract  terms,  including  compensation  based  on  the  value 
of  the  services  to  be  performed. 

d)  If  a  satisfactory  agreement  cannot  be  concluded  with  the  preferred  prime 
professional,  the  client  terminates  the  negotiation  and  repeats  the  process  of 
review  and  negotiation  with  the  next  party  of  his  choice. 

Compensation 

Compensation  for  professional  services  may  be  established  by  a  variety  of 
methods.  Professional  societies  have  issued  manuals  describing  these  methods, 
and  the  client  may  wish  to  refer  to  these  manuals  for  guidance.  Among  the 
more  common  methods,  or  combinations  thereof,  are  the  following : 

1 )  Percentage  of  construction 

2)  Lumpsum 

3 )  Cost  plus  a  fixed  amount  or  percentage 

41  Salai-y  co.st  times  a  factor 

5)  Per  diem 

6)  Retainer  fee 

The  type  and  size  of  the  project,  the  scope  of  the  professional  services  required, 
the  area  in  which  the  design  professional  is  located,  and  the  area  in  which 
the  work  is  to  be  performed,  all  have  a  bearing  on  the  cost  of  professional 
services.  Quality  is  the  only  true  measure  of  the  services  offered  by  the 
professional. 

Functions  of  the  coordinator 

Where  professional  services  are  performed  under  a  single  contract  between 
client  and  pidme  professional,  the  prime  professional  acts  as  coordinator.  In 
addition  to  his  usual  .services  as  a  design  professional,  it  is  his  duty  and 
responsibility  to: 

1)  Negotiate  the  scope  of  professional  services,  compensation  and  terms  of 
payment  with  each  independent  collaborator. 

2)  Prepare  a  time  schedule  based  upon  the  client’s  program  for  the  project 
in  agreement  with  the  client  and  collaborators. 

3)  Obtain  from  the  client,  and  furnish  as  needed  to  the  collaborators,  all 
surveys,  subsurface  and  soil  mechanics  investigations  and  reports,  and  other 
necessary  data. 

4)  Arrange  for  all  project  conferences  between  the  client  and  design  cellab- 
orators,  and  maintain  liaison  continuity  with  them  on  all  project  matters. 

5)  Coordinate  and  transmit  all  recommendations  received  from  and  i.-inde 
to  the  client. 

6)  Assume  final  responsibility  for  all  decisions  required  by  the  agreement 
with  the  client  for  the  services  to  be  rendered. 

7)  Establish  and  coordinate  design  standards  with  concurrence  of  the  collab¬ 
orators  and,  where  pertinent,  coordinate  statements  of  probable  constnurriou 
cost  prepared  by  them. 
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S)  Where  construction  is  involved,  it  is  also  the  duty  and  responsibility  of 
the  coordinator  to : 

a )  Coordinate  the  preparation  and  arrange  for  the  printing,  publication  and 
distribution  of  the  construction  contract  documents. 

h)  Advise  the  client  of  the  construction  contract  procedure,  and  with  the 
a<lvice  of  appropriate  collaborator.s,  assist  in  compiling  a  list  of  bidders  or 
aid  in  negotiations  with  selected  contractors. 

c)  Coordinate  the  analysis  of  bids  and  submit  to  the  client  recommendations 
as  to  award. 

d)  Coordinate  the  general  administration  of  the  construction  contracts  among 
the  collaborators. 

e)  Prepare  a  completion  report  with  the  assistance  of  the  collaborators  and 
recommend  as  to  acceptance  of  the  work. 

This  document  is  subject  to  periodic  review  by  the  participating  professional 
societies  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  it  current  with  respect  to  professional 
practice.  Suggested  amendments  will  be  considered  collaboratively  in  connection 
with  future  revised  editions  of  this  guide. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  yon,  Air.  Sumner.  Now  Mr.  John  Fisher- 
Smith. 

TESTIMONY  OF  JOHN  FISHER-SMITH,  CHAIRMAN,  URBAN  DESIGN 
COMMITTEE,  AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  ARCHITECTS 

Mr.  Fisiiek-Smitii.  Thank  yon,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Members  of  the  subcommittee,  my  name  is  John  Fisher-Smith.  I 
am  a  practicing  architect  in  San  Francisco,  Calif.,  and  chairman  of  the 
American  Institute  of  Architects’  committee  on  Urban  Design.  Today 
it  is  my  privilege  to  appear  on  behalf  of  the  AIA — a  professional 
society  representing  22,000  licensed  architects — to  discuss  certain 
provisions  of  S.  698,  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act. 

SPECIAEIZED  OR  TECHNICAL  SERWCES 

In  1966,  when  legislation  (H.R.  17955)  similar  to  S.  698  was  pending 
before  the  House  Government  Operations  Committee,  the  institute, 
along  with  several  national  engineering  societies,  expressed  its  opposi¬ 
tion  to  a  provision  authorizing  Federal  agencies  to  provide  specialized 
or  technical  services  to  State  or  local  governments.  We  recognized 
the  objective  intended  to  be  accomplished,  but  we  saw  an  unwelcome 
dividend  in  the  anticipated  infringement  of  the  interests  of  private 
practitioners.  Accordingly,  we  recommended  that  language  be  added 
to  the  legislation  to  permit  the  Government  to  supply  such  specialized 
or  technical  services  only  when  the  agency  head  determines  such 
services  are  not  reasonably  and  expeditiously  available  through 
ordinary  business  channels.  We  are  pleased  to  note  that  the  bill  before 
this  subcommittee  reflects  such  language.  In  the  opinion  of  the  AIA, 
S.  698  now  offers  satisfactory  safeguards  to  private  practitioners 
engaged  in  offering  specialized  or  technical  services. 

To  further  clarify  our  position,  we  should  like  to  encourage  high 
standards  of  professional  conduct  and  expertise  in  government  since 
only  by  having  wise  and  talented  advisers  can  Government  aspire  to 
high  .standards  of  performance  in  the  planning  of  its  programs.  We 
believe,  however,  that  the  specialized  or  technical  services  of  architects 
and  other  design  professionals  employed  by  the  Government  should 
be  serving  in  the  capacity  of  adviser,  policymakers,  and  decision¬ 
makers  to  make  Government  a  wise  client. 
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EVALUATING  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAMS 

Title  IV  of  the  bill  requires  the  President  to  establish  rules  and 
regulations  to  be  applied  in  formulating,  evaluating,  and  reviewing 
urban  development  programs.  Such  rules  and  regulations  are  to  in¬ 
corporate  eight  specific  objectives  including  appropriate  land  use.  con¬ 
servation  of  natural  resources,  balanced  transportation  systems,  and 
concern  for  high  standards  of  design. 

We  strongly  endorse  this  section  of  the  legislation.  It  is  most  im¬ 
portant  that  federally  assisted  urban  development  be  formulated  and 
administered  in  accordance  with  guidelines  that  relate  to  the  overall 
goal  of  dei-eloping  sound,  healthy  urban  communities.  Such  a  liroad 
concern  for  community  values  is  highly  commendable. 

While  the  language  of  the  bill  is  excellent,  we  wonder  if  a  citizen 
can  do  anything  about  a  transportation  system  that  is  not  balanced, 
a  highway  that  destroys  a  unique  historical  area,  or  a  public  housing 
project  that  is  poorly  designed. 

In  our  opinion  clear,  national  urban  and  environmental  goals  must 
be  developed.  Without  such  goals,  all  value  and  judgment  phrases  are 
not  as  meaningful  as  they  might  be  because  there  is  no  standard  to 
measure  accomplishment.  Furthermore,  it  is  one  thing  to  consider 
developing  a  balanced  transportation  system  and  quite  another  to 
require  it.  As  contemporary  events  indicate,  wishful  thinking  about 
economic,  social,  and  cultural  development  does  not  solve  the  problems 
of  the  poor  or  homeless.  We  advocate  that  the  objectives  stated  in 
title  IV  be  mandatory  requirements.  This  type  of  commitment  and 
resolve  is  necessary  for  sound  urban  development. 

In  1949  Congress  established  the  national  housing  goal  of  a  decent 
home  and  suitable  living  environment  for  every  American.  With 
nearly  20  years  of  experience  with  Federal  programs  ostensibly  de¬ 
signed  to  fulfill  that  goal  it  is  possible  to  measure  national  perform¬ 
ance  and  to  take  corrective  action. 

Many  other  areas — such  as  land  use,  open  space  in  congested  urban 
areas,  urban  development,  to  mention  only  a  few — require  similar 
explicit  statements  of  national  purpose.  We  do  not  suggest  that  this 
legislation  be  amended  to  state  such  goals.  But  we  do  believe  that  inter¬ 
governmental  cooperation  will  be  more  meaningful  if  all  levels  of 
government  were  working  together  to  accomplish  specific  objectives. 
Hopefully,  the  rules  and  regulations  promulgated  by  the  President 
will  be  a  step  in  this  direction,  and  will  provide  the  basis  for  further 
congressional  inquiry. 

FEDERAL  URBAN  LAND  USE 

Title  VIII  is  designed  to  provide  haianonious  intergovernmental 
relations  by  requiring  Federal  land  transactions  in  urban  areas  to  l)e 
consistent  with  local  planning,  zoning  and  land  use  procedures.  We 
believe  that  if  this  title  is  enacted  it  will,  indeed,  foster  good  relations 
between  Federal  and  State  or  local  governments. 

But  we  also  believe  the  acquisition,  use  and  disposal  of  Federal 
land  could  serve  another  important  purpose ;  namely,  to  promote  sound 
planning,  zoning,  and  land  use  policy.  It  should  be  the  obligation  of 
the  Federal  Government  to  make  such  transactions  in  accordance  ivith 
the  planning  and  land  use  objectives  of  local  government  onlj’  wlien 
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tliose  local  objectives  are  compatible  with  the  development  of  the  whole 
area.  If  the  objectives  of  the  unit  of  local  government  are  incompatible 
with  the  area  development  then  the  Federal  Government  should  en¬ 
courage  perpetuation  of  such  policies. 

Accordingly,  we  suggest  the  language  of  section  802  be  amended  as 
follows : 

DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE  AND  POLICY 

Section  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  promote  more  harmonious  inter¬ 
governmental  relations  and  sound  planning,  zoning  and  land  use  practices  by 
prescribing  uniform  policies  and  proecdures  whereby  the  Administration  shall 
require,  use,  and  disimse  of  land  in  urban  areas  in  order  that  urban  land  trans¬ 
actions  entered  into  for  the  General  Services  Administration  or  on  behalf 
of  other  Federal  agencies  shall  be  consistent  with  and  promote  sound  zoning 
and  land-use  practices  and  shall  be  made  to  the  greatest  extent  in  accordance 
with  sound  planning  and  development  objectives  of  the  local  governments  and 
local  planning  agencies  concerned. 

Furthermore,  we  believe  the  Federal  Government  should  require 
comprehensive  planning  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  disposal  of 
Federal  real  property,  rather  than  leaving  such  planning  to  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  local  government  as  provided  by  section  803.  In  our  opinion, 
adding  this  requirement  may  spark  planning  activity  where  none 
was  contemplated  by  local  officials. 

CHANGING  TIMES 

In  conclusion,  we  wish  to  note  our  great  respect  for  the  F ederal  sys¬ 
tem,  and  for  the  autonomy  of  governmental  bodies  within  their 
spheres  of  jurisdiction.  But  we  think  the  changing  times  may  require 
greater  experimentation  into  specialized  governmental  units.  Inter¬ 
state  compacts,  such  as  the  one  being  worked  out  between  California 
and  Nevada  for  the  Lake  Tahoe  area,  regional  authorities,  and  the  like 
might  prove  to  be  more  effective  means  of  marshaling  resources  to 
combat  pollution,  to  accomplish  highway  planning,  and  to  initiate 
effective  land  use  policies  than  the  elaborate  structure  of  local  govern¬ 
mental  institutions  now  coping  with  such  problems.  We  suggest  that 
this  is  an  area  requiring  study  which  might  be  generated  by  this 
distinguished  subcommittee. 

We  appreciate  very  much  the  opportunity  afforded  to  appear  be¬ 
fore  this  committee.  If  there  are  any  questions  we  will  do  our  best 
to  answer  them. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  Mijskie.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  note  that  you  all  expressed  in  the  opening  portions  of  your  state¬ 
ments  the  problem  of  competition  raised  by  the  issue  of  the  specialized 
and  technical  services.  I  am  happy  that  apparently  we  have  overcome 
the  bulk  of  your  objections,  if  not  all  of  them,  in  the  language  of  the 
bill.  I  gather  that  you  agree  on  that  point. 

Mr.  Reutter.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Mhskie.  Mr.  Fisher-Smith,  with  respect  to  your  proposed 
language  for  section  802,  is  it  your  intent  that  such  language  give  the 
Federal  Government  veto  power  in  properly  planning  the  objectives 
which  it  did  not  consider  sound  ? 

Mr.  Fisher-Smith.  No,  sir,  I  do  not  believe  that  is  possible;  rather 
I  believe  that  there  are  instances  where  the  Federal  Government  has 
been  the  custodian  of  lands  and  this  custodianship  has  been  beneficial 
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to  the  development  of  the  country  or  the  area  as  a  whole.  For  example, 
there  are  ^reen  headlands  of  the  Golden  Gate  in  San  Francisco  where 
Presidio  is  on  the  north  end  of  San  Francisco  Peninsula  and  has 
been  an  Army  base  ever  since  this  country  was  taken  over  from  the 
Spanish,  and  Fort  Baker.  Fort  Concrite,  and  Fort  Berry  have  been 
on  the  southern  tip  of  Marin  Peninsula  for  many  years.  And  as  a 
conservationist,  I  believe  that  this  is  a  good  thing.  The  Federal 
Government  has  served  as  a  fine  custodian. 

There  has  recently  been  talk  of  releasing  some  of  these  lands.  At 
first  there  were  many  people  who  said  we  need  these  lands  for  private 
development,  for  houses,  and  for  apartments  and  dwellings.  Other 
say  the  areas  should  remain  as  green  headlands  because  they  serve 
the  entire  area.  Finally  ways  were  worked  out  so  that  the  State  could 
acquire  one  of  these  areas.  I  believe  Concrite,  has  now  become  a  State 
park.  Due  process  was  followed.  There  was  a  chance  for  debate  before 
the  Government  undertook  specific  action. 

Senator  Muskie.  So  what  you  are  really  urging  there  is  a  two-ivay 
dialog  designed  to  aim  at  sounder  policy  and  not  a  mandatory  authority 
on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Government  at  all. 

Mr.  Fisher-Smith.  Correct. 

Furthermore,  I  am  urging  that  the  Federal  Government  not  release 
such  lands  until  it  is  certain  that  the  public  interest  has  been  satisfied. 
If  there  is  sufficient  dialog,  I  think  that  objectives  can  be  fulfilled. 

Senator  Muskie.  Any  questions  ? 

Senator  Baker.  The  question  the  chairman  puts  is  basic  to  virtually 
every  categorical  grant-in-aid  program  or  other  Federal  program  that 
is  undertaken ;  that  is,  how  do  we  go  about  implementing  the  question 
of  soundness.  I  wonder  if  you  would  agree  that  we  are  dealing  here 
with  the  question  that  is  more  delicate  than  just  the  question  of 
whether  the  Government  can  or  cannot  decide  if  a  given  project  or 
given  transaction  is  in  the  public  interest.  Rather,  we  are  dealing  with 
the  range  of  choice  or  criteria  by  which  this  is  judged.  I  very  much 
doubt,  for  example,  that  anyone  would  want  to  completely  abdicate 
the  concern  of  the  Government  from  other  public  welfare,  and  on  the  , 
other  hand,  I  very  much  doubt  if  anyone  would  want  the  professional 
engineers  of  this  country  to  have  their  judgment  overturned  by  , 
administrative  agencies.  I  wonder  what  suggestion  you  would  have  on 
the  best  policy  in  this  situation  for  fairness. 

Mr.  Fisher-Smith.  I  believe  it  was  the  intent  of  our  statement,  that  | 
if  the  objectives  of  the  unit  of  local  government  are  incompatible  with 
the  objectives  for  the  area  of  development,  this  Avould  be  a  definition  : 
of  unsound  development.  i 

I  am  not  satisfied,  howei^er,  that  the  words  “unsound  development”  ' 
are  adequate. 

In  answer  to  your  question,  I  believe  that  sound  planning  and 
zoning  and  other  land  use  practices  result  from  a  comprehensive  plan¬ 
ning  process  involving  many  disciplines,  and  these  must  coiner  a  ; 
sufficient  area  or  region  to  be  pertinent.  I  think  the  problem  that  ive  i 
are  talking  about  in  the  disposition  of  public  lands  Avould  be,  for 
instance,  a  large  base  containing  a  great  deal  of  area  in  a  small  rural 
community  where  the  community  lacks  the  technical  expertise  and 
sophistication  to  cope  with  such  a  problem  and  ivhere  the  pressures, 
for  some  development  or  some  industrial  use  may  be  very  great  and 
may  be  backed  by  a  great  deal  of  technical  expertise. 
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One  way  to  avoid  this  inequity  would  be  to  briii^  iu  the  State  or 
briiio-  in  an  ai’ea  form  of  limited  aovernment  (if  there  is  one  in  the 
aiea)  to  assist  iu  evaluating  what  would  be  sound  development  of  the 
proj^erty. 

Senator  Baker.  I  think  that  is  further  insig'ht  on  how  you  would 
emulate  that  concept. 

_  Senator  IMuskie.  Gentlemen,  you  have  made  several  other  sugo-es- 
tions  in  your  statements.  "  “ 

Did  you  want  to  make  a  comment,  IMr.  Sumner? 

Mr.  SuMXER.  les;  please,  on  the  matter  that  IMr.  Fisher-Smith  has 
pointed  out. 

dhe  staHing  of  these  agencies  by  competent  professionals  of  the 
widest  possible  experience  and  training,  with  adequate  remuneration 
so  tliat  they  would  be  attracted  to  this  kind  of  thing,  will  do  a  lot  to 
implement.  Of  course,  you  cannot  legislate  taste,  or  like  some  of  our 
laws  say,  that  it  be  one  way.  It  is  very  difficult. 

But,  b}’  the  language  that  has  Ix'^en  suggested  here,  and  I  am  sure 
other  terms  could  be  developed,  au  emjihasis  oan  be  placed  on  quality 
of  design  and  thoroughness  of  design  and  I  think  that  agencies  will 
pick  u})  and  develop  ways  of  implementing.  I  think  the  Congress  makes 
it  abundantly  clear  tlnat  they  intend  for  much  more  aittention  to  be 
given  to  good  design.  I  think  it  will  be  implemented.  I  think  there  are 
otner  exainples.  I  cannot  recall  any  to  mind  now,  where  just  a  phrase 
has  been  j^icked  out  of  law  and  developed  into  a  whole  field  of  endeavor. 

Senator  Baker.  That  reminds  me  of  the  traditional  classic  definition 
of  a  reasonably  prudent  man,  which  I  am  sure  was  a  lion's  choice  of 
language  and  then  just  passed  over  in  the  system  of  jurisprudence  and 
now  occupies  fully  50  percent  of  the  decision  law  of  this  country  and 
its  predecessor.  So,  you  are  right,_it  does  grow  out.  It  is  a  que,sti’on  of 
interpretation  and  thus  the  quality  of  taste  and  implementation  of 
substantive  matters  cannot  be  dealt  with  accurately  in  legislative 
language. 

I  want  to  tli'ank  both  of  you  for  telling  me  how  you  Avould  view  the 
actual  implementation  of  a  ‘‘somid”  ])roject  under  these  circumstaTices 
without  running  the  risk  that  “sound'’  might  be  substituted  for 
“.standard.” 

l\Ir.  FiSTiER-SiriTir.  I  have  a  remark,  if  I  may. 

In  cases  Avhere  the  stakes  are  very  high,  it  may  be  necessiary  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  request  that  the  State  or  area  of  government 
pi'ovide  a  comprehensive  study.  By  comprehensive  I  mean  a  study 
which  takes  into  account  the  various  needs  of  the  area  rather  than  the 
needs  for  onq  specific  purpose  or  use.  Such  study  wmuld  dramatize  what 
the  alternatives  might  be  so  that  public  dialog  and  discussion  could  be 
brought  into  the  open  and  possibly  offset  particular  special-interest 
points  of  view  which  maybe  have  been  expressed  more  fully  at  the 
lime  that  the  proposed  disposition  was  announced. 

Senator  Baker.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  make  this  additional  remark 
‘in  this  connection.  I  have,  wdiat  is  not  typically  an  unsenatorial  attitude 
:in  this  respect.  In  other  words,  I  have  some  predetermined  idea  as  to 
Avhat  the  answer  to  the  question  I  just  put  might  be,  and  I  felt  that  the 
essence  of  the  problem  is  consideration  of  new,  fresh,  resourceful 
thought  in  this  general  field  of  planning  and  dedication  of  land  use  and 
I  facilities.  And  I  think  that  wholly  aside  from  the  economic  and  profes- 
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sional  considerations,  the  assurance  tliat  there  will  be  a  vigorous  gi-oup 
of  planning,  design,  and  construction  architects  and  engineers  and 
planners  outside  of  the  scope  of  governmental  activity  on  a  private 
basis  and  the  assurance  that  we  do  not  staff  up  the  administrative 
agency  with  their  own  in-house  facilities  to  do  this  planning  and  this 
design  and  this  construction  is  j^x'obably  the  best  assurance  that  we 
can  have  that  we  do  not  end  up  with  a  “standard’-  instead  of  a  “sound" 
api^roach  to  these  problems. 

bo,  you  see,  I  have  found  a  way  to  pay  due  tribute  to  the  professionals 
as  well. 

Senator  Muskie.  Mr.  Eeutter,  I  note  the  criticism  of  the  water  and 
sewer  grant-in-aid  program  on  page  3  of  your  statement.  The  first  full 
paragraph  on  that  page  refers  to  the  fact  that  rules  and  jxrocedures  for 
handling  applications  are  still  being  finalized  and  standardized  more 
than  2  years  after  the  programs  have  been  implemented,  and  that 
appropriated  funds  cannot  possibly  meet  existing  requests,  Avhile  local 
offices  of  some  agencies  continue  to  promote  their  respective  programs 
and  to  solicit  applications.  I  think  that  second  criticism  reflects  the 
dilemma  faced  by  these  agencies.  If  you  do  not  have  pipelines  filled 
with  applications,  then  you  reduce  the  pressure  on  the  part  of  the 
Congrass  to  provide  the  appropriations.  Secondly,  if  the  community 
does  not  get  their  applications  in  the  pipeline,  then  it  is  not  in  a 
])osition  to  compete  for  whatever  funds  there  are.  It  is  a  very  unsatis-  i 
factory  situation,  not  only  for  the  Federal  agencies,  but  also  for  the  I 
local  communities.  And  I  suppose  that  there  is  enough  blame  to  pass  ! 
around  to  everyone,  including  Congress,  or  it  is  one  of  those  almost  ! 
unavoidable  situations  that  you  have  got  to  live  with  as  best  you  can. 

I  think  that  a  great  deal  of  your  criticism  is  attributable  to  this 
appropriationslogrolling. 

IBut,  I  am  also  interested  in  getting  whatever  specifics  you  have,  on 
this  matter  of  rules  and  procedures. 

Mr.  Eeutter.  This  is  true.  Various  agencies  have  different  rules  and 
different  procedures.  My  own  finn  has  two  projects  which  have  been 
some  4  years  in  the  mill.  One  of  these  is  probably  going  to  be  another 
3  or  4  years,  but  the  other  is  coming  to  a  head  and  will  be  settled  out 
within  the  next  30  days.  One  of  the  reasons  for  all  the  delay  is  that 
rules  and  procedures  were  changed  continually  by  the  agencies 
involved. 

As  an  exiample  of  changes,  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  has 
an  engineering  contract  form  which  was  pretty  much  defined,  and  yet  • 
some  of  the  FHA  regional  offices  are  now  inserting  changes  that  were 
not  in  the  previous  document  and  were  never  agreed  to  by  the  societies 
which  discussed  it  with  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  adminis¬ 
trative  heads  here  in  Washington. 

Senator  Muskie.  Are  you  making  reference  to  the  Aiken  law  here  ?  i 

]Mr.  Eeutter.  Yes;  that  is  correct. 

Senator  Metskie.  The  difficulty  then  goes  back  again  to  Congress,  i 
We  Ivave  got  five  different  Departments  conceimed  in  the  ivater-sewer 
field,  and  Agriculture  is  one  of  them. 

Mr.  Eeutter.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Muskie.  And  Interior  is  another.  ! 

I  think  it  is  quite  clear  that  we  have  to  move  for  consolidation  of 
a  lot  of  these  programs,  but  what  I  was  particularly  concerned  with  wasj 
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whether  you  had  sometliing  ditfereut  than  that  in  mind  in  criticizing 
the  failure  to  standardize  the  rules  of  procedure  { 

Mr.  Reu'iter.  AVell,  the  different  agencies  all  have  different  pro¬ 
cedures  and  different  regulations. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thaf  was  your  ])oint  t 

INIr.  Reu'I'ter.  Yes;  and  sometimes  the  rules  and  regulations  of  pro¬ 
cedure  change  from  the  beginning  of  a  project  to  the  end  because  it 
takes  some  2,  3,  4  years  for  a  project  to  come  to  a  culmination. 

Senator  Muskie.  Because  of  legislation  that  has  been  here  in 
Congress,  we  have  been  bringing  out  new  rules  and  regulations  over  the 
last  few  years.  I  suppose  that  has  had  some  impact. 

Mr.  Re  m’ER.  Perhaps,  but  we  believe  there  would  be  terrific  im¬ 
provement  if  related  programs  could  be  consolidated  in  one  depart¬ 
ment  responsible  for  handling  funds  for  grants-in-aid  for  water-sewer 
projects. 

Senator  Muskie.  All  we  have  to  do  is  convince  the  Congress. 

Senator  Baker.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  1  may  add  something  to  that 
dialog,  I  have  generally  agreed  with  the  witness’  observations  and  your 
implication  that  there  is  a  great  deal  to  be  gained  by  the  consolidation 
of  agency  functions  for  a  specific  field. 

1  lowever,  I  wonder  if  there  is  not  something  also  to  be  said  once  again 
in  this  business  about  balancing  for  the  techniques  and  the  difference 
in  requirements  for  different  circumstances  that  are  entailed. 

For  instance,  in  a  very  high-density  system,  and  in  a  very  rural 
system,  I  wonder  if  Ave  might  not  lose  sight  of  the  subtle  requirements 
of  each  if  there  is  not  an  effort  to  totally  consolidate  with  consideration 
implementation  of  these  programs  among  agencies. 

Mr.  Reui'ter.  This  is  true,  but  the  State  department  of  health  in 
each  State,  ivhich  in  most  cases  is  the  agency  handling  the  pollution 
problem,  could — ^and  do — control  this.  It  is  true  that  there  are  different 
])rocedures  and  different  requirements  for  rui-al  and  for  urban,  but  the 
deiiartment  of  health  could  control  the  situation  as  to  what  the 
requirements  would  be  in  a  rui’a!  and  wliat  they  would  be  in  an  ui’ban 
situation. 

Senator  Baker.  I  think  Ave  are  really  com-erned  more  Avith  estab¬ 
lishment  of  priorities  for  participation  of  available  resources,  rural 
A’ersus  urban,  than  Ave  are  AAUth,  for  instance,  the  form  of  contract  for 
the  engineer  or  the  quality  of  the  pipe  or  the  Avail  thickness  in  the 
construction. 

Mr.  Reutter.  This  is  true.  But,  is  it  not  a  fact  that  the  State  depart¬ 
ment  of  health,  on  the  scene,  has  the  complete  records  of  various  com¬ 
munities  and  Avould  be  in  a  better  position  to  determine  Avhat  respective 
imiorities  aa'OuIcI  be  ? 

Senator  Baker.  I  am  not  sure,  and  that  is  Avh}'  I  inquire.  But,  as 
I  say,  there  are  mixed  equities  in  these  considerations.  I  reiterate  that 
I  feel,  as  I  believe  the  chairman  feels,  that  there  are  economic  ad- 
A’antages  to  consolidation,  but  I  Avould  hate  to  see  that  consolidation 
resTilt  in  substantial  elimination  for  the  opportunity  of  either  urban 
or  rural  or  midpopulation  areas  to  receive  their  particular  attention 
and  their  requirements  to  meet  their  particular  special  circumstances. 

Senator  Muskie.  Well,  gentlemen,  thank  you  very  much  for  your 
testimony.  Your  pi-ofessions  are  very  much  a  part  of  our  concern,  and 
I  hope  that  Ave  have  a  little  marriage  betAveen  the  ])rivate  sectoi-  and 
the  public  sector. 
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Mr.  Riarn’ER  Thank  you,  sir. 

Senator  Mitskie.  Our  next  witness  tliis  inorning  is  iVIr.  Matt  Triggs, 
legislative  director  of  the  American  Farm  Ihireau  Federation. 

TESTIMONY  OF  MATT  TRIGGS,  ASSISTANT  LEGISLATIVE  DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN  FARM  BUREAU  FEDERATION 

iNIr.  Triggs.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Senator  Baker.  It  is 
a  ])leasure  to  appear  before  the  subcommittee  once  again. 

The  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation  welcomes  the  opportunity  to 
present  our  views  to  the  bill. 

This  bill  contains  many  provisions  of  no  direct  significance  to 
farmers  or  with  respect  to  which  we  have  no  policy  position. 

We  will  limit  our  testimony  to  the  question  of  i-elocation  payments 
in  title  VIII  and  to  the  uniform  land  acquisition  policy  in  title  IX. 

At  the  last  annual  meeting  of  the  American  Farm  Bui*eau  Federa¬ 
tion,  the  official  voting  delegates  of  the  member  State  farm  bui’eaus 
approved  the  following  policy  position : 

Federal  land  acquisition  statutes  should  be  revised  to  provide  more  equitable 
severance  damage  compensation  and  adequate  resettlement  costs. 

The  appraised  value  *  *  *  should  be  made  available  to  the  proi>erty  owner 
during  the  initial  phase  of  negotiation  for  purchase. 

Individual  private  parties  *  *  *  often  find  that  their  efforts  to  .seek  relief 
in  the  Federal  Courts  seriously  delay  equitable  settlement  and  are  often  ex¬ 
ceedingly  expensive.  We  support  establishment  of  a  civilian  Review  Board, 
independent  of  government  agencies,  to  which  property  owners  could  appeal 
condemnation  decisions  before  proceeding  in  the  Courts. 

TITLE  VIII,  REI,OCATIO]Sr  PAYMEX^TS 

We  support  the  provisions  of  section  801-806  inclusive,  relating 
to  relocation  allowances  to  landowners  Avhose  land  is  acquired  for  a 
Federal  purpose. 

IVe  believe  the  amounts  proposed  are  reasonable,  and  certainly  not 
excessive  and  provide  no  more  than  equitable  treatment  to  those,  re¬ 
quired  to  move  as  a  result  of  Federal  land  acquisition. 

LEGISLATION  TO  SO  PROVIDE  IS  LONG  OVTiRDUE 

We  suggest  for  the  consideration  of  the  committee  that  the  follow¬ 
ing  concept  be  added  to  the  purpose  of  the  act  at  line  6,  section  801 
(p.  33)  and  at  line  22,  section  805(a)  (1),  (p.  41)  : 

*  *  *  and  to  so  far  a.s  practical  leave  such  persons  not  worse  off  economically 
than  they  were  before  being  displaced.. 

IVe  understand  that  section  802(a)  would  be  applicable  to  farmers 
as  to  other  landowners. 

We  raise  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  farmers  would  be  eligible 
for  a  relocation  allowance  under  section  802  (b) .  F or  example,  a  farmer 
may  own  a  fruit  or  vegetable  packing  shed,  or  a  cotton  gin,  or  a 
grain  dryer,  or  a  livestock  feeding  yard,  or  storage  or  processing  fa¬ 
cilities  which  may  be  taken  as  a  result  of  a  Federal  program.  We  under¬ 
stand  that  if  he  otfere  “services  to  the  public'’  that  under  the  definition 
of  a  business  in  section  114  that  he  would  be  eligible  under  section 
802(b).  But  in  many  cases  the  farmer’s  costs  associated  with  the  taking 


of  his  property  would  not  be  substantially  different  whether  he  pro¬ 
vides  a  service  to  the  public  or  handles  only  his  own  produce.  It  would 
ap})ear  the  treatment  pi-ovidetl  should  be  comparable. 

^Ve  undei'Stand  that  a  farmer  who  discontinues  a  farm  operation  as 
the  result  of  the  taking  is  eli foible  for  a  relocation  allowance  under 
section  802 (d)  if  the  remainder  property  is  no  longer  an  economic 
unit;  and  that  if  his  dwelling  is  taken  he  is  also  eligible  for  a  relocation 
allowance  under  section  802(c).  If  this  is  not  clear  we  would  s\iggost 
t  hat  the  matter  be  clarihed  by  the  legislati  ve  history. 

"We  should  note  in  this  connection  that  a  farmer  who  is  forced  to 
discontinue  a  farm  operation  is  frequently  faced  with  substantial  but 
diilicult  to  determine  costs.  He  may  have  to  sell  his  machinery  and 
equipment  at  a  loss  because  they  are  not  adaptable  to  the  fann  he  has 
ac(pured,  or  because  he  has  not  been  able  to  locate  another  farm  suit¬ 
able  for  his  purpose.s  and  his  finances.  His  new  farm  may  be  located  at 
a  considerable  tlistance  from  the  farm  from  which  he  is  dispo.ssessed, 
thus  necessitating  the  development  of  new  marketing  outlets.  He  may 
have  to  sell  his  stocks  or  grain,  or  breeding  or  feeding  livestock  at 
“forced  sale.”  His  operations  for  a  year  may  be  disrupted  because  he 
is  imable  to  acquire  a  f  aim  prior  to  planting  time. 

In  some  cases  he  may  lose  a  crop  or  not  plant  one  on  the  farm  from 
Avhich  he  is  being  dispossessed,  because  negotiations  are  underway  and 
the  time  of  settlement  uncertain.  Since  average  prices  of  farmland 
have  been  increasing  6  to  8  percent  in  each  of  recent  years,  if  the 
farmer  is  unable  to  locate  a  replacement  faim  promptly,  the  amount 
received  for  compensation  may  be  inadequate  to  purchase  a  compara¬ 
ble  farm. 

These  costs  are  separate  and  distinct  from  those  involved  in  moving 
from  one  dwelling  to  another. 

We  understand  that  an  elderly  or  handicapped  farmer  who  decided 
not  to  continue  farming  when  his  faim  is  taken  would  lie  eligible 
for  the  allowance  provided  by  section  802(e) . 

ON"  UNIFORM  RAND  ACQUISITION  POLICY 

We  strongly  endorse  the  provisions  of  title  IX  relating  to  land 
acquisition  procedures. 

Feiv  activities  of  Federal  agencies  have  created  more  ill-feeling 
among  farmers  than  the  land  acquisition  practices  of  some  agencies. 

The  factual  situation  reported  by  the  House  Committee  on  Public 
Works  “Study  of  Comjiensation  and  Assistance  for  Persons  Affected 
by  Real  Property  Acquisition  in  Federal  and  Federally  Assisted  Pro¬ 
grams,”  Committee  Print  Xo.  31,  88th  Congress,  reflects  an  amazing 
and,  in  our  view,  intolerable  situation. 

The  committee  report  indicates  that  in  34,422  purchases  by  De¬ 
fense  Department  agencies,  the  agency's  initial  offering  was  less  than 
the  agency-approved  appraisal  in  24,877  cases,  and  property  was  ac¬ 
tually  purchased  for  less  than  the  approved  ap])raisal  value  in  7,897 
cases. 

The  report  further  indicates  that,  in  10,290  purchases  by  Interior 
Department  agencies,  less  than  the  appraised  value  was  offered  in  804 
ca.«es  and  less  than  the  appraised  value  was  jiaid  in  053  cases. 

It  appears  to  us  that  title  IX  has  been  drafted  very  carefully,  and 
if  enacted  will  accomplish  the  desired  purposes  as  set  forth  in  section 
901(a). 
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We  recommend  that  there  be  included  in  tlie  _<!;uiding  policies  in  sec¬ 
tion  901(a)  the  following; 

The  head  of  a  Federal  agency  should  so  far  as  practical  endeavor  to  so  ad¬ 
minister  this  Title  that  i^ereons  whose  land  is  acquired  shall  not  l>e  worse  off 
economically  than  they  were  before  the  land  is  acquired. 

We  al.so  recoimnend  for  the  consideration  of  the  committee  that  at 
the  end  of  line  2,  page  50,  the  words  “and  shall  he  [)rovided  a  copy  of 
the  appraiser’s  report”  Ite  added. 

In  view  of  the  tremendous  disparity  of  bargaining  power  between 
the  Federal  Government  and  a  small  landowner,  it  does  not  appear  to 
us  that  the  Federal  Government  should  deal  with  its  citizens  “at  arms 
length”  but  should  make  such  information  available  to  citizens  as 
may  assist  them  to  reach  a  sound  conclusion  concerning  the  alterna- 
t  ives  available  to  them. 

It  would  appear  that  this  would  helj),  that  is,  providing  the  owner  a 
cojjy  of  the  report,  to  accomplish  the  objectives  of  title  IX  to  further 
“amicable  agreements  with  owners,  to  relieve  congestion  in  the  courts, 
to  assure  consistent  treatment  for  owners  in  the  many  Federal  agen¬ 
cies,  and  to  promote  public  confidence  in  Federal  land  acquisition 
practices  .  .  .” 

As  indicated  in  our  above  quoted  policy  statement,  we  favor  the 
establishment  of  an  independent  review  board  to  give  consideration  to 
the  amount  of  compensation  to  be  awarded  a  landowner. 

No  matter  how  carefully  a  statute  or  regulations  to  implement  a 
statute  are  drawn,  it  is  not  possible  to  eliminate  a  substantial  measure 
of  personal  judgment  in  application  of  such  statute  or  regulations.  It 
would  appear  that  such  determinations  may  be  made  most  objectively 
by  an  independent  body  not  identified  with  the  specific  project.  We 
believe  that  the  creation  of  an  independent  review  board  would  result 
in  a  substantial  contribution  to  accomplishing  the  objectives  of  the 
dfitle  that  is  to  encourage  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  amical 
agreement  with  owners,  (2)  to  assure  consistent  treatment,  and  (3) 
to  promote  public  confidence  in  Federal  land  acquisition  practices. 

We  appreciate  the  fact  that  the  committee  is  giving  such  careful 
consideration  to  this  important  issue  and  thank  the  committee  for  the 
opportunity  to  present  our  views. 

►Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  A’cry  much,  Mr.  Triggs,  for  your 
thoughtful  and  helpful  statement.  It  contains  no  suggestions  for  the 
compensation  of  the  displaced  farmer  in  section  802(d).  At  least  I  do 
not  recall  that  you  did. 

Mr.  Triggs.  We  did  in  the  fourth  paragraph  on  l)age  2,  802(d).  We 
understand  that  a  farmer  who  discontinues  a  farm  operation  as  a 
result  of  the  taking,  is  eligible  for  a  relocation  2)avment  under  section 
802(d). 

Senator  INIuskie.  And  you  think  that  section  802(d)  is  adequate? 

Mr.  Triggs.  Well,  let  me  say  it  w’ould  be  a  vast  inijirovement.  There 
would  still  be  cases  where,  for  reasons  jieculiar  to  the  economic  situ¬ 
ation  of  a  jiarticular  farmer,  that  he  still  would  be  worse  oft'  as  a  result 
of  the  [layment  than  before  the  land  was  taken,  and,  therefore,  we 
would  hojie  that  the  conce^it  that  the  landowner  should  not  be  worse 
off  than  before  the  taking  would  be  incorporated  in  the  language  of 
the  bill;  recognizing  that  it  will  not  correct  every  situation  either,  but 
that  it  will  give  a  statutory  guidance  to  the  President  in  develojiing 
the  regulations  under  section  802(a)  and  to  otherwise  guide  agencies 
in  the  administration  of  the  act. 
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Senator  ^Muskie.  You  understand  that  tlie  tcclini(iue  of  the  bill  is 
re[)reseiited  by  section  802(a)  and  section  802(d)  ? 

Mr.  Trioos.  Yes. 

Senator  Muskie.  lie  can  get  the  full  relocation  cost  to  the  extent 
That  his  claim  is  fair  and  reasonable,  bnt  in  lieu  of  proving  the  actual 
cost  he  can  accept  $1,000  under  section  802(d).  You  understand  that  ^ 
For  that  reason,  did  you  siTggest  the  language  that  you  proposed:  is 
that  right? 

Mr.  TiaoGS.  Well,  yes.  We  think  that  this  concept  to  leave  pei'sons 
not  worse  off  economically  ought  to  be  part  of  the  statutory  direction 
to  the  Pi-esident,  actually,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  of  course,  in 
drafting  the  regulations  under  section  802(a) . 

Senator  jMuskie.  I  think  that  neither  Senator  Baker  nor  I  would 
((uai'rel  with  that  concept.  I  think  the  way  we  phrase  it  is  that  anyone 
who  is  disjilaced  by  Government  programs  ought  to  be  made  whole. 

Mr.  Tuioos.  The  same  principle. 

Senator  Muskie.  But,  it  is  one  thing  to  agree  with  a  concept  and 
another  thing  to  imiilement  it  sometimes,  and  I  do  appreciate  your 
suggestions  this  morning. 

Senator  Baker  ? 

Senator  Baker.  I  have  no  questions,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  think  that 
it  is  a  good  statement,  and  well  presented. 

Mr.  Triogs.  Thank  you.  Senator. 

Senator  Muskie.  Our  next  witness  this  morning  is  Joseph  L.  IMiller, 
legislative  representative  of  the  Xational  Park  Association. 

IMr.  IMiller. 

TESTIMONY  OF  JOSEPH  L.  MILLER,  LEGISLATIVE  REPRESENTA¬ 
TIVE,  NATIONAL  PARKING  ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Milker.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  are  seeing  me  with  a  dilferent  coat 
on  than  usual  this  morning.  IMy  textile  one  is  back  in  my  office. 

IMr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Joseph  L.  INIiller ;  I  am  legislative  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  Xational  Parking  Association.  My  addre.ss  is  81o  17th 
.Street,  lYashington,  D.C.  (20006).  The  private  operators  of  offstreet 
parking  facilities  are  extremely  interested  in  title  Y  of  the  bill  liefore 
you  since  they  feel  that  they  have  been  victimized  by  a  back  door  raid 
on  the  Federal  Treasury  that  is  costing  the  Government  millions  e\  ery 
year.  Here  is  how  it  woi’ks : 

IVhen  the  Congress  approv  ed  the  Housing  and  Urban  Renewal  Act 
of  1048,  it  was  clecided  that  the  Federal  Goveiannent  should  put  up 
two-thirds  of  the  cost  of  downtown  urban  renewal  projects,  while  the 
municipalities  involved  should  put  up  one-third.  The  act  then  per¬ 
mitted  the  municipalities  to  offset  certain  redevelopment  costs  against 
their  one-third — costs  of  sewers,  streets,  and  the  like.  But  the  act 
specifically  forbade  offsets  for  self-amortizing  projects,  public  utilities, 
and  municipal  housing. 

Sometime  before.  1!}62,  however,  the  Urban  Renewal  Adnunistration 
(now  part  of  HUD)  began  to  allow  municipal  offsets  for  self- 
amortizing  public  parking  facilities.  In  that  year,  1962,  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  called  the  attention  of  Congress  to  this  practice  and 
suggested  remedial  legislation.  Xothing  has  been  done  about  it,  and 
the  practice  has  grown  apace. 
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borne  inmiicij)alities  liave  avoided  any  contribution  to  downtown  re¬ 
newal  projects  by  selling  bonds  to  build  a  public  parking  facility  at  a 
cost  equal  to  the  entire  inunicipal  share.  In  other  words,  the  Federal 
Government  bears  the  entire  cost  of  these  downtown  renewal  projects, 
certainly  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the  law.  5Ve  have  never  been  al)le 
to  find  put  from  HUD  either  how  many  of  these  so-called  municipal 
grants-in-aid  for  parking  facilities  have  been  allowed  or  how  much 
tney  amount  to  in  money.  We  have  gotten  our  information  from  local 
iiewspaiDer  clippings. 

As  we  read  title  V,  of  the  bill  before  you,  this  would  have  to  be 
brought  into  the  open  by  continuing  studies  and  reports,  both  by  this 
committee  and  by  the  Comptroller  General.  We  certainly  are  all  for 
that. 

Also,  Ave  hope  this  is  not  to  be  construed  as  opposition  to  public 
parking,  only  as  o^^position  to  Federal  subsidies  for  public  parking. 
Public  parking,  we  believe,  is  an  issue  that  should  be  resolved  by  the 
various  municipalities,  and  not  promoted  by  HUD’s  generosity. 

5\  ith  your  permission,  I  avouIcI  like  to  incorporate  in  this  statement, 
by  reference  only,  a  longer  statement  on  this  subject  by  Louis  E. 
]\Ieyers,  of  Meyers  Bros.  Parking  Systems,  XeAv  York  City.  He  is  also 
vire  president  of  our  association.  The  statement  can  be  found  at  page 
847  of  the  Senate  Banking  Committee's  hearings  on  current  Housing 
and  F^rban  Development  legislation. 

And  I  Avould  also  like  to  say.  Senator  Muskie,  that  last  year  when  you 
unfortunately  could  not  be  there,  Mr.  Abraham  IjeiboAA'itz,  one  of  your 
Portland,  Marne,  operators  of  private  parking  facilities,  gave  a  very 
similar  statement  to  Mr.  Meyers  last  fall  before  the  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  Committee.  Nothing  has  come  of  either. 

If  you  have  any  questions  I  will  be  glad  to  attempt  to  answer  them. 

Senator  IMtjskie.  Yes,  I  understand  your  concern  about  this  prob¬ 
lem,  but  I  do  not  think  it  has  any  relevance  in  this  legislation.  I  think 
the  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  is  the  appropriate  committee. 

Mr.  Miller.  Senator,  only,  as  I  sa}".  Senator,  only  in  title  V  it  seems 
to  require  a  continuing  study  and  repoid  on  all  of  these  grants-in-aid  to 
this  committee  and  to  the  Congress  as  a  whole. 

Now,  Ave  have  neA^er  been  able  to  find  out  how  many  of  these  there 
are,  Avhere  they  are,  or  how  much  thej^  amount  to,  which  had  it  been 
aA’ailable  would  haA’^e  been  a  Amluable  addition  to  the  case  we  Avould 
like  to  make. 

Senator  Muskie.  IVell,  if  title  V  of  this  bill  is  enacted  in  its  present 
form,  it  would  require  the  continuing  revieAV,  but  that  revicAv  would 
not  be  done  bv  this  subcommittee.  It  AA’ould  be  done  by  tlie  Comptroller 
General  and  by  the  appropriate  legislatii’e  committee.  So,  the  Banking 
and  Currency  Committee  again  would  be  trusted  Avith  that  responsi¬ 
bility,  and  also  the  Comptroller  General. 

i\fr.  Miller.  'Wherever  it  comes  from  or  to,  Ave  would  just  like  the 
facts  and  figures. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  INIuskie.  We  greatly  ajipreciate  your  making  the  point,  and 
it  is  most  appropriate  that  it  be  in  the  record  of  this  hearing. 

iNFr.  Miller.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Senator  Muskib.  I  note  that  IMr.  Benton  Stalling,  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Chapter  of  the  Federal  Bar  Association,  and  chairman  of  the 
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Council  on  Community  Aftairs,  is  here  and  has  offered  to  provide  the 
committee  at  a  later  date  with  any  assistance  which  it  may  desire  affect¬ 
ing  titles  A  II,  \III,  and  IX.  We  appreciate  your  offer  and  hope  we 
may  take  advantage  of  it. 

Our  ne.\t  witness,  and  I  gather  our  last  witness  of  the  moniing,  is  Mr. 
Harry  L.  Graham,  legislative  representative  of  the  Xational  Grange. 

Is  Mr.  Graham  here? 

If  ^Ir.  Graham  is  not  here,  that  completes  our  witnesses  for  the  morn¬ 
ing.  We  have  tried  to  get  our  afternoon  witnesses,  but  we  have  not  been 
able  to  contact  them.  We  hoped  that  they  might  be  here  this  morning, 
but  since  we  have  not  had  success  in  that  respect,  the  committee  will 
stand  in  recess  until  2 :30  this  afternoon. 

(Whereupon,  at  11 :15  a.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  recessed,  to  recon¬ 
vene  at  2 :30  p.m.,  this  same  day.) 

afterxoox  session 

Senator  Baker.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

Let  me  first  apologize  to  the  witnesses  for  being  late  in  arrival.  I  hope 
it  hasn’t  unduly  inconvenienced  you. 

We  welcome  you  to  the  committee,  Mr.  Libby,  Mr.  Goralnick,  and 
l\fr.  Akerson. 

Would  you  like  to  proceed  ? 

TESTIMONY  OF  THEODOEE  LIBBY,  REPUBLIC  PIPE  &  SUPPLY  CO., 

AND  JAMES  GORALNICK,  PREMIER  PACKING  CO.,  REPRESENT¬ 
ING  THE  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE.  ROXBURY,  MASS.;  AND 

CHARLES  AKERSON,  NORDBLOM  CO.,  BOSTON,  MASS. 

Mr.  Libby.  The  order  in  which  you  just  read  them  will  be  fine,  sir. 

Senator  Baker.  You  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Libby.  I  am  here  representing  the  Roxbury,  Mass.,  Chamber  of 
Commerce,  with  Mr.  Goralnick.  INIr.  Goralnick  is  president  of  the  Pre¬ 
mier  Packing  Co.  in  Roxbury. 

IVe  do  not  object  to  j^rogress — we  do  object  to  the  losses  caused  by 
that  progress  for  which  there  is  none,  or  inadequate  compensation. 
These  losses  take  several  forms. 

First — when  Ave,  who  are  in  business,  are  notified  of  a  proposed 
taking,  we  take  valuable  time  from  our  business  and  spend  much 
money  on  the  search  for  new  quarters.  We  also  incur  additional 
expenses  caused  by  the  delay  between  conception  and  execution.  For 
example,  our  fii-m  held  a  plot  of  land  for  2  years  at  a  cost  of  $22,000  a 
year  while  Avaiting  for  a  final  taking.  For  this  we  cannot  ask  reim¬ 
bursement.  M.  BroAvn  and  Co.,  another  Roxbury  firm,  held  tAvo  build¬ 
ings  similarly  for  OA^er  a  year.  They,  too,  get  no  redress  for  this  double 
expense. 

Secondly,  Ave,  who  are  in  the  path  of  a  higliAvay,  are  alloAved  a  maxi¬ 
mum  of  $3,000  by  the  department  of  public  Avorks  for  moA^ing  expenses. 
Pet,  the  Boston  RedeA^elopment  Authority  Avho  did  alloAv  a  maximum 
af  $25,000,  noAv  giA^es  full  reparation.  Avhi'le  at  the  XASA  site  in  Cam- 
aridge.  Mass.,  full,  and  unlimited  repayment  of  all  relocation  expenses 
have  been  alloAved  from  the  beginning  of  the  project. 
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A  perfect  example,  of  this  inequity  is  Tremont  Street  in  Eoxhnrv, 
INIass.  This  street  divides  land  being  taken  for  highn-ay  from  land 
being  taken  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority.  West  side  of 
street  evictees  a.re  allowed  $3,000  for  moving,  those  on  the  east  side.i 
$25,000.  Yet,  $25,000  is  often  not  enough.  Bills  for  our  firm  total 
$49,000  for  moving  material  alone,  not  reerecting  shelves,  racks,  et 
cetera.  This  is  certainly  as  much  a  part  of  the  cost  of  a  highway,  as  is 
the  cost  of  steel  and  concrete.  If  a  highway  is  financed  90  percent  by 
Federal  funds,  and  10  percent  by  State  functs,  then  moving  costs  should 
be  met  in  the  same  manner — 90  percent  by  the  Federal  Government, 
and  10  percent  by  the  State.  This  should  be  a  specific  part  of  the  high¬ 
way  grant.  There  is  no  limit  put  on  the  value  of  a  building — how  can 
there  be  a  limit  put  on  the  value  of  a  move  ? 

Thirdly — relocation  assistance  should  include  the  replacement  cost 
of  a  plant,  rather  than  market  value.  INIarket  value  at  best  is  an  aihi- 
trary  figure — since  buildings  are  not  up  for  sale.  The  only  fair  method 
is  replacement  costs,  and  this  amount  can  be  readily  determined,  either 
by  the  actual  expenditure  made  for  a  new  building,  or  by  the  known 
square  foot  constructions  costs  in  the  area. 

We  who  have  been  doing  business  from  a  specific  location  for  many 
years,  in  our  case  43,  should  be  entitled  to  a  like  amount  of  space  in  a 
i-easonably  similar  location  where  we  can  continue  our  business;  in  a 
retail  section  if  we  are  retailers,  in  a  wholesale  section  if  we  are  whole¬ 
salers,  or  in  a  good  labor  section,  if  we  are  maniifacturers — all  without 
additional  cost  to  ourselves.  These  expenses  of  acquiring  like  facilities 
are  part  of  the  highway  cost.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  no  new  location  can 
be  equal  to  an  old  established  one,  and  this  is  a  loss  for  which  there  can 
be  no  reimbursement. 

As  fxirther  assistance,  those  businesses  displaced  should  be  given 
first  consideration  to  acquire  Redevelopment  Authority  land,  or  other 
available  land  near  their  displaced  businesses.  For  examjxle,  we,  in 
Boston,  victims  of  the  Inner-Belt  Highway  and  Interstate  95  acquisi¬ 
tions,  should  have  been  given  first  consideration  for  Boston  Redevelo])- 
ment  Authority  land.  There  is  much  talk  about  encouraging  business 
to  move  into  areas  of  high  unemployment,  we  are  leaving  one.  We 
would  have  preferred  to  stay  in  the  Roxbury,  South  End  area,  but 
were  given  no  consideration  for  available  land.  Certainly  our  situation 
is  one  repeated  hundreds  of  times  throughout  the  urban  areas  of  our 
country — just  as  many  jobs  are  being  removed  from  much  needed  areas 
in  Los  Angeles  and  Boston,  as  in  Miami  and  Seattle,  all  for  lack  of 
coordination  and  cooperation. 

AVe  are  being  as  cooperative  as  possible.  We  appreciate  the  need  for 
highway  and  redevelopment  projects,  but  we  should  not  be  asked  to 
bear  more  than  our  proportionate  share  of  the  burden.  Each  taxpayer 
pays  a  part;  but  we,  who  are  not  totally  reimbursed  for  expenses  and 
losses,  are  being  ask  to  pay  a  disproportionate  share  of  the  project, 
beyond  what  our  tax  portion  would  be.  Thank  you  for  your  courtes}’. 
Mr.  Goralnick  and  I,  as  representatives  of  the  Roxbury,  Mass.  Cham¬ 
ber  of  Commerce,  are  deeply  appreciative  of  your  concern,  not  only  for 
ourselves,  but  for  all  those  affected  by  higliway  and  redevelopment 
programs. 

Senator  Baker.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  wonder  if  it  might  be  in 
order  for  the  witnesses  to  continue  with  their  statements  before  I  start 
with  a  few  questions  that  may  occur  to  me  ? 
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;Mr.  Lirby.  Yes.  Mr.  Goralnick. 

Mr.  Goiulnick.  I  realize  that  you  don't  have  much  time  so  I  won’t 
tiy  to  prolong  this. 

I  am  treasurer  of  the  Koxbury  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  we  have 
approximately  4G0  members  consisting  of  industrial  and  business 
firms  located  in  an  underdeveloped  area  where  unemployment  is  a 
great  factor. 

Most  of  our  finns  employ  a  large  percentage  of  these  underprivileged 
people  who  are  mainly  coloi'ed.  If  these  firms  are  not  given  sufficient 
consideration  and  help  to  remain  in  this  area,  the  unemployment  situa¬ 
tion  will  worsen.  It  is  extremely  important  that  business  and  industry 
remain  in  this  area  and  even  be  helped  to  expand  in  order  to  create 
more  jobs  in  aii  area  that  needs  it  very  badly.  By  giving  us  the  o})por- 
tunity  to  remain  and  to  expand  in  this  area,  it  is  conceivable  that  it  may 
attract  other  business  firms  to  move  here  also,  thereby  helping  to 
eliminate  to  a  great  extent  the  unemployment  situation. 

Certain  consideration  should  be  given  to  all  these  businesses  that  are 
asked  to  relocate.  That  would  be  assistance  in  relocation,  given  sulli- 
cient  time  to  move.  We  shoiild  be  paid  100  percent  for  moving  expenses 
and  not  be  penalized  because  we  are  willing  to  relocate. 

Consideration  should  be  given  for  the  time  that  we  spend  in  looking 
for  new  areas  and  assistance  in  obtaming  financing. 

Pro})erty  should  be  v  alued  at  replacement  cost.  Consideration  should 
be  gi\’en  to  owners  of  property  who  lose  tenants  when  news  of  taking 
is  first  made  knoAvn,  and  many  times  se\  eral  years  can  xjass  before  an 
actual  taking  takes  jAlace. 

It  is  certainly  not  the  intent  of  the  Government  to  create  any  hai'd- 
shif)s  for  any  of  us  citizens,  but  rather  to  treat  everyone  fairly,  and  if 
some  of  these  factors  are  included,  1  believe  everyone  would  be  treated 
fairly. 

Thank  you  very  much.  Senator. 

Senator  Baker.  Thank  you  I'ery  much,  iMr.  Goralnick. 

Mr.  Akerson. 

Mr.  Akersox.  Senator  Baker,  I  am  here  as  an  individual,  as  an  in- 
de|)endent  real  estate  counselor  and  a[>xn-aiser  at  the  request  of  Senator 
Brooke. 

I  have  xirexiared  a  statement  which  1  would  like  to  file  with  your 
committee.  To  save  time  1  will  summarize  my  xiosition  and  volunteer 
to  otfer  my  services  to  your  stall'. 

iNIr.  Akerson.  Briefly,  I  am  in  favor  of  the  Muskie  bill  as  it  is  writ¬ 
ten.  I  have  suggested  three  minor  I'evisions  Avhich  in  my  oximion  would 
improve  the  bill.  I  think  that  there  are  glaring  inequities  in  the  State 
of  Massachusetts. 

I  have  just  come  back  from  a  meeting  in  Chicago  Avith  other  real' 
estate  peojjle,  and  find  that  the  same  inequities  exist  across  the  country, 

1  think  the  Muskie  bill,  as  it  is  Avritten,  does  a  A^eiy-  good  job  of  being 
nearly  xAerfect. 

The  biggest  problem  that  Ave  are  all  aAvare  of  in  Massachusetts,  and 
just  Avaiting  on  the  edges  of  our  chaii-s  for  an  ansAver  is  the  diti'erence 
in  relocation  payments.  I  helped  to  administer,  as  a  consultant  to  the 
Cambridge  EedeA^elopment  Authority,  the  relocation  payments  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  advice  to  businesses  in  relocating.  We  have  funds  to  work 
Avith.  IVe  liaA'e  x:)aid  claims  as  high  as  a  half  million  dollars,  and  yet 
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fit  tlie  same  time  I  am  retained  by  the  I^epartmeiit  of  Public  Works  on 
aiDpraisal  contracts,  and  the  displaced  businesses  that  I  appraise  are 
allowed  only  a  maximum  of  $3,000.  These  two  gentlemen  represent  this 
group.  This  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  1  must  testify  sejiai’ately,  because 
1  have  been  retained  by  public  agencies.  But  1  offer  my  services  to  your 
committee,  and  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify. 

Senator  Baker.  Mr.  Akereon,  thank  you  very  much. 

I  would  like  to  address  these  questions  to  the  three  of  you  and  ask 
either  or  all  of  you  to  reply. 

There  are  one  or  two  that  I  would  like  to  especially  clarify  for  my 
jjurposes  and  for  the  record.  They  occurred  in  the  course  of  "Mr.  Lib¬ 
by's  testimony  and  were  taken  up  by  each  of  you  in  sequence. 

To  begin  with,  you  feel,  and  I  really  believe  most  people  may  share 
your  feeling,  that  fair  cash  market  value  directly  does  not  approximate 
actual  compensation  or  does  not  permit  someone  from  being  less  than 
whole  after  the  forceful  taking. 

I  wonder,  however,  if  the  replacement  cost  test  as  used  by  you,  Mr. 
Libby,  has  worked  and  whether  or  not  it  might  not  entail  some  elements 
of  enrichment,  and  whether  or  not  it  might  not  be  better  described  as 
the  cost  of  a  comparable  facility  in  a  comparable  location,  rather  than 
replacement  cost,  which  implies  the  building  of  a  new  structure. 

Mr.  Libby.  Yes,  Senator,  I  too  had  my  reservations,  and  in  the  course 
of  my  remarks  I  think  I  clarified  it  when  I  said  we  should  be  entitled  to 
a  like  amount  of  space  in  a  reasonably  similar  location. 

Senator  Baker.  Does  this  meet  the  requirements  of  replacement  cost 
as  you  mean  it  to  imply  ? 

Mr.  Libby.  Well,  sir,  it  has  been  my  experience  that  the  offering  of  a 
fair  market  value  for  the  property  which  we  occupy  now  does  not 
enable  us  to  acquire  reasonably  similar  facilities  in  which  to  conduct 
our  business. 

You  see,  perhaps  we  get  complacent,  having  been  in  one  space  for  43 
years,  and  we  get  accustomed  to  the  inefficiencies,  et  cetera,  of  it  and  we 
have  learned  to  live  with  these  buildings.  But  Avhen  we  move,  and  we 
are  given  compensation  on  the  basis  of  market  value  of  that  facility, 
we  are  not  adequately  enabled  to  acquire  like  facilities.  Senator. 

Senator  Baker.  Are  you  willing,  then,  for  the  interpretation  of  re¬ 
placement  cost  to  imply  replacement  with  a  similar  facility  of  similar 
age  and  of  similar  quality  ? 

Mr.  Libby.  Yes,  sir.  We  are  not  entitled  to  1  cent  more  than  that,  sir. 
We  don’t  want  anything  to  which  we  are  not  entitled. 

Senator  Baker.  Together,  of  course,  with  reimbursement  for  the 
actual  cost  of  moving,  I  take  it,  without  regard  to  the  amount  of  that 
cost  ? 

]\Ir.  Libby.  I  think  that  that  must  be  limitless,  sir. 

Mr.  Akersok.  May  I  ask  a  question,  Senator  Baker  ? 

Senator  Baker.  By  all  means,  ]\Ir.  Akerson. 

]\Ir.  Akerson.  My  interpretation  of  the  Muskie  bill  as  it  is  written 
now  is  that  if  passed,  relocation  payments  that  would  be  contested  by  a 
claimant  could  l>e  taken  into  a  Federal  District  Court,  and  that  hereto¬ 
fore  in  any  grant  type  of  relocation  payment,  this  opportunity  has  been 
denied  the  claimant. 

Senator  Baker.  Essentially,  as  I  understand  it,  the  thnist  of  the  bill 
before  the  committee  would  be  to  make  relocation  cost  a  part  of  com¬ 
pensable  damage  as  any  other  element. 
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]Mr.  Akerson.  Right.  This  is  an  extremely  far-reaching  part  of  tlie 
hill,  Init  1  tincl  that  many  people  are  not  aware  of  it.  I  have  been  in  the 
position  of  being  the  tinal  judge  and  authority  on  some  of  these  reloca¬ 
tion  payments,  and  it  is  not  as  pleasant  a  position  as  some  people  might 
t  hink.  1  would  welcome  the  avenue  of  going  into  district  court. 

Senator  Baker.  One  further  question,  if  1  may. 

On  page  2  of  your  statement,  Mr.  Libby,  you  make  the  proposal  that 
tlie  unlimited  costs  of  moving  “should  be  financed  90  percent  by  Federal 
funds  and  10  percent  by  State  funds.” 

This  is  as  in  interstate  highway  cases. 

The  proposal  in  the  bill  before  the  committee  proiddes  for  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  to  bear  the  first  $25,000  of  these  costs. 

Bo  you  take  issue  with  that?  Do  you  feel  that  the  90-10  formula  is 
more  appropriate  for  the  entire  cost  ? 

Mr.  Libby.  Yes,  sir.  I  say  that  that  is  just  as  much  a  cost  of  the 
highway  as  is  concrete  and  steel.  And  I  take  issue  with  my  friends  in 
the  Massachmsetts  government  administration  who  sit  back  compla¬ 
cently  and  wait  for  IVashington  to  pick  up  the  whole  tab.  Sir,  I  think 
you  are  being  overly  generous  and  unnecessarily  so.  I  think  if  you  have 
got  a  50-50  highway  bill  or  a  two-thirds-one-third  highway  bill  I  say, 
sir,  it  should  go  from  the  first  dollar  in  that  proportion. 

Senator  Baker.  Yes,  sir. 

iNIr.  Akersox.  I  will  have  to  give  another  point  of  view,  because  I 
am  familiar  with  what  the  public  agencies  in  Massachusetts  are  antic¬ 
ipating.  I  am  familiar  with  what  the  legislators  in  Massachusetts  are 
anticijiating.  My  forecast  would  be  that  if  legislation  comes  about 
that  would  require  a  contribution  or  a  sharing  of  the  first  $25,000,  that 
this  entire  program  will  be  delayed,  slowed  down.  We  will  need  new 
legislation.  "We  have  open-end  legislation  at  the  moment,  which  is 
simi)ly  waiting  for  Federal  legislation. 

1  am  sure  the  legislators  and  the  State  of  Massachusetts  are  ready 
to  share  beyond  $25,000,  but  the  general  feeling  is  that  the  Federal 
Government  has  poured  the  cement  in  the  $25,000  grant  for  the  firet 
$25,000,  in  what  they  have  done  with  hundreds  and  hundreds  of  busi¬ 
nesses,  thousands  I  shoidd  say  in  the  urban  renewal  program  in  Boston 
and  in  Cambridge,  in  Malden  and  in  many  other  communities. 

I  think  this  would  be  a  step  backward.  I  think  it  would  be  reneging 
on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Government.  I  think  it  is  impractical  and 
unrealistic. 

Senator  Baker.  I  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Akerson,  Mr.  Goralnick 
and  Mr.  Libby. 

May  I  say  this  in  the  interest  of  time  ?  I  would  like  to  invite  you 
to  elaborate  any  of  these  thoughts  with  the  staff  with  permission  that 
any  additional  comments  in  this  respect  may  be  included  in  the 
record. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

iMr.  Libby.  Thank  you,  sir. 

( Mr.  Akereon’s  complete  statement  follows :) 

Statement  bt  Charles  B.  Akerson 

At  the  request  of  Senator  Eclwarrl  W.  Brooke,  I  offer  the  following  testimony 
regarding  the  proposed  Muskle  bill  S.  698. 

I  submit  my  opinions  and  comments  as  an  individual  and  professional  real 
estate  counselor  experienced  in  matters  involving  the  relocation  of  business  con- 
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(•eras  displaced  by  federally  aided  programs.  Although  I  have  been  retained 
by  Imth  public  agencies  and  private  business  for  advice  and  assistance,  I  testify 
its  an  individuai  and  not  on  behalf  of  past  or  present  employers.  The  scope  of 
my  testimony  will  be  limited  to  ithose  portions  of  the  Bill  dealing  wnth  uniform 
reiocation  assistance  to  business  concerns.  An  outline  of  my  professional  quali¬ 
fications  and  experience  is  attached  to  this  statement. 

For  the  convenience  of  the  subcommittee,  my  testimony  will  be  presented  In 
summary  form.  If  the  subcommittee  desires  further  details,  I  am  prepared  to 
amplify  my  testimony  with  examples  and  explanations  based  on  actual  experience. 

SUMMARY 

In  my  opinion,  the  Muskie  biil  should  be  enacted  as  soon  as  possible  in  its 
present  form  or  with  minor  i*evisions.  I  believe  the  Subcommittee  should  consider 
the  following  points : 

Unreasonahle  limitations. — Without  the  Muskie  bill,  federally  aided  highway 
projects  in  Massachusetts  and  other  sections  of  the  coimtry  will  continue  with 
an  unreasonable  and  artificial  limit  on  relocation  payments.  A  Massachusetts 
business  displaced  by  a  federally  aided  highway  project  now  receives  a  maximum 
payment  of  $3,000  for  moving,  even  if  the  actual  moving  costs  are  $100,000.  The 
present  $3,000  ceiling  is  not  only  unfair  but  illogical.  Under  the  present  system,  the 
displaced  businesses  pay  their  share  of  taxes  to  support  the  highway  programs 
and  in  addition  they  are  forced  to  absorb  a  heavy  share  of  the  actual  costs 
involved. 

Unfair  treatment  of  business  concerns. — ^Without  the  Muskie  bill  hundreds  of 
business  concerns  in  the  Greater  Boston  area,  alone,  will  be  displaced  by  new 
federally  aided  highway  construction  without  full  com];>ensation  for  moving 
costs,  while  simultaneously,  neighboring  business  concerns  will  be  displaced 
by  federally  aided  urban  renewal  with  full  reimbursement  of  moving  costs. 

Unfair  treatment  of  public  servants. — Without  the  Muskie  bill,  the  Massachu¬ 
setts  Department  of  Public  Works  will  be  obliged  to  continue  the  unfair  and 
distasteful  practice  of  displacing  businesses  without  full  reimbursement  of 
moving  costs,  while  at  the  same  time,  local  urban  renewal  agencies  will  be  offering 
full  reimbursement  for  moving  costs  to  displaced  business  concerns. 

Unfair  treatment  of  employees  and  the  community  at  large. — Without  the 
Muskie  bill,  many  workers  will  be  forced  to  seek  new  employment  because  of 
business  failures  resulting  from  displacement  of  businesses  without  adequate 
compensation.  Also,  the  community  at  large  would  suffer  a  general  economic 
loss  for  every  business  failure  that  could  otherwise  have  been  prevented  by  fair, 
reasonable,  and  uniform  relocation  payments. 

Lack  of  avenue  of  appeal  in  current  programs. — Under  current  regulations 
covering  relocation  payments  in  either  highway  or  urban  renewal  projects,  a 
displaced  business  concern  cannot  contest  the  adequacy  or  the  fairness  of  a 
business  relocation  payment  in  any  court  of  law.  As  I  interpret  it,  the  Muskie 
bill  would  correct  this  inequity  and  allow  an  aggrieved  claimant  to  take  his 
case  to  a  United  States  district  court. 

Lack  of  flexibility  in  present  programs. — Current  regulations  encourage  dis¬ 
placed  businesses  to  move  obsolete  equipment  at  extravagant  cost  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  order  to  qualify  for  reimbursement  of  moving  costs,  whereas  the  Muskie 
bill  will  allow  a  displaced  business  to  install  new  equipment  at  the  new  location 
and  claim  the  reasonable  expenses  that  would  have  been  required  to  move  the 
old  equipment.  Under  present  regulations,  there  is  no  provision  for  advance  pay¬ 
ment  for  certain  relocation  costs,  whereas  the  Muskie  bill  would  allow  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  authorize  advance  payments  in  case  of  hardship. 

Recommended  revisions. — In  my  opinion,  the  Muskie  bill  should  be  subjected  to 
three  minor  revisions. 

Section  805(a)  (2)  (A)  provides  that  a  farm  operator  may  be  reimbursed  for 
reasonable  exp6n.ses  in  searching  for  a  replacement  farm.  I  suggest  that  the 
displaced  business  concern  be  given  the  same  benefits  extended  to  the  farm  opera¬ 
tor.  This  is  not  a  major  item,  but  the  distinction  between  the  farm  operator  and 
the  business  concern  does  not  seem  consistent  with  the  intent  of  the  bill. 

Section  805(a)  (2)  (B)  provides  that  a  business  may  install  new  equipment 
at  the  new  location  and  claim  an  amount  equal  to  the  reasonable  expense  that 
would  have  been  required  to  move  the  old  equipment.  The  cost  of  moving  old 
equipment  often  actually  exceeds  the  cost  of  a  new  installation  and  I  suggest 
that  in  these  cases  reimbursement  should  not  exceed  the  actual  cost  of  the  new 
installation. 
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Title  VIII,  I  do  not  find  any  specific  language  which  would  reciuire  a  Federal 
or  State  agency  to  publish  complete  information  regarding  the  availability 
fif  relocation  assistance.  It  has  been  my  experience  that  many  business  concerns 
are  deprived  of  available  benefits  because  of  an  inadequate  public  information 
program  and  I  suggest  that  the  bill  be  augmented  to  correct  this  weakness. 

Senator  Baker.  Miss  Bingham,  we  welcome  you  to  the  committee. 

1  apologize  to  you  as  I  did  to  the  other  gentlemen  for  being  late. 

STATEMENT  OF  MISS  JO  BINGHAM,  ASSISTANT  TO  THE  VICE  PKESI- 

DENT  OF  THE  GOVERNMENT  RELATIONS  DIVISION  OF  THE 

NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  MANUFACTURERS 

Miss  Bingham.  Thank  you  very  much. 

My  name  is  Jo  Bingham.  I  am  iVssistant  to  the  vice  president  of  the 
Government  Ilelations  Division  of  the  National  Association  of  Manu¬ 
facturers  and  I  am  appearing  here  to  represent  the  association. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  testify  before  this  Subcommittee 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  and  present  our  views  regarding  S. 
698  and  related  proposals,  which  we  support  with  the  reservations  and 
modifications  suggested  in  this  statement. 

The  National  Association  of  Manufacturers  is  a  voluntary  organiza¬ 
tion  of  industrial  and  business  firms,  large  and  small,  with  members 
located  in  every  State  and  representing  the  major  paid  of  manufactur¬ 
ing  output  in  the  country. 

Among  the  fundamental  issues  which  concern  NAM  are  central 
government  policies  and  procedures  which  affect  the  character,  work¬ 
ings,  and  future  of  the  federal  system  as  a  union  of  States, 

IVe  believe  that  Congress  needs  to  reexamine  the  intergovernmental 
relationships  it  has  created.  IVe  consider  it  indispensable  to  the  effective 
fmictioning  of  the  federal  system  that  the  role  of  the  States  should  be 
strengthened ;  that  national  policy  should  encourage  State-local  initia¬ 
tive  and  responsibility ;  and  that  State  and  local  governments,  and  their 
individual  and  corporate  citizens,  should  make  conscious  efforts  to 
assure  a  more  positive  role  for  the  States,  with  less  dependence  on  Na¬ 
tional  Government  i>rograming  and  financing.  We  believe  that  S.  698 
can  contribute  to  that  broad  goal  of  making  the  federal  system  more 
effective  and  strengthening  the  State’s  role  in  it. 

Business-supported  interest  in  improving  the  strength,  quality,  and 
effectiveness  of  State  and  local  government  has  widened  in  recent  years 
and  the  subject  itself  has  been  given  more  pointed  attention.  It  is  with 
some  pride  that  NAIM  points  out  it  was  the  first  business  organization 
to  undertake  a  major  study  and  program  on  the  federal  system  and  the 
intergovernmental  relationships  involved  in  that  system.  Since  that 
effort  was  published  in  1950  under  the  title,  “Bring  Government  Back 
Home,”  the  association  has  been  alert  to  changing  events  and  emphases 
in  intergovernmental  relations,  and,  Avhenever  opportunity  permitted, 
contributed  to  discussions  on  the  subject  and  to  the  resolution  of 
problems  involved. 

NAM  testified  before  the  House  Government  Operations  Committee’s 
Snbconnnittee  on  Intergovennnental  Relations  in  1957,  during  the 
period  that  Congress  was  taking  its  first  steps  to  appraise  and  imple¬ 
ment  the  report  of  the  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  In 
more  recent  years  we  have  made  statements  on  S.  2114  of  the  88th  Con- 
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jrress,  -whicli  was  limited  to  the  grant-revieAv  pi’oposal,  and,  in  both 
Houses  of  Congress,  on  S.  561  of  the  89th  Congress  and  related  bills 
Avhich  also  included  other  proposals. 

SPECIFIC  COmiEXTS  GKAXT  PROVISIOXS  OF  S.  0  98 

For  convenience  and  clarity  of  discussion,  Ave  prefer  to  comment  on 
tAvo  separate  packages  of  similar  content  jirovisions  in  S.  698.  The 
first  covers  titles  II  through  VI  Avith  the  pertinent  definitions  from  title 
I,  and  iiiA’olA'es  grants-in-aid  management  mcclianics.  The  second  covers 
titles  VII  through  IX  Avith  the  pertinent  parts  of  title  I,  and  involves 
land-nse  and  relocation  practices  and  policies. 

The  fact  that  these  sections  can  be  logically  separated  for  discussion 
purposes  suggests  that  they  might  also  be  separated  into  tAvo  hills  if 
action  on  the  someAA'hat  cumbersome  Avhole  is  going  to  be  delayed.  It  is 
over  10  years  since  the  first  legislative  pro])osal  for  revieAV  of  grants 
Avas  offered.  Three  years  ago  in  testifying  on  S.  561  AA'e  referred  to  some 
100  grants  then  in  existence.  In  introducing  the  present  bill,  Senator 
IMnskie  reported  there  Avere  over  220  grant-in-aid  programs,  involving 
nearly  400  separate  appropriation  accounts. 

The  need  to  reappraise  the  grant-in-aid  mechanism  and  to  coordinate 
or  consolidate  or  simplify,  becomes  greater  as  time  moves  on  and  more 
and  larger  grants,  along  Avith  more  and  more  stipulations  about  their 
use,  are  added  to  this  battery  of  Federal  fiscal  artillery. 

Xearly  all  executiA’e  branch  departments  and  agencies  administer 
grant  programs.  They  go  to  the  50  States,  to  many  thousands  of  their 
political  subdiAUsions  and  iioav,  through  Office  of  Economic  Op¬ 
portunity  programs,  to  more  than  a  thousand  community  action 
agencies  Avhich  are  predominantly  jiriA^ate  organizations. 

Senator  Muskie  has  referred  to  62  specific  aid  programs  for  com¬ 
munity  facilities  of  one  sort  or  another,  57  for  Avork  training,  50  for 
general  education,  35  for  housing,  32  for  land-use,  28  for  recreational 
and  cultural  facilities,  and  27  for  utilities  and  seiwices.  Since  more  than 
one  Federal  agency  may  be  inA'oh’ed  in  a  A*ariety  of  programs  of  similar 
nature,  any  organization  chart  designed  to  shoAv  the  AA’hole  frameAvork 
of  the  relationsliips  involved  Avould  look  like  a  massive  spiderweb — 
but  Avithout  any  orderly  pattern.  ChaHingthe  organizational  and  inter- 
gOA’ernmental  relationships  of  OEO  programs  alone  is  a  dizzying 
process. 

Xo  single  step,  or  combination  of  steps,  Avhich  is  able  to  bring  some 
clarification  and  reevaluation  to  this  patcliAvork  of  grants,  should  be 
delayed  if  it  is  possible  to  enact  it  promptly.  For  this  rea.son  aa’b  Avould 
Avelcome  passage — each,  of  course.  Avith  appropriate  definitions — in  the 
folloAving  order  of  preference  of  (a)  titles  V  and  VI,  or  (5)  either  title 
V  or  VI  alone,  or  (g)  titles  II  through  VI. 

In  our  opinion  the  tv;o  vital  provisions  of  the  AAdiole  bill  are  those 
for  revieAV  and  consolidation  of  grants  and  Ave  favor  separation  of  any 
other  pi’OAusions  Avhich  could  cause  postponement  of  the  enactment  of 
these  key  titles. 

TITLE  I,  DEFIXITIOXS 

IVe  are  glad  to  see  section  106  spell  out  the  definition  of  the  term 
“grant.”  There  is,  hoAvever,  a  serious  omission  in  our  opinion.  This 
omission  has  been  recognized  in  amendment  Xo.  748  and  in  S.  2981.  ^Ye 
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see  no  reason  for  excluding  grants  made  to  nonprofit  agencies  sncli  as 
those  given  to  community  action  agencies  by  ( )E(  ). 

This  kind  of  grant — direct  to  local  nongovernmental  bodies — is 
relatively  nev,  but  if  the  history  of  (Government  action  is  any  guide, 
use  of  the  technique  will  S]U’ead.  As  a  matter  of  fact  the  budget  for  I'.XiO 
does  indicate  spread  already  in  the  Public  Health  Service  grants.  There 
is  every  reason  for  this  kind  of  grant  to  be  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  titles  II,  V,  and  VI. 

Therefore  we  suggest  appropriate  revision  of  section  106  (c),  either 
by  adding  “or  State-approved"  after  “State-administered,”  or  by  some¬ 
what  dift'erent  language.  For  example,  it  might  read : 

To  an  instrumentality  incorporated  or  chartered  in  a  State  to  carry  out  a  plan 
or  program  which  is  subject  to  approval  by  a  Federal  agency. 

There  is,  we  believe,  an  ijiadvertent  reference  to  title  VI  in  section 
109.  Perhaps  this  was  a  carryover  of  language  from  an  earlier  bill.  The 
correct  reference  is  no  doubt  to  present  title  Vll,  section  806(c) . 


TITUE  II,  IMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION 


Section  201  of  title  II  falls  short  of  its  real  potential  for  improving 
the  administration  grants-in-aid,  because,  as  we  understand  it,  the 
responsibility  of  the  Central  Goi’ernment  to  inform  Governoi’S,  upon 
request,  is  limited  to  grants  being  made  to  States.  IVe  believe  the 
provision  should  apply  to  all  grants-in-aid — as  we  would  revise  their 
definition — made  within  a  State. 

There  is  some  room  for  confusion  as  to  the  actual  intent  of  section 
201  because  section  106  defines  grants  to  include  political  subdivisions, 
but  section  102  defines  State  for  the  purposes  of  all  titles  except  VIII 
and  IX  (reinforced  bv  section  111)  as  excluding  political  subdivisions. 

lY  e  urge  this  subcommittee  to  clarify  the  language  so  that  section 
201  will  expressly  include  political  subdivisions.  And  we  hope  that 
in  doing  this,  the  subcommttee  will  see  fit  also  to  make  applicable  to 
section  201  our  suggested  revision  of  the  grant  definition  in  section 
106(c)  .  _ 

Why  should  title  II  exclude  the  governments  of  political  subdivi¬ 
sions  of  the  State  ?  IMore  and  more  grants  are  being  made  directly  to 
local  governments  and  community  organizations,  for  all  practical 
purposes  completely  bypassing  the  States.  This  would  seem  a  definite 
reason  for  the  Central  Government  to  recognize  the  right  of  the  States 
to  know  the  facts  regarding  any  Central  Government  support  of  their 
own  political  subdivisions,  particularly  when  an  increasingly  large 
part  of  the  $18  billion  in  grants  is  going  to  those  subdivisions.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  because  the  newest  structural  unit  eligible  for  aid  is  the 
nonprofit  corporation  for  community  action,  it  would  seem  necessary 
to  make  title  ll  apply  to  this  type  of  quasi-political  unit  also. 

Our  own  preference  for  tightening  grant  administration  would 
differ  from  the  section  201  provisions,  even  corrected  as  just  suggested. 
We  believe  that  grants  from  the  Central  Government  should  be  given 
only  to  States  and  these  funds,  along  with  any  state-participation 
funds,  allocated  to  beneficiaries  within  the  States  by  the  States  them¬ 
selves.  We  made  this  point  in  our  testimony  to  this  subcommittee  on 
S.  561  in  1965,  and  we  still  believe  it  would  be  tackling  the  problem 
at  its  source.  It  may  be  possible,  however,  only  in  the  longrun,  after 
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consolidation  of  grants  has  been  otfected;  and  we  would  not  want 
consideration  of  this  aspect  now  to  prevent  prompt  passage  of  the 
beneficial  provisions  of  S.  698. 

TITUE  III,  TECHNICAL  AID  TO  STATES 

First,  we  would  like  to  commend  the  sponsors  of  S.  698  for  including 
in  section  302  reference  to  “furtherance  of  the  Government’s  policy 
of  relying  on  the  private  enterprise  system.”  This  is  a  rare  legislative 
reference,  and  a  good  one  to  see  being  specified. 

Advice,  information  and  technical  assistance  to  the  States  and  lo¬ 
calities  are  among  the  ways  NAM  believes  the  Central  Government 
can  properly  aid  State  and  local  governments.  We  believe  such  activi¬ 
ties  constitute  a  means  for  the  Central  Government  to  promote  the 
acceptance  of  fuller  responsibilities  by  State  and  local  governments 
for  functions  which  can  ultimately  be  handled  without  any  outside 
aid.  Furthermore,  the  availability  of  reimbursable  “competence  on 
call”  should  contribute  to  effective  implementation  of  consolidated 
programs,  and  even  to  economy  in  government  in  the  overall  sense. 

The  purpose  of  this  title  is  to  pennit  reimbursable  technical  serv¬ 
ices.  To  avoid  misunderstanding  we  would  like  to  see  this  word 
expressly  used  in  section  301,  as  it  is  in  the  initial  summary  of  pur¬ 
poses  of  S.  698. 

TITLE  IV,  rnCAN  DEITSLOTMENT  POLICY 

^ye  still  have  some  concern  with  the  language  of  section  401  on 
“Declaration  of  Urban  Assistance  Policy.”  In  Senator  Muskie’s  intro¬ 
ductory  comment  about  original  S.  561,  it  was  indicated  that  inter¬ 
agency  coordination  in  the  Central  Government  was  the  thrust  of  this 
title.  That  is,  it  was  a  uniform  policy  for  application  by  Federal 
departments  and  agencies  that  was  sought,  not  an  imposition  of  policy 
obligations  on  State-local  governments.  We  certainly  support  con¬ 
sistency  and  interagency  coordination  in  Central  Government  man¬ 
agement.  And  we  do  not  wish  to  impede  impi'ovement  in  intergovern¬ 
mental  coordination  or  efficiency.  But  we  are  concerned  that,  in  the 
absence  of  express  language  to  the  contrary,  section  401(a)  can  be 
interpreted  and  applied  as  requiring  three-level  governmental  ad¬ 
herence  to  “the  concurrent  achievement”  of  the  eight  enumerated 
“specific  objectives  of  urban  development,”  and  also  that  section  401 
(b)  can  require  adjustment  by  each  level  of  government  to  the  view¬ 
points  of  every  other  level  of  government  in  planning  urban  develop¬ 
ment.  The  use  of  the  passive  tense  in  section  401(b)  makes  it  quite 
unclear.  If  this  section  is  not  a  I'equirement  for  Centi'al  Government 
only,  it  would  seem  almost  impossible  to  implement. 

There  should  be  a  clarification  in  this  regard.  Sections  401  (c)  and 
(d)  are  both  quite  explicit  in  limiting  their  application  to  the  Central 
Government.  Sections  401  (a)  and  (b)  can  be  equally  explicit,  and  in 
our  view  should  be. 

We  believe  the  strengthening  of  State  responsibility  in  intergovern¬ 
mental  relationships  is  the  paramount  consideration  for  improving  the 
operation  of  our  Federal  system,  and  we  do  not  like  to  see  legislative 
language  which  would  be  open  to  the  charge  that  the  Central  (govern¬ 
ment  was  establishing  the  objectives  of  urban  development,  and  by- 
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l)jissin<?  the  States  by  layhig-  dowu  local  goveniment  requirements  for 
urban  development. 

Accordingly,  we  suggest  the  substitution  of  “Federal”  for  “inter¬ 
governmental”  in  the  name  of  title  IV  and  the  insertion  of  the  word 
“Federal”  in  the  firet  mandatory  clause  of  section  401(a).  This  would 
then  read,  “  .  .  .  The  President  shall  establish  rules  and  regulations 
for  uniform  Federal  application.”  These  charges  would  leave  no  doubt 
about  the  intention  of  title  IV. 

TITLE  V,  REVIEW  OF  GRAXTS 

We  believe  the  congressional  review  of  grants  is  necessary  for  a 
number  of  reasons : 

The  natural  “oversight”  obligations  of  the  Congress  as  national 
policymakers ; 

The  need  to  adjust  programs  to  the  facts  as  times  change  and  needs 
alter; 

Because  the  extensive  variety  of  present  grant  patterns  and  formulas 
is  difficult  to  justify; 

To  check  the  actual  effect  of  equalization  formulas  or  other  specific 
mechanisms ; 

To  evaluate  the  shifting  eniiihasis  to  regional  area  recipients  of 
grants — either  amon^  States  or  within  States ; 

To  appraise  the  shift  from  State  recipients  to  community  recipients, 
bypassing  the  States ; 

To  Aveigh  the  significance  of  the  shift  from  recipients  who  are  local 
public  bodies  to  pnvate  local-agency  recipients ; 

Because  the  response  of  State  and  local  officials  to  the  questionnaire 
study  conducted  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Government  Operations 
in  1963  ^  indicated  that  a  large  majority  felt  the  functioning  and  pro¬ 
cedures  of  grant  programs  needed  “continued  reevaluation.” 

Because  the  executii^e  branch — the  departments  and  agencies  ad¬ 
ministering  the  grants — is  not  the  appropriate  source  of  review,  and 
might  not  be  able  to  undertake  objective  review. 

Title  V  has  had  the  benefit  of  being  10  years  in  the  makmg,  and  it 
I'eflects  a  composition  of  various  views,  including  suggestions  NAM 
itself  has  made  in  past  hearings.  We  commend  its  inclusion  of  re- 
A'iew  of  existing  grants,  retention  of  the  expiration  feature  for  grants 
which  may  be  enacted  in  the  future,  potential  termination  of  grants 
as  a  purpose  of  revieiv,  and  studies  by  the  General  Accounting  Office 
and  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

We  approve  of  title  V,  believe  its  implementation  will  be  of  great 
value,  and  urge  its  prompt  passage — even  if  its  separation  from  other 
provisions  (except  pertinent  definitions)  is  necessary  to  do  this. 

But  we  would  hope  that  our  suggested  revision  of  the  definition  of 
grants  in  section  106  would  be  accepted ;  otherwise  the  review  process 
of  this  title  would  not  apply  to  grants  to  non-profit  private  instru¬ 
mentalities.  And  Ave  think  reAueAv  necessary  for  these  programs,  as 
Avell  as  those  carried  out  by  public  bodies. 

If  the  grant  definition^  as  such,  is  not  revised  to  coA^er  private  agency 
recipients,  then  we  think  all  langaiage  in  this  title  which  refers  to  re- 
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cipients  should  be  revised  to  cover  this  omission.  The  addition  of 
such  a  plirase  as  “and  other  instrumentalities'’  would  seiu’C,  and  should 
be  made  in  every  section  of  this  title  except  section  505. 

There  is  one  other  point  we  would  make  on  title  V,  regarding  section 
501(2).  We  feel  that  continuing  this  purpose  of  the  title  is  essen¬ 
tially  at  conflict  with  the  potential  of  title  VI,  and  we  would  prefer 
to  see  it  deleted.  The  use  of  the  review  technique  to  revise  and  redirect 
grant  programs  as  new  conditions  arise  will  have  less  and  less  signif¬ 
icance,  as  consolidation  of  grants  by  broad  purposes  goes  forward. 
Under  functional  consolidation  it  is  the  states,  not  the  central  govern¬ 
ment,  that  would  be  revising  or  redirecting  specific  aspects  of  pro¬ 
grams  when  conditions  altered  or  needs  had  been  met. 

TITLE  VI,  COXSOLIDATIOX  OF  GILVXTS 

The  proliferation  of  grant  programs  and  the  intergovernmental 
cross  hatcliing  of  administrative  arrangements  and  regulations  have 
brought  the  grant  system  to  a  point  where  consolidations  are  the  only 
immediately  effective  avenue  to  the  efficient  management  of  the  many 
resources  now  applied  to  their  purposes.  Furthermore,  consolidation 
could  serve  to  reduce  future  central  government  resort  to  separate 
special-purpose  grants.  Blocking  them  by  broad  purpose  could  make 
for  more  responsible  and  responsive  action  at  State-local  levels  to 
the  particular  needs  government  can  best  meet.  This  procedure  would 
be  a  welcome  precedent  for  greater  reliance  on  the  States  as  such.  It  is  a 
logical  step  to  congressional  action  which  might  ultimately  shift  most 
of  the  support  of  aided  functions  to  the  States  themseh^es  as  they 
strengthen  their  legislatures,  executive  structure,  and  mechanics  for 
coordinating  State-local,  regional,  or  interstate  programs. 

Because  of  our  special  concern  with  invigorating  the  power  and 
prestige  of  the  States  in  the  Federal  sj^stem,  we  would  like  to  see  an 
emphasis  of  this  kind  specified  in  title  VI.  In  section  601(a),  for  ex¬ 
ample,  Ave  offer  the  folloAving  text  as  a  new  item  to  precede  the  already 
listed  purposes  of  consolidation : 

“To  improve  the  operation  of  the  Federal  system  by  strengthening 
the  role  and  responsibility  of  the  states  in  that  system.”  Language  of 
this  kind  would  spell  out  the  key  means  for  achieving  the  first  purpose 
of  S.  698  as  stated  in  the  initial  summary  of  intent.  As  we  see  it, 
improvement  in  the  operations  of  the  Federal  system  must  come  from 
the  more  vigorous  role  of  the  States — in  relation  first  Avith  the  central 
government,  and  second  with  bodies  Avithin  their  jurisdictions — rather 
than  from  any  further  expansion  of  direct  Federal-local  structural  or 
financial  relations. 

For  the  same  reason  Ave  avouIcI  change  the  beginning  part  of  section 
601  (b)  to  read  as  follows : 

The  Congress  declares  that  the  public  interest  and  the  effective  operation  of 
the  Federal  system  demand  the  carrying  out  of  the  purposes  of  subsection 
(a)  *  *  ». 

_We  would  also  like  to  ask  this  subcommittee  to  consider  the  ad¬ 
visability  of  requiring  that  the  consolidation  plan  place  responsibility 
in  a  single  State  agency  for  seeing  that  the  consolidated  prograiii 
is  implemented.  We  mean  that  some  single  State  agency  as  desig¬ 
nated  by  the  Gov'emor  or  legislature  should  oversee,  though  not 


necessarily  administer,  the  consolidated  prog'ram.  We  know  there 
;  are  many  grant  programs  properly  and  completely  administered  by 
units  of  general  local  government,  and  it  is  not  onr  intention  to  alter 
I  this.  But  if  the  State  role  in  the  Federal  system  is  to  be  strengthened, 
i  there  should  be  some  one  focal  point  for  what  ever  State  activities 
i  or  responsibilities  exist  with  respect  to  programs  administered  locally. 
In  education  and  welfare  such  State  agencies  exist.  There  is  a  growing 
need  in  the  country,  however,  for  such  State-level  focal  points  in  con¬ 
nection  with  grants  for  urban  development  and  community  facilities. 
In  fact,  a  number  of  states  have  already  met  this  need  by  creating 
St  ate  departments  of  urban  affairs. 

'Fitle  is  a  very  forward-looking  provision,  and  we  urge  its  prompt 
ptissage — alone  or  with  title  V  if  further  delay  might  be  cause  by 
;  holding  together  all  the  2>resent  titles  of  S.  698. 

LAXD-USE  AXD  RELOC.VTIOX  PIIOVISIOXS 

'titles  VII,  VIII,  and  IX  are  not  essential  or  integral  parts  of  an 
intergovernmental  cooperation  act.  Title  VII  involves  almost  no  more 
than  matters  of  courtesy  for  the  General  Services  Administration  to 
follow  with  local  government  when  it  acquires,  uses,  or  disposes  of  land 
in  urban  areas. 

Part  A  of  title  IX  is  related,  and  provides  rules  for  the  guidance  of 
I  Ftuleral  departments  and  agencies  when  acquiring  land.  Part  B  of 
title  IX  does  involve  intergovernmental  relationships,  but  it  simply 
requires  the  States  to  follow  similar  guidelines  as  a  condition  for  re¬ 
ceipt  of  fluids  from  the  central  government  which  will  be  used  by  the 
States  to  acquire  real  property. 

'Pitle  VIII  also  involves  intergovernmental  structure,  but  its  pur- 
])ose  is  to  establish  uniform  relocation  procedures  and  payments  for 
all  programs  administered  or  aided  by  the  Central  Government  which 
dislocate  people  or  businesses  through  the  acquisition  of  real  prop- 
('rty.  Title  VIII  was  originally  a  separate  bill  in  itself,  S.  1681  of  the 
89th  Congress  and  passed  by  the  Senate  in  July  1966.  This  title  is 
])rimarily  substantive  in  nature  and  concerned  with  coordinating  inter- 
goA'ernmental  relations  mainly  as  the  result  of  equating  provisions  in 
different  programs.  It  could  still  very  well  be  legislatively  separated 
from  the  type  of  content  in  titles  II- VI — taking  titles  VII  and  IX 
along  with  it.  If  the  passage  of  earlier  titles  (esi>eeially  V  and  VI) 
would  be  delayed  by  keeping  S.  698  intact  as  one  package,  we  think 
the  last  three  titles  should  be  separated. 

TITLE  VII,  FEDERAL  AGEXCY  LAXD-USE  POLICA^ 

The  intent  of  title  VII  is  commendable;  however,  it  may  not  neces¬ 
sarily  be  achieved  by  adding  a  title  VIII  to  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949.  An  Executive  order  might  serve 
as  well. 

Only  section  80-3  provisions  for  disposal  of  urban  projx'rty  by  the 
Central  Government,  Avould  seem  to  be  reasonably  binding  on  a  Fed¬ 
eral  department  or  agency. 

Section  804,  proAUsions  regarding  acquisition  or  change  in  use  of 
urban  property,  are  qualified.  First  they  AAOuld  lie  applicable  only  to 
the  extent  the  Administration  determines  practicable. 
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Second,  the  acquisition  provisions  would  not  he  bindin.q-  if  tlie  Ad¬ 
ministrator  finds  that  advance  notice  would  “have  an  adverse  impact 
on  the  proposed  purchase.” 

Third,  this  latter  circumstance  would  completely  void  the  mandate  of 
section  804(b)  (1)  to  consider  all  objections  of  local  government  to  a 
proposed  acquisition  or  change  of  use. 

Thus,  for  reasons  advantageous  to  Central  Government  purposes, 
GSA  may  not  apply  the  provisions  of  section  804  rather  than  apply 
them.  It  would  therefore  seem  that  the  executive  branch  would  have 
control  over  GSA  practices  in  its  own  hands,  with  or  Avithout  enacting 
legislative  requirements. 

However,  if  the  Congress  determines  that  accommodation  to  local 
zoning,  land-use,  planning,  and  development  objectives  could  be  ad¬ 
vanced  by  Federal  departments  and  aa:encies  only  throiigh  basic  legis¬ 
lation,  Ave  liaA’e  no  objection  to  title  VII. 

TITLE  ATII,  UXIFOP^I  EELOCATTON  POLICV' 

This  title  deals  Avith  coordinating  program  content  Avhich  is  the 
result  of  different  pieces  of  legislation  enacted  bv  different  Congresses 
over  the  years.  That  is  the  practical  source  of  the  disparate  policies, 
]n’ocedures,  and  payments  AA-hich  uoav  exist.  XAM  itself  has  no  specific 
policy  with  respect  to  Government  relocation  practices,  so  Ave  luiA'e  no 
formal  theme  on  which  to  base  support  of  or  opposition  to  this  title. 

HoAveA^er,  Ave’ve  been  aware  of  the  problems.  In  fact,  I  had  par¬ 
ticipated  in  the  informal  “critics”  session  on  the  draft  report  of  the 
Advisory  Commission  on  IntergOA^ernmental  Relations  on  Relocation. 
We  do  know  that  GoA^ernment  displacement  of  people  and  businesses 
is  substantial  and  has  existed  for  a  long  time,  especially  through  high¬ 
way,  slum  clearance,  and  code  enforcement  activities.  We  know  that 
small  businesses,  particularly,  haA^e  been  seriou.sly  affected,  and  in¬ 
jured  economically,  that  people  have  been  dislocated  Avithout  adequate 
lehousing  and  that  there  are  inconsistencies  of  relocations  practices 
and  pavment  policies. 

The  imposition  of  similar  uniformity  of  policies  at  the  State  leA-el 
as  a  condition  of  receipt  of  grants  from  the  Central  GoA^ernment  is 
a  natural  outgroAvth  of  the  grant  system  as  it  has  dei^eloped  and  the 
logical  consequence  of  the  detailed  “oversight”  that  Congress  and  the 
executiA^e  branch  hai^e  incorporated  into  the  mechanics  of  the  grant 
system. 

We  cannot  condemn  efforts  to  ameliorate  injustices  and  the  harmful 
effects  of  economic  dislocations;  nor  can  Ave  criticize  efforts  to  correct 
disparities  in  the  policies  of  Central  GoA’^ernment  programs,  grants- 
in-aid  or  otherwise,  or  in  the  practices  of  different  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies.  We  therefore  do  not  oppose  title  VIII. 

TnrLE  IX,  TJNIEORAI  ACQLTSITIOX  POLICY 

This  title  seems  almost  a  matter  of  internal  management  in  the 
executive  branch,  except  for  the  imposition  on  the  States  of  similar 
uniform  practices  regarding  land  acquisition  wheneA^er  Central  Gov¬ 
ernment  funds  are  used.  Consistency  of  policy  and  procedure  “in  order 
to  encourage  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  amicable  agreements 
with  owners,”  Avhether  in  programs  administered  or  aided  by  the 


('eutral  (Toverninent,  -would  seem  a  wortlnvliile  elToi't,  consistent  u  itli 
the  fjeneral  character  of  the  two  precedino-  titles;  and  we  do  not  op- 
.  pose  it. 

There  are  a  numl)er  of  serious  issues  relating  to  land  acquisition  i>ol- 
icies  whicli  this  title  does  not  approach.  Kecommendations  regarding 
these  issues  hopefiilly  will  be  made  by  the  Public  Land  Law  RevieAv 
('ommission  which  is  cun’ently  imrsuing  intensive  i^tudies  relating  to 
public  lands. 

TECHXICAL  PKOPOSALS 

I  Chairman  Muskie's  amendment  No.  748  and  S.  2981 — the  account- 
I  ing,  auditing,  and  joint  funding  proposals — themselves  testify  to  the 
!  need  for  title  VI  of  S.  698.  These  technical  proposals  not  only  under¬ 
score  the  need  to  seek  consolidation  of  programs  and  uniformity  of 
procedures  but  correct,  in  some  degree,  the  complicated  and  confusing 
ramifications  resulting  from  hundreds  of  Federal  aid  programs. 

We  do  not  object  to  these  proposals  as  such.  They  have  practical 
merit.  We  would  hope  these  efforts  to  correct  symptoms  will  not  im¬ 
pede  the  more  basic  proposal  in  title  VI.  Furthermore,  these  ])rovi- 
sions  may  be  more  difficult  to  apply  than  is  now  contemplated.  Pro¬ 
posed  title  X,  section  1003(b),  for  example,  mandates  a  rather  massive 
study-and-review  job  for  the  General  Accounting  Office — and  espe¬ 
cially  at  this  critical  point  in  our  fiscal  circumstances,  this  might  re¬ 
quire  greater  resources  than  the  results  would  merit. 

However,  my  ]:)articipation  in  the  critics’  sessions  on  the  ACIR’s 
draft  report  on  fiscal  balance  in  the  American  Federal  System  has 
convinced  me  that  the  problems  are  real  ones,  and  these  technical  ave¬ 
nues  to  their  resohition — especially  the  joint  funding — constitute  ap¬ 
propriate  efforts.  There  should  be  less  need  for  them,  however,  as  pro¬ 
gram  consolidation  goes  forward. 

COXCLUSIOX 

NAM  appreciates  the  privilege  of  presenting  its  views  to  the  Senate 
subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  We  hope  our  comments 
in  regard  to  strengthening  the  responsible  role  of  the  states  in  the 
Federal  system,  and  the  several  specific  suggestions  for  revising  lan¬ 
guage,  will  help  the  siibcommittee  perfect  this  legislation  and  con¬ 
tribute  to  its  passage. 

We  want  to  repeat  our  particular  interest  in  titles  V  and  VI  and 
again  urge  that  at  least  these  be  promptly  enacted,  even  if  to  do  so 
requires  splitting  them  off  into  a  separate  bill. 

Senator  Bakeu.  INIiss  Bingham,  I  thank  you  very  much. 

Ivet  me  assure  yoit  that  we  are  very  interested  in  your  viewpoints, 
in  your  analysis,  and  we  are  extremely  anxious  that  you  continue  with 
the  staff  to  elaborate  on  these  points  and  to  include  such  additional 
statements  or  ideas  as  you  may  have  for  record  pui’poses. 

Thank  you. 

INIiss  BiNGHAir.  We  will  be  very  happy  to  respond  to  any  inquiries 
following  this. 

Senator  Baker.  Very  good.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Baker.  The  hearing  will  be  recessed. 

(Whereupon,  at  4 :45  p.m.  the  subcommittee  adjourned  to  reconvene 
at  9:45  a.m.,  Thursday,  May  16,  1968.) 
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL  (OOPERATION  ACT  OF  1007 
AND  RELATED  LEGISLATION 


THURSDAY,  MAY  16,  1968 

U.S.  SeNA7T., 

Subcommittee  ox  Ixtergoverxmextae  Relations 

OF  the  CoM3IITTEE  OX  Goverxjiext  Operatioxs, 

W ashington^  D.C. 

Tlie  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  recess,  at  10  :25  a.m.,  in  room  457, 
Old  Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  Edmund  S.  Muskie  (Chairman), 
presiding. 

Present :  Senator  Muskie. 

Staff  members  present : 

Charles  M.  Smith,  Staff  director;  Robert  E.  Berry,  minority  coun¬ 
sel;  E.  Winslow  Turner,  general  counsel;  Lucinda  T.  Dennis,  admin¬ 
istrative  secretary. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  committee  will  be  in  order.  I  am  afraid  this 
is  going  to  be  one  of  those  bad  days.  We  are  going  to  have  gun  control 
legislation  on  the  floor.  Since  the  votes  will  come  quite  fast,  we  will  not 
waste  any  time. 

Mr.  Rafsky,  you  have  i*eally  been  put  ujion. 

Mr.  Rafsky.  We  do  not  mind. 

STATEMENT  OF  WILLIAM  L.  RAFSKY,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 

ASSOCIATION  OF  HOUSING  AND  REDEVELOPMENT  OFFICIALS; 

ACCOMPANIED  BY  JOHN  D.  LANGE,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR,  AND 

MARY  K.  NENNO,  ASSOCIATE  DIRECTOR  FOR  PROGRAM  POLICY 

AND  RESEARCH 

Mr.  Rafsky.  Senator,  my  name  is  William  L.  Rafsky,  and  I  am 
president  of  the  National  Association  of  Housing  and  Redevelop¬ 
ment  Officials  and  in  my  private  capacity,  executive  vice  president  of 
the  old  Philadelphia  Development  Coiqi.  I  have  with  me  my  associates 
in  NAHRO;  on  my  left  Mr.  John  Lange,  executive  director,  and  on 
my  right.  Miss  Mary  Nenno  of  our  staff. 

We  certainly  appreciate  this  oppoi’tunity.  We  understand  your 
situation  very  well  and  do  not  feel  imposed  upon  at  all.  We  are  very 
pleased  to  have  a  chance  to  summarize  in  view  of  your  time  schedule 
our  statement  which  you  permitted  us  to  enter  on  the  record  on 
Tuesday. 

If  I  may,  I  would  like  to  say  a  word  about  myself  and  my  experience 
in  terms  of  my  qualifications  as  a  witness.  Prior  to  my  present  posi¬ 
tion  I  served  for  11  years  as  the  housing  and  develojiment  coordinator 
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for  tlie  city  of  Philadelphia,  and  in  that  capacity  as  the  mayor's  top 
assistant  in  the  field  of  lon^-range  development  for  the  city. 

I  was  also  the  director  of  the  local  Eedevelopment  Authority  and, 
therefore,  had  direct  supervision  over  some  programs,  including  land 
acquisition  and  relocation,  and  a  broader  suf)ervisory  role  for  other 
programs,  including  public  housing,  code  enforcement,  and  so  on, 
related  to  housing  and  development. 

During  that  period  I  served  as  a  member  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Advisory  Commission  which  revised  the  eminent  domain  laws  of 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania  and  I  note  that  many  of  the,  or  a  number 
of  the  provisions  in  S.  608,  are  not  unlike  those  that  we  put  into  the 
present  Pennsylvania  eminent  domain  code. 

Our  statement  pretty  well  represents  the  NAHRO  point  of  view. 
'\^'’e  do  want  to  express  our  appreciation  to  the  subcommittee  and  to 
you,  iNIr.  Chairman,  on  the  hearings,  on  creative  Federalism  last  year 
and  the  sioonsorship  of  S.  698.  We  think  that  they  are  real  milestones 
in  trying  to  understand  intergovernmental  relations. 

We,  of  course,  in  NAHRO,  who  represent  local  government  offi¬ 
cials,  believe  very  strongly,  and  we  think  our  experience  backs  us 
up,  in  local  responsibility  and  initiative.  These  are  words  that  appear 
in  so  many  of  the  Federal  programs  for  which  Federal  assistance  has 
been  proffided. 

And  I  have  submitted,  as  part  of  the  record  on  Tuesday,  a  summary 
of  a  statement  which  I  submitted  to  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on 
Housing  which  emphasizes  this  point.  We  feel  quite  strongly  that 
if  the  ]:)rograms  are  to  work,  including  some  of  the  wonderful  ideas 
in  S.  608  and  S.  2081,  that  there  has  to  be  perhaps  a  more  radical 
revision  of  the  relation  between  Federal  agencies  and  localities. 

And  I  might  want  to  say  just  a  word  or  two  more  alx)ut  that  when 
we  come  to  one  of  the  other  titles  in  S.  608. 

Getting  to  the  bill,  itself,  we  certainly  endorse  the  basic  concepts 
and  principles,  such  as  those  in  title  II  for  a  more  flexible  adminis¬ 
tration  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  to  the  States.  I  would  like  to  note,  by 
the  way,  that  although  that  title  talks  about  relations  between  Federal 
and  State  and  local  governments  that  there  are  some  situations,  such 
as  those  in  Philadelphia,  where  the  metropolitan  areas  go  across  State 
lines.  We  have  three  States  within  the  metropolitan  area.  And  in 
terms  of  trying  to  achieve  efficiency  and  flexibility,  the  need  for  ' 
contracts  and  compacts  and  negotiations  with  three  State  legislatures  i 
gets  to  be.  very  cumbersome:  we  ai’e  hopeful  in  terms  of  this  flexible  ! 
administration  idea  that  a  look  will  be  taken  at  that  specific  problem  as  ! 
well.  i 

We  endorse  the  technical  assistance  provision  in  title  III  by  the 
F ederal  Govei'iiment  and  to  State  and  local  agencies. 

We  endorse  the  title  IV  in  terms  of  the  ])rovisions  to  relate  fed¬ 
erally  aided  urban  development  activities  to  comprehensive  local  1 
planning.  We  believe  that  this  is  extremely  important,  i>ai*ticularly 
in  terms  of  both  local  and  regional  planning,  and  also  that  in  regional  i 
planning.  State  governments  can  play  a  very  important  role. 

It  is  in  title  V  that  we  have  a  very  strong  endorsement  of  thej 
provisions  of  the  bill  to  have  a  systematic  review  of  the  Federal  aid| 
programs  by  Congress.  Specifically,  we  would  like  to  see  some  lan-i 
guage  in  section  006  that  when  substantive  committees  of  the  Congress* 
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frot.  into  those  reviews  and  nixlatin^  of  tlie  proj^ranis  tliat  tliey  consult 
and  take  advanta^re  of  tlie  experience  of  State  and  local  a^^encies, 
hecanse  we  think  that  iK)int  of  view  will  provide  a  very  signilicant 
ini)nt. 

Title  VI,  a^ain,  to  ns  is  a  very  important  j)rovision  wliich  we  liail 
in  terms  of  a  coordination  and  consolidation  of  ^rant-in-aid  ])rof>:rams 
at  the  Federal  level.  It  is  at  this  point  where  we  believe  that  local 
i  esponsil)ility  and  initiative  have  to  be  really  tested  and  not  Ixi  merely 
words  that  are  merely  imi)lied.  We  have  sufrjjosted  before  other  con- 
^rrcssional  committees  that  there  be  a  radical  change  in  the  system  in 
terms  of  Federal-local  relations.  I  am  thinking  in  terms  of  my  own 
ex])erience  in  the  city  government  of  Philadelphia,  where  as  a  depart¬ 
ment  official  in  making  requests  for  implementing  progi’ams,  budget 
and  olherwise,  I  apjieared  befoi-e  city  council  committee  once  a  year 
with  a  budget  for  progiams.  I  was  given  not  all  that  I  asked  for 
but  at  least  approval  of  a  [)rogram,  and  then  I  was  permitted  to 
go  on  ]ny  own. 

In  tei-ms  of  Federal-local  relations  it  does  not  work  that  way. 
Every  step  of  the  way  refiuires  another  documentation,  other  evi¬ 
dence;  it  IS  reviewed  not  only  in  tenns  of  a  local  review,  but  every 
local  official  has  a  parallel  in  the  Federal  scheme,  whether  he  be  a 
j)lanner,  apjjraiser,  engineei-,  or  a  .sight  acquisition  man.  We  think 
this  is  wasteful  and  unproductive. 

We  would,  however,  in  terms  of  one  of  the  provisions  in  title  VI, 
in  sectioii  G02(a)  (1),  suggest  perhai)S  that  there  might  l)c  some  flexi¬ 
bility  in  that  administration  not  always  be  con.sol idated  in  a  single 
agency.  We  think  that  there  are  .some  special  situations  whei-e  it  might 
be  wise  to  have  more  than  one  agency  involved. 

We  welcome  and  applaud  the  pixivisions  iji  title  VII  al>out  notice 
to  general  local  government  and  Federal  Goveiannents  intent  to  ac- 
(]uire  or  dis])ose  of  land.  We  know  in  Philadelphia  we  have  had  so 
!  many  difiiculties  with  the  General  Services  Administration  or  the 
!  military  departments  as  they  quickly  make  decisions  on  acquisitions 
:  and  disposition  of  land  which  are  frequently  contrary  to  the  whole 
program  of  the  city  of  Philadelphia.  In  one  case,  a  proposal  for  sell- 
I  ing  to  the  highest  bidder,  which  would  have  greatly  imj)aired  our 
l)Oi-t,  because  someone  bid  for  warehouses  that  were  a  porl  facility. 
So  we  think  that  this  is  a  very  helpful  .step. 

d'itle  VIII,  if  I  may  spend  just  a  little  bit  more  time,  is  a  subject 
where  our  organization  has  a  great  deal  of  experience — the  (piestion 
i  of  relocation.  It  so  happens  that  ])Ui'ely  by  coincidence,  my  ability  to 
:  i-eturn  today  was  the  fact  that  we  in  NAIIRO  had  convened  a  ‘2-day 
j  workshop  of  j)eople  who  actually  carry  out  relocation  in  the  Govern- 
I  ment  agencies  in  the  cities  throughout  the  cx)untry. 

!  'I'hey  are  meeting  at  this  vei-y  moment  in  Washington  to  ti-y  to  face 
j  up  to  some  of  the  ])roblcms  that  are  encompassed  in  the  bill  before 
I  you  now.  1  had  occasion  this  morning  to  point  out  to  them  that  as  re¬ 
location  officials  they  have  attempted  to  call  to  the  community’s  atten¬ 
tion  the  shoi-tcomiiiigs  of  the  program;  that  they  as  public  officials 
have  been  in  the  vanguard  of  trying  to  reform  it;  and  I  go  back  to 
th(^  ItffiO’s  in  terms  of  low-rent  public  housing  where  these  localities 
deliberately  had  ))i‘ogranis  partly  on  slum-cleared  land,  but  also  on 
\  acanl  land,  so  that  there  might  be  room  for  the  displaced  low-income 
families. 
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I  recall  how  in  the  first  prograin  in  the  1940's  muler  title  T,  where 
there  were  relocation  plans  and  relocation  staffs  aiding  people  as  well 
as  moving  exi'-enses. 

In  the  lO.IO's  we  in  Philadelphia  were  one  of  many  who  set  n])  a 
centralized  relca-ation  bureau  without  any  urging  on  the  part  of  the 
Federal  Government  because  we  saw  the  need  as  other  programs  were 
beginning  to  have  an  impact  on  dislocation. 

In  the  lOGO's,  our  relocation  agencies  were  the  ones  avIio  were  knock¬ 
ing  on  the  doors  of  IIAFA  on  having  more  social  workers,  more  people 
who  iniderstood  the  minority  jiroblems  in  dislocation.  Put  now  we 
recognize  that  there  is  a  kind  of  new  frontier:  the  need  to  face  up  to 
compensation  over  and  above  market  value  because  of  the  hardsliip; 
the  need  to  recognize  that  displacement  is  a  human  problem  of  psy¬ 
chology  and  attitude  toward  neighborhoods  and  institutions  in  those 
neighborhoods;  the  need  to  have  Government  agencies,  in  a  sense 
recognize  that  it  is  a  fundamental  cause  of  their  program,  and  as  much 
of  a  public  service  to  take  cai'e  of  individuals  being  displaced  for  that 
jmblic  improvement.  Perhaps  most  important  of  all,  is  to  provide 
resources  for  relocation  because  it  is  in  access  to  resources  that  reloea- 
tion  programs  will  fall  or  stand  up. 

If  we  do  not  have  a  housing  supply  for  tho.se  displaced,  we  do  not 
see  how  any  improvement  in  procedure  is  going  to  do  the  job,  and  so 
there  must  be  a  parallel  increase  in  housing  supply.  Nevertheless,  all 
of  us  who  have  worked  in  this  field  I’ecoguize  that  there  are  many  im¬ 
provements  that  can  be  made  under  the  relocation  bill. 

IVe  endorse  very  much  what  yoxi  have  in  title  VIII  in  terms  of  a 
uniform  relocation  provision,  because  we  know  that  one  person  dis¬ 
placed  by  one  agency  as  against  another,  just  does  no^t  imderstand  the 
need  for  the  difference.  We  would  like  to  go  beyond  that.  We  would 
like  to  .see,  for  example,  in  urban  renewal  programs,  and  in  pul)lic 
housing  programs,  the  right  to  begin  actual  relocation  work  during 
the  survey  and  planning  period.  There  is  a  tremendous  hardship  on 
individuals  who  wait  for  the  plan  to  be  completed.  If  one  family  moves 
out,  the  people  next  door  are  subject  to  vandalized  property,  to  the 
uncleanliness,  to  the  rats  that  may  be  there.  We  feel  that  there  ought 
to  be  a  flexibility  and  a  willingness  to  supply  the  funds  to  start  early. 
It  does  not  increase  the  co.st,  and  in  some  ways  it  might  reduce  it,  and 
certainly  reduce  the  hardship  on  the  individual. 

We  have  asked  HUD  on  a  number  of  occa.sions  that  this  might  he 
relaxed  and  they  have  been  unable  to  do  so,  pointing  to  the  legal  re¬ 
quirements  of  having  a  formally-approved  plan. 

But,  once  we  have  said  that,  we  begin  to  recognize  that  the  relocation 
prol)lem  cannot  be  confined  to  those  who  are  formally  displaced  by 
Government  programs.  Those  who  are  displaced  get  the  kind  of  special 
help  that  we  provide  and  take  away  from  the  housing  market  those 
units  which  are  needed  for  families  of  low  income  who  are  not  able 
to  adjiLSt  well  to  an  urban  area. 

And  perhaps  the  time  has  come  to  look  at  relocation  in  the  terms 
of  a  continuing  program,  a  program  where  a  community  aided  with 
Federal  funds,  can  have  a  standing  operation  studying  the  housiiig 
sup])ly,  making  recommendations  where  that  supply  ought  to  l)e  in¬ 
creased,  and  trying  to  fit  the  public  progi-ams  that  result  in  dislocation 
into  what  is  ha]>pening  in  that  community  on  a  regular  basis. 
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I  know  in  Pliiladelphiu  we  have  taken  a  step  toward — that  is,  we 
ha\e  added  to  onr  central  relocation  office  a  special  housing  supi)ly 
unit  that  works  'with  private  builders  to  enc-ourage  them  to  come  up 
will)  housing  where  the  dislocation  needs  are  greatest. 

'\^'e  would  also  like  to  specifically  comment  on  three  other  provisions 
in  title  VIII.  In  .section  802(c)  (8),  we  believe  that  the  $300  payment 
tor  a  potential  purchaser  is  not  adequate,  and  frankly,  we  would  like 
to  see  a  payment  to  supplement  the  downpayment  of  a  homeowner  so 
that  he  can  purchase  a  home  within  20  percent  of  his  income.  "We  be- 
hawe  that  unless  you  <lo  it  that  way,  you  are  only  giving  partial  help 
and  do  not  solve  the  problem. 

We  would  like  to  suggest  in  terms  of  802(e)  that  we  eliminate  the 
relocation  adjustment  payment.  We  have  submitted,  as  part  of  our 
statement  for  the  i-ecord,  an  article  that  appeared  in  our  journal  that 
shows  how  inefficient  and  really  ineffective  that  payment  has  been. 
We  h  ave  already  received  this  morning  confirming  opinions  from 
the  people  who  are  working  with  the  RAP,  Relocation  Adjustment 
Payment,  to  show  that  it  does  not  work.  Instead,  we  would  suggest 
that  there  be  a  flat  payment  for  all  displaced  persons  to  help  tide 
them  over  some  of  the  adjustments  they  have  to  make.  But  more  im¬ 
portantly,  we  should  enlarge  the  leasing  program  known  as  section  23 
in  the  Public  Housing  Provisions,  so  that  people  who  are  I’entei’s  will 
be  able  to  afford  housing  within  their  income.  We  think  a  libei-alization 
ot  the  .section  23  leasing  jn’ogram,  to  apply  for  all  dislocated  people 
would  be  far  better  than  the  relocation  adjustment  payment  as  now 
constituted. 

In  this  regard  we  have  noted  tliat  there  has  been  a  holdback  in  some 
communities  on  the  leasing  programs;  namely,  l)ecause  a  lease  for  a 
maximum  period  of  5  years  (with  an  option  for  another  five)  is  not 
always  sufficient  to  encourage  private  landlords  to  rehabilitate  their 
property;  the  amortization  or  extensive  rehabilitation  requires  some¬ 
times  more  than  10  years. 

We,  therefore,  would  like  to  see  the  initial  lease  period  go  to  10  years, 
with  an  option  for  another  10  years. 

Finally,  in  terms  of  title  IX,  here  again  we  strongly  endorse  the 
uniform  land  acquisition  policy  which  is  contained  in  title  IX.  I  note 
with  a  great  deal  of  interest  and  support  these  key  provisions  taking 
into  account,  in  terms  of  the  value  payment,  the  impact  of  public  activ¬ 
ities  where  it  results  in  the  decrease  and  value  of  the  property.  This 
happens  to  be  one  of  the  provisions,  by  the  way,  in  the  Pennsylvania 
eminent  domain  law  that  some  of  iis  were  responsible  for. 

We  also  welcome  something  that  we  are  unable  to  do  in  Phila¬ 
delphia  because  of  the  real  estate  laws  of  our  State ;  namely,  compensa¬ 
tion  for  tenants  when  they  make  improvements  in  the  property,  which 
is  included  in  title  IX  of  the  bill.  We  think  that  that  is  long  overdue, 
because  we  know  of  many  hardships  where  improvements  have  been 
made  by  tenants,  and  under  the  lease  by  the  landlord  they  are  not  able 
to  collect  any  compensation  for  that  improvement. 

We  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  many  of  our  communities  have 
adopted  a  policy  which  we  have  asked  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  to  adopt  nationwide. 

Where  Ave  are  dealing  with  the  homeowner  or  the  small  businessman 
to  Avhom  a  real  estate  transaction  may  be  a  once  in  a  lifetime  thing. 
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he  ought  to  receive  the  top  appraisal  of  the  two  tliat  are  iionnally 
taken  in  these  situations.  "We  feel  that  the  two  aj^praisals  are  usually 
reasonably  close  one  to  another;  but  if  there  is  a  wide  dili'erence,  a 
third  appraisal  could  be  made.  That  these  people  are  entitled  to  the. 
top  price. 

More  importantly,  as  we  see  reflected  in  title  IX,  we  would  like  to 
go  beyond  the  fair  market  value  and  we  note,  for  exami)le,  ami  ha\e 
submitted  for  the  record,  the  recent  law  adopted  by  the  State  of  INlary- 
land  where  for  the  first  time  it  talks  about  paying  compensation  for 
hardships  over  and  above  fair  market  value.  We  think  that  this 
philosophy  also  ought  to  be  in  title  IX. 

This  represents  a  summary  of  our  testimony,  and  we  appreciate 
very  much  this  opportunity  to  have  this  oral  presentation  as  Avell. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Rafsky.  AVe  ai^preciate 
yoiir  patience  and  also  the  excellent  and  very  constructive  statement 
which  you  made.  I  know  that  each  one  of  your  suggestions  will  get 
serious  considerations. 

INIr.  Rafskt.  Thank  you. 

(The  supplementary  statement  follows:) 

SUPPLEMENTAKY  STATEMENT  BY  THE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  HOUSING  AND 

Redevelopment  Officials 

TITLE  Till  OF  S.  698,  UNIFORM  RELOCATION - SECTION  OF  THE  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

COOPERATION  ACT  OF  1968 

In  testimony  on  May  II  and  16  before  the  Snbeoinmitee  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  NAHRO  Presi¬ 
dent  William  L.  Rafsky  was  given  ix'rmission  to  file  for  the  hearing  record  any 
additional  comments  or  recommendations  on  title  VIII  ivhlch  might  result  from 
the  local  relocation  directors  from  throughout  the  country  meeting  in  Wash¬ 
ington  on  May  16-17.  mider  the  sponsorship  of  NAHRO.  The  statement  lielow 
is  the  result  of  that  meeting.  Attached  is  a  listing  of  the  local  relocation  dirpctoi"s 
who  attended. 

Endorsemetit  of  XAHRO  testimony 

The  local  relocation  directors  endorsed  the  testimony  which  NAHRO  gave  to 
the  Subcommittee  on  May  II  and  16  on  title  VIII  of  S.  608.  They  sxK'Ciflcally 
endorsed  the.se  points : 

1.  Tliat  the  proi>osed  $-300  payment  for  potential  home  purchasersi.  Section 
802 (c)(2),  is  not  adequate  and  supported  the  NAHRO  recommendation.s — 
that  a  flat  pa.yment  be  made  to  supplement  the  down  payment  of  a  home 
owner  up  to  the  point  necessary  to  enable  him  to  purchase  a  suitable  home 
within  20  percent  of  his  income,  and  that  potential  home  purchasers  be  given 
special  priority  for  federally-assistetl  home  ownership  programs. 

2.  Elimination  of  the  relocation  adjustment  payments  (RAP),  section 
S02(e)  of  S.  698.  The  relocation  directors  agretxl  that  the  present  system  of 
RAP  payments  is  complex  and  inequitable. 

3.  In  subsititution  for  elimination  of  the  RAP  payments,  the  group 
recommended : 

a.  Establishment  of  a  flat  displacement  payment  based  on  household 
size  as  follows  :  1  i>erson — $200 ;  2^  persons — .$300  ;  .5-6  pei"soiis — ,8100  ; 
and  7  or  more  persons — $500.  This  flat  displacement  payment  would  go 
to  all  households  displaced  by  public  action  and  would  comiieiisate  for 
necessary  costs  involved  in  adjusting  to  a  new  location. 

b.  Expansion  and  aditional  flexibility  in  the  Section  23  leasing  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1937.  This  would  involve  not  only  sufficient 
authorization  in  Section  23  to  cover  relocation  housing  need.s,  but  also 
additional  flexibility  in  making  local  agencies  eligible  to  receive  federal 
assistance  under  the  section  23  leasing  program.  It  would  extend  the 
eligibility  now  given  directly  to  a  local  housing  authority  to  include  any 
other  agencies  designated  by  the  governing  body  of  the  local  community. 

c.  A  special  priority  for  the  rental  assistance  programs  of  the  Federal 
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government  for  all  displaced  households,  including  rehabilitation  loan 
and  grant  programs. 

These  changes  would  cover  both  the  immediate  adjustment  needs  of  dis¬ 
placed  families  and  rental  assistance  on  a  continuing  basis  for  those  dis¬ 
placed  households  who  need  it. 

It  should  also  be  pointed  out  that  in  addition  to  more  effective  and  ef- 
iicient  assistance,  the  displacement  allowances  suggested  are  less  than  the 
RAP  payments  provided  in  S.  (598. 

4.  That  the  $200  maximum  moving  payment  for  displaced  persons  under 
S.  (598,  section  802 (c)  (1),  is  adequate  in  most  in.stanc’es  at  the  present  time. 
However,  they  did  point  out  that  there  were  individual  hardship  circum¬ 
stances  where  moving  costs  for  a  di.splaced  household  were  over  this  figure. 
The  relocation  directors  recommended  that  the  law  be  made  more  flexible 
by  providing  that  in  the  case  of  a  hardship  situation,  documented  by  the 
local  agency,  a  moving  payment  could  be  made  in  excess  of  $200,  subject  to 
review  of  the  federal  agency. 

5.  That  compensation  for  property  loss  for  displaced  households  be  pro¬ 
vided  under  S.  (598.  It  is  currently  provided  under  Section  114  of  the  Housing- 
Act  of  194!),  but  not  under  the  proposed  bill.  It  is  recommended  that  com- 
l>en.sation  for  property  loss  he  separate  from  the  moving  payment,  section 
802(c)  (1),  and  that  it  be  up  to  $200  for  any  documented  property  loss. 

Additional  recommendations  on  business  displacement  (Secs.  802.  80.5  and  807 
of  S.  G98) 

XAHRO  suggests  the  following  provisions  for  business  relocation : 

1.  For  all  displaced  businesses  %chich  relocate. — 

a.  Payment  of  full  and  documented  moving  expenses. 

b.  Payment  for  documented  direct  loss  of  property,  up  to  $5000. 

c.  A  flat  displacement  payment  equal  to  the  average  net  annual  earnings 

of  the  displaced  business  or  $5000,  wdiichever  is  lesser. 

2.  An  optional  fixed  payment  for  displaced  businesses  which  relocate. — As  an 
option  to  the  provisions  of  1,  a  total  fixed  payment  equal  to  the  average  net 
annual  earnings  of  the  business  or  $7500,  whichever  is  lesser. 

3.  For  businesses  which  go  out  of  business. — A  “going  out  of  business"  pay¬ 
ment.  when  this  is  a  result  of  displacement,  equal  to  the  average  net  annual 
earnings  for  a  two-year  i>eriod,  or  $10,000,  whichever  is  lesser. 

Congressional  intent  and  flexibility  in  relocation  program  administration 

In  the  two-day  discussion  on  May  1(5-17,  the  relocation  directors  continuously 
came  back  to  questions  about  the  spirit  and  intent  under  which  relocation  as¬ 
sistance  payments  are  administered.  They  reported,  their  local  experience  indi¬ 
cated  that  because  of  the  detailed  requirements  in  the  existing  Federal  law  (and 
likely  in  the  proposed  S.  698)  auditing  by  federal  agencies  of  local  relocation 
Ijractice  often  became  over-detailed  and  negative.  The  group  recommended 
that  the  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  consider  in  any  revision 
to  S.  698,  the  elimination  of  detailed  provisions  which  can  be  handled  through 
administration,  with  more  flexibility,  and  the  inclusion  of  the  following  points 
in  its  report  on  S.  698  : 

1.  That  the  intent  and  spirit  of  title  VIII,  Uniform  Relocation,  is  to  make 
the  statutory  assistance  available  to  displaced  households  or  businesses 
with  the  least  cumbersome  administration ; 

2.  That  it  is  the  intent  of  the  Congress  that  displaced  businesses  and 
households  receive  assistance  and  that  the  emphasis  should  be  on  qualifying 
(not  disqualifying)  eligible  recipients; 

3.  That  the  local  administration  of  relocation  assistance  be  flexible  in 
terms  of  providing  assistance  in  the  survey  and  planning  period  of  public 
development  activities,  as  well  as  making  payments  in  advance  of  actual 
moving,  if  necessary  to  meet  hardship  situations ; 

4.  That  the  auditing  of  relocation  practice  be  made  in  the  spirit  of  1,  2, 
and  3  above. 

TITLE  IX  OF  S.  698 - UNIFORM  LAND  ACQUSITION  POLICY 

The  local  relocation  directors  meeting  in  Washington  on  May  16-17,  had  the 
following  suggestions  and  additions  to  NAHRO  testimony. 

Section  904  of  S.  698  provides  for  reimbursement  of  settlement  costs  on 
federally  acquired  property,  but  not  property  acquired  with  Federal  assistance. 
This  same  section  should  apply  to  properties  acquired  with  Federal  assistance. 
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Correction  in  act  of  the  State  of  Maryland  (No.  3G5),  which  NAHRO  filed 
with  its  te.stimony :  The  compensation  included  in  this  Act,  as  finally  passed  by 
the  Maryland  Legislature  was  $5,000,  not  $.3,500  as  contained  in  the  original  bill, 
as  filed  by  NAHRO. 


List  of  I^ocal  Participants  in  NAHRO  Relocation  MMrkshop,  May  lG-17,  1968, 

Washington,  1).C. 

Oswalda  Badal.  Director  of  Relocation,  Chicago  Department  of  Urban  Renewal. 

John  Baylor,  Relocation  Supervisor,  Urban  Renewal  Agency  of  City  of  Austin, 
Texas. 

Ray  Call,  Director,  Famiiy  Relocation,  New  Haven  Redevelopment  Agency. 

Ray  Carrasco,  Relocation  Supervisor,  Sacramento  Redevelopment  Agency. 

Arthur  G.  Christensen,  Assistant  Director  of  Relocation,  Baltimore  Urban  Re¬ 
newal  and  Housing  Agency. 

Frank  Coopa,  Jr.,  Cumberland,  Maryland,  Urban  Renewal  Agency. 

Charles  L.  Davis,  Relocation  Officer,  Saginaw,  Michigan,  Urban  Renewal  Division. 

Charles  M.  Dunlap,  Director  of  Relocation,  Louisville,  Urban  Renewal  and  Com- 
m  unity  Development  Agency. 

Jerry  Elsinger,  Commercial  Relocation  Officer,  Chicago  Department  of  Urban 
Renewal. 

Ed  Emerson,  Des  Moines  Department  of  Urban  Development. 

Charles  MC  Fairley.  Director  of  Project  Operations,  Redevelopment  Commission 
of  Greensboro,  N.C. 

Joseph  Howard  Grigsby,  Chief,  Relocation  Branch,  Atlanta  Housing  Authority. 

Cliff  Hardy,  Director  of  Relocation,  Miami-Dade  County,  Department  of  Housing, 
and  Urban  Development. 

Howard  Heller,  Executive  Director,  Portland,  Maine,  Redevelopment  Authority. 

Imther  W.  Hemmons,  Director,  Relocation  and  Management  Division,  D.C.  Re¬ 
development  Land  Agency. 

Francis  Hickey,  Relocation  Officer,  Brookline  (Mass.),  Redevelopment  Authority. 

Dorothy  Holtz,  Director  of  Relocation,  Minneapolis  Housing  and  Redevelopment 
Authority. 

Mr.  Kiipper,  Rehousing  Bureau,  Philadelphia  Redevelopment  Authority. 

Ted  A.  MacDonell,  Chief,  Relocation  Community  Relations  Division,  Fresno  Re¬ 
development  Authority. 

Lawrence  Miller,  New  York  City  Housing  and  Development  Administration. 

Joseph  A.  Miltrano,  Jr.,  Chief  of  Relocation  and  Property  Management,  Rochester 
Department  of  Urban  Renewal  and  Economic  Development. 

Afarvin  Nesbitt,  I>irector  of  Relocation  and  Property  Management,  Kansas  City, 
^Missouri  Land  Clearance  for  Redevelopment  Authority. 

Francis  O’Connor,  Relocation  Officer.  Brookline.  Mass.,  Redevelopment  Authority. 

I’eter  Riemer,  Deputy  Executive  Director,  Redevelopment  Land  Agency,  District 
of  Columbia. 

Homer  Saunders,  Director  of  Relocation  and  Slum  Site  Management,  Detroit 
Housing  Commission. 

Joan  Smith,  Assistant  Director,  Family  Relocation,  Boston  Redevelopment  Au¬ 
thority. 

G.  Ronald  Smith,  Family  Relocation  Planner,  Cincinnati  Department  of  Urban 
Development. 

Philip  C.  VanSoelen.  Director  of  Relocation,  Seattle  Urban  Renewal  Division. 

Warren  Swartzbeck,  Housing  Specialist,  Philadelphia,  Office  of  the  Mayor. 

Robert  Tobin,  Director  of  Family  Relocation  Services,  St.  Paul  Housing  and 
Redevelopment  Authority. 

Marian  Yankauer.  Director  of  Relocation  Division,  Massachusetts  Department  of 
Commerce  and  Development. 

Senator  Mijskie.  Our  next  witness  is  Prof.  George  Sternlieb,  re¬ 
search  director  of  the  Graduate  School  of  Business,  liutgers. 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  welcome  jmu,  sir,  this  morning. 
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TESTIMONY  OF  PEOF.  GEORGE  STERNLIEB,  RESEARCH  DIRECTOR, 

GRADUATE  SCHOOL  OF  BUSINESS,  RUTGERS— THE  STATE  UNI¬ 
VERSITY,  NEWARK,  NJ. 

Mr.  Steuxlieb.  Thank  you.  (liveii  tlie  time  pressures  and  many 
otlier  things  whicli  I  know  you  liave  got  to  do  today,  let  me  he  as  brief 
as  possible. 

T  have  already  submitted  a  statement  which  summarizes  my  thinking 
and  I  would  like  to  add  to  it  a  very  few  comments  which  ai’e  open  to 
(piestion. 

First  of  all,  I  think  we  have  to  view  relocation  as  a  constant,  not  a 
temporary,  occuri-ence,  and  certaudy  not  a  response  to  some  phenom¬ 
ena  that  is  going  to  go  away.  It  is  incnml)ent  upon  us  to  accept 
this  fact,  and  I  think  this  bill  is  a  very  important  hi-st  step  in  the 
direction  of  developing  ai)pi‘opriate  methodology  in  governmental 
relationships  which  bring  us  readv  for  the  21st  centurv. 

e  are  going  to  haA’e  more  relocation.  "We  are  going  to  have  reloca¬ 
tion  not  merely  as  a  result  of  urban  renewal  ami  highway  programs, 
we  are  going  to  haA'e  relocation,  T  think  increasingly,  because  of  tech¬ 
nological  shift,  and  right  now  we  simply  do  not  have  the  methodology 
ai)propriate  to  cope  with  this. 

We  have  had  some  experience,  some  which  I  know  you  are  familiar 
with.  For  example,  an  Armour  meatpacking  facility  closed  down. 
The  com]iany  was  willing  to  move  some  of  its  workers.  There  simply 
Avas  no  aderpiate  gOA'ernmental  aid  in  terms  of  ad\  isorv  services,  know- 
hoAv,  and  housing  market  analyses  to  facilitate  this. 

In  the  area  Avliich  I  am  from.  Xew  Jersey,  we  had  the  closing  doAvn 
of  the  Mack  Truck  facilities.  We  had  3,000  workers  put  out  of  a  job. 
I  do  not  think  it  is  coincidental  that  Plainfield  was  one  of  the  cities 
in  Avhich  there  were  significant  riot  actiAuties.  Again,  the  company  was 
willing  to  move  a  significant  number  of  its  workers.  Tlmre  was  no 
facilitating  matrix  that  the  company  unions  could  turn  to  to  facili¬ 
tate  this  interstate  moA’e. 

I  am  perhaps  casting  a  i-ather  long  net  here,  but  I  am  reasonably 
sure  that  the  knoAv-how  gained  through  this  type  of  implementing 
legislation  Avill  haA^e  its  greatest  significance  in  the  years  to  come  not 
as  a  folloAvnp  of  urban  problems  and  rural  ])roblems,  but  because  of 
tef'hnological  dislocation.  This  means  that  AAe  cannot  simply  put  the 
program  into  the  mainstream  and  think  of  it  as  being  a  finished  pro¬ 
gram.  What  is  rerpiired  is  a  continuous  u]Adating  and  auditing  of  our 
api)roaches  (and  in  the  area  of  auditing  I  must  say  that  Government 
facilities  in  general  have  been  lugubriously  bad). 

We  simply  do  not  haA'e  adequate  statistical  information  on  Avhat 
has  happened  as  a  function  of  relocation.  This  has  permitted  a  vai  iety 
of  nonsense  type  appraisals  of  relocation,  among  them  that  all  reloca¬ 
tion  is  bad.  If  AA’e  vieAv  this  reloc'ation  challenge  as  a  constant,  I  think 
the  necessity  of  accompanying  it  Avith  continuous  auditing  ju-ocednres 
is  very  clear  cut. 

I  haA’e  some  comments  AA’hich  are  specific,  actually,  to  iMr.  Hughes' 
suggestions  on  the  bill.  I  have  stated  these  in  brief  form  at  the  tail  end 
of  my  testimony.  Let  me  leave  those  stand  for  the  record  and  receiA'e 
any  questions  AA’hich  you  might  haA’e. 

Senator  ]\fr.SKiE.  Thank  you  A-ery  much.  I  do  haA^e  a  feAv  questions. 

— cs - la 
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If  1  may  say,  we  do  liave  more  and  more  pressure  of  time,  but  I  want 
to  be  sure  I  give  you  at  least  a  minimum. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  in  its  testimony  last  week  objected  to  the 
full  100-percent  Federal  financing  of  relocation  payment  up  to  $25,000. 
You  refer  to  that  as  a  disastrous  step.  I  wonder  if  you  would  want  to 
elaborate  on  that? 

Mr.  Steenlieb.  Certainly. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  consequences  of  that  in  Newark  and  in  other 
cities? 

Mr.  Sterneieb.  Yas.  Our  jiroblem,  it  seems  to  me,  is  a  problem  of 
concept,  of  thinking  through  what  is  happening  and  what  has  hap¬ 
pened.  We  thought  of  lu'ban  renewal  as  a  response  to  an  essentially 
'  ocal  phenomena.  If  the  local  area  wanted  to  do  something  about  urban 
blight,  why,  the  Federal  Government  Avould  extend  some  aid.  But  it 
was  still,  essentially,  a  local  responsibility  and  a  response  to  local  prob¬ 
lems.  I  tliink  the  absoluta  frequency  of  these  problems,  the  univer¬ 
sality  of  these  problems,  increasingly  makes  us  aware  that  this  is  not  the  1 
disease  of  a  particular  area,  but  rather  a  national  problem.  ■ 

Kelocation  is  merely  the  handmaiden  of  our  response  to  this  probleju. ' 

The  local  facilities,  the  local  governmental  units,  have  as  part  of 
this  problem  the  fact  that  they  are  going  broke.  One  of  the  things  that  ■' 
is  impeding  urban  renewal  efforts  right  now  is  the  fact  that  generous  ■ 
Federal  Government  pi'ovisions  still  require  these  close-to-bankruptcy  i 
local  facilities  to  share  substantial  parts  of  the  cost  of  wdiat  is  essen- 1 
tially  now,  I  would  repeat  again,  a  national  problem.  And  we  ask  the 
government  unit  that  cannot  repair  its  schools,  that  cannot  collect  itS' 
garbage,  that  cannot  pay  its  teachers,  that  is  basically  going  out  of' 
business,  we  say  to  it,  yes,  cure  yourself,  but  you  are  going  to  have  to 

.  .  .  .  ' 

Now,  if  local  government  units  cannot  cover  their  operating  costs, 

much  less  increase  their  essential  capital  budgeting  costs,  it  seems  toj 
me,  it  is  a  step  in  the  wrong  direction. 

Senator  Muskie.  Mr.  Eafsky  earlier  this  morning  referred  to  the! 
fact  that  relocation  payment  and  assistance  begin  only  wdien  an  agree¬ 
ment  has  been  reached  between  the  Federal  Governinent  and  the? 
localities  to  receive  it.  As  far  as  I  know,  no  assistance  is  available  dur-| 
ing  the  planning  stages.  What  experience  did  you  have  in  Newark  witli 
this  kind  of  problem?  j 

Mr.  Steenlieb.  Experience  which  I  think  confirms  the  importance 
and  significance  which  Mr.  Eafsky  has  placed  on  this  point.  For. 
example,  one  of  the  basic  causes  of  the  Newark  riots  was  a  very, 
significant  area  of  dislocation  which  was  projected  as  a  function  of  this] 
medical  school  dispute. 

IVe  have  had  ads  in  the  Newark  newspapers  saying,  “Are  you  located! 
in  the  Federal  school  site?  Come  to  real  estate  agent  X.  We  have! 
apartments  for  you.”  “You  better  get  out  of  the  real  estate  in  the| 
medical  school  site,  come  to  agent  Y.”  ' 

IVe  essentially  have  blasted  about  40  percent  of  all  the  people  out* 
of — not  merely  the  site  which  was  ultimately  decided  on,  but  out  of? 
the  150  acres  that  was  initially  projected.  In  the  actual  area  now  de-! 
cided  on  for  the  medical  school  site  in  1960  there  were  approximately' 
5,500  people.  By  the  time  the  Newark  Housing  Authority,  which  is  thcf 
Newark  Urban  Eenewal  Administration  Agency,  took  a  head  count, 
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and  this  by  the  way  was  prior,  once  again,  to  there  being  an  official 
declaration  tliat  this  was  tlie  site  and  tliat  relocation  payments  wonld 
be  made,  there  were  approximate!}’  3,3tX)  peoj)le. 

Now,  this  is  an  area  which  has  a  relatively  tight  housing  market, 
'ffiiese  were  people  who  basically  had  been  displaced  as  strongly  and  as 
thoroughly  as  if  their  houses  had  been  bxdldozed.  Our  problem  is  that 
once  an  area  becomes  known  as  an  urban  renewal  area,  and  let  me  use 
that  term  ‘‘known”  in  quotes,  you  begin  to  get  a  pattern  of  high  vacancy 
rates,  and  as  3’our  vacancy  rates  go  up,  your  landlords  reduce  their 
maintenance  because  the  building  is  going  to  be  taken. 

We  have  had  shocking  experience  here,  verbatim  testimony  by  land¬ 
lords  indicating  that  they  had  been  approached  by  the  State  highway 
people  preliminary  to  a  route  clearance  and  told  not  to  make  any  re- 
paii’S.  Now,  whether  the  landlord  is  excusing  his  misbehavior  in  this 
fashion,  or  whether  this  was  actually  indicated,  is  certainly  o})en  to 
quastion.  But,  certainly  what  we  do  have  is  a  pattern  of  desertion.  In 
turn  this  has  a  dynamism  of  its  own.  People  are  driven  out.  The  drunks, 
the  derelicts  move  into  the  empty  apartments.  Yon  get  a  pattern  of 
vandalism,  and  the  decent  people  simply  cannot  live  near  that. 

]^y  the  time  we  have  our  area  declared  an  urban  renewal  area  or  an 
area  for  clearance,  and  by  the  time  we  have  implemented  this  most 
excellent  legislation  we  have  here,  a  very  substantial  portion  of  the 
people  most  impacted  by  clearance  have  been  forced  out.  This  is  a  very 
serious  problem. 

Senator  Muskie.  What  is  the  solution? 

Wr.  Sterneieb.  On  several  levels.  First  of  all,  I  think  we  must  stop 
somehow,  some  way,  this  mischievous  propagandizing  of  the  local  re¬ 
newal  authorities  on  what  is  going  to  be  renewed.  We  asked  some  390 
landlords,  are  you  in  an  area  of  urban  renewal.  Let  me  sngge.st  that  a 
good  many  of  them  were  in  urban  renewal  areas  and  did  not  know  it, 

;  and  a  good  many  of  them  were  not  in  urban  renewal  areas  and  thought 
they  were,  and  I  can  understand  their  lack  of  knowledge  here. 

Secondly,  I  think  once  we  have  a  serious  degree  of  interest  in  an  area, 
that  we  set  up  some  degree  of  facilitative  mechanism,  if  nothing  more 
than  a  centralized  facilit}^  that  the  tenaiat  or  owner  can  turn  to  for 
information.  “Yliat  is  actually  going  0}i  in  my  area?  What  is  the 
calendar?  What  type  of  Government  ])rograms  am  1  entitled  to  now  ? 
What  can  I  look  foinvard  to  in  the  future  ?  Who  is  C'oin«:  to  buffer 
me?  This  is  not  available  now. 

Typically  what  Ave  liaA’e  noAv  are  tAvo  forms  of  alleviation.  One  form 
is  no  alleAuation  unless  you  knoAv  about  it,  and  the  other  form  is 
lalleAuation  in  case  you  do  knoAv  about  it.  And  unfortunately,  many  of 
'the  people  AA’ho  are  most  in  need  of  help,  are  those  people  avIio  are  least 
jisophisticated. 

We  simply  have  all  too  frequently  the  Government  in  any  of  its 
manifestations  taking  a  A^ery  passive  role.  If  you  come,  if  you  qualify, 
if  you  knoAv  hoAv  to  fill  out  the  fonns,  AA’e  Avill  take  care  of  you,  and  if 
you  are  Avilling  to  Avait.  But,  if  you  do  not  come,  Ave  are  not  going  to  go 
looking  for  you.  I  Avoiild  suggest  very  strongly  this  is  not  an  arm's- 
length  transaction,  but  this  is  rather  the  type  or  thing  that  one  Avould 
expect  from  a  not  too  scrupulous  merchant  trading  in  goods  Avhose 
quality  he  Avas  not  too  sure  of. 
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Senator  Muskik.  From  your  experience  in  Newark,  wliat  has  beenj 
the  effect  of  fair  market  value  conce})t  on  these  land  takin^Tjs? 

Mr.  Sternlieu.  I  think  the  fair  market  concept  has  a  deceptively' 
sound  rin^  to  it.  I5y  the  very  dehnition  of  fair  market,  we  all  believe; 
it  is  a  market,  and  we  all  believe  it  is  fair.  T  think,  however,  its  reality; 
is  that  there  typically  is  no  market.  Technically,  the  concept  of  a. 
market  refers  to  a  willing-  buyer  and  a  willing  seller. 

Now,  by  the  very  definition  of  the  fact  that  I  am  not  in  the  market,' 
this  means  that  mai’ket  prices,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  do  not  make 
a  market  which  attracts  me.  That  the  sum  of  my  feelings,  affections, 
inertia,  desii-e.  are  such  that  I  want  to  stay  where  I  am  rather  than 
sell  to  3’ou.  There  is  no  one  moment  that  all  the  properties  in  an  area, 
a  re  for  sale.  j 

Now,  the  Government  comes  in  and  says  at  a  moment  of  time  we 
are  going  to  have  a  market,  fellows,  and  do  you  know  what  is  goin^ 
to  determine  that  market?  The  fellows  who  did  not  want  to  stay,  the 
last  sales  in  the  area. 

Now.  by  the  very  definition  of  the.se  last  comparable  sales,  these 
were  the  people  who  wanted  to  sell,  and  by  the  very  definition  that  1 
was  not  one  of  the  sellers,  there  are  sales  that  have  no  relevance  to  me. 

Now,  this  is  perhaps  overly  logistic  and  conceptual,  but  let  us  turn 
to  the  owner. 

Tlie  fair  market,  at  best,  in  conce])t.  should  be  a  fair  market  whicli 
permits  him  to  reproduce  that  which  he  has  given  up,  and  the  money 
merely  becomes  a  facilitating  means  of  exchange.  The  basic  fact  oi 
the  market  is  that  all  too  frequently  this  simply  is  not  the  case,  that 
in  order  to  be  a  buyer  on  an  open  market  rather  than  a  seller  on  a 
closed  market,  he  must  pay  more. 

Now,  there  may  simply  not  be  available  the  same  type  of  facility.' 
the  same  ty])e  of  conveniences  that  he  enjoyed  before. 

In  business  we  say  “Well,  that  is  his  tough  luck,”  but  it  seems  tr 
me  that  in  the  Government-person  relationship,  we  cannot  say  that' 
We  ha\'e  a  unique  responsibility  over  and  above  the  general  concept  o1 
fair  market,  to  provide  at  least  fair  market  to  the  individual.  It  i> 
not  the  individual  who  is  profited  by  this  program,  it  is  the  individual 
who  is  ]>aying  a  very  sul)sta}itial  part  of  the  price  for  the  jn-ogran' 
which  has  universal  application,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  must  bear  the  brunt  of  defending  its  payments.  ' 

Senator  IMuskie.  What  standards  of  measurement  can  be  used  foi 
establishing  the  amount  of  these  payments  ?  ' 

Mr.  Sterxijer.  I  think  here  we  have  to  look  into  the  reality  o' 
where  Avill  this  individual  go.  what  will  it  actually  take  him  to  gei' 
there,  to  be  reestablished,  to  be  made  whole.  We  have  to  accept  the  fac- 
that  we  have  cut,  at  the  very  least,  significant  days  out  of  this  individ 
ual’s  enjoyment  of  his  facilities,  we  have  put  him  to  considerabli 
difficult}’,  not  uncommonly,  jjarticularly  amongst  people  Avho  are  no 
too  learned.  We  liave  forced  him  to  go  to  an  agent,  whether  it  be  i 
lawyer,  a  consultant,  or  a  confidant,  and  pay  significant  fees  becausi 
of  his  own  uncertainties.  I  think  all  of  these  have  to  be  taken  int( 
account,  and  to  the  de.gree  that  we  have  distressed  him,  let  me  repea 
again,  we  must  make  bim  whole.  That  is  our  basic  responsibility. 

Senator  Muskie.  This  could  be  a  case-bv-case  test  ?  ■ 
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Mr.  Stehnijkb.  Yes;  and  at  tlie  risk  of  being’  aeadeinic,  wliieli  is  a 
prerogative  of  the  academician,  after  all,  I  do  not  think  that  admin- 
jstrative  difficnlties  can  he  permitted  to  intrude  on  the  conceptual 
iapi)roach  to  he  utilized.  If  we  do  not  know  how  to  do  something 
ihecanse  of  some  difficidt  ies  of  administering,  then  it  is  the  responsibility 
of  the  admiiiistrator  to  find  ont  how.  That  is  what  they  get  paid  for. 

Senator  Muskie.  Just  two  more  questions.  AVe  provide  for  optional 
fixed  payments  in  the  hill,  presumably  to  give  poor  people  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  get  compensation  without  going  through  the  burden  of 
administration  and  redtape.  Do  you  feel  that  that  technique  as  worked 
lOut  in  the  urban  renewal  program  is  a  good  idea,  the  optional  fixed 
payment  ? 

Mr.  Sternlieh.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  INIuskie.  Are  they  adequate  in  the  hill? 

:  iMr.  Sterxeieb.  There  I  have  some  reservations.  I  will  not  make 
liny  criticism  at  this  moment.  I  can  appreciate  the  limitations  that  we 
ire  suil'ering  under.  1  think,  however,  this  is  an  area  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  shoukl  continually  reexamine. 

Senator  Muskie.  If  we  do  not  get  titles  YIII  and  TX  enacted  as 
written,  do  you  think  that  we  will  experience  any  real  dilHculties  in 
rhe  results?  How  critical  are  they,  in  other  words?  How  inpxirtant 
ire  they  ? 

I  Mr.  Sterxeieb.  I  think  they  are  very,  very  important.  IVe  simply 
■annot  stop  the  wheel,  we  cannot  immobilize  our  society.  We  are 
ilependent  on  mobility.  If  I  can  turn  for  a  moment  from  governmental 
programs  Avhich  impact  society  and  cause  relocation,  if  Ave  can  just 
urn  to  our  private  business  Ave  can  see  the  phenomenon.  lYhen  Ave  look 
it  mobility  patterns,  for  example,  the  most  mobile  people  in  our  society 
lo  longer  ai-e  the  poor,  they  are  the  rich.  The  pattern  of  corporate 
•elocation,  corporate  transfer,  is  a  constant.  In  my  OAvn  neighborhood, 
when  one  goes  house  hunting  he  sees  Scott  Paper  houses,  IBM  houses, 
iwhat-have-you  houses.  These  houses  are  actually  OAvned  by  corpora- 
ions  because  they  liaA’e  had  to  move  their  executiA’-es. 
i  XoAv,  notice  in  those  cases,  in  order  to  aA’oid  impacting  the  individ¬ 
uals,  a  corporation  actually  takes  title  to  a  property,  not  uncommonly 
.noving  the  Avife  into  a  hotel  in  the  ncAv  city  so  that  she  can  survey 
he  area  before  deciding  on  a  house.  A  Avhole  infrastructure  is  built  up 
n  ])riA’ate  industrj^  to  complement  the  fact  of  mobility. 

;  When  AA’e  look  at  Goveimment  action  here,  I  think  Ave  should  be 
omeAvliat  embarrassed;  that  rather  than  AueAving  this  bill  as  an  act 
:)f  generosity  Ave  should  AueAv  it  as  a  very  long-overdue  first  step  to- 
vard  meeting  a  continual  challenge.  This  challenge  is  here.  We  are  not 
^oing  to  be  able  to  stop  it. 

■  I  think  the  waving  of  urban  turbulence  as  a  red  flag,  saying  that  if 
i’ou  do  not  do  what  Ave  Avant,  Ave-are-going-to-get-you-type  of  thing, 
jias  been  much  overdone.  What  is  much  more  significant,  hoAvever,  is 
ihe  relationship  betAveen  the  Government  and  the  individual,  not  the 
•  Tovernment  and  the  jArotester,  but  the  Government  and  the  individual, 
iind  the  indiAndual's  rights.  Society  makes  us  impact  those  rights.  We 
liiaA'e  to.  The  roads  have  to  go  through  for  the  good  of  everybody, 
dearance  of  a  slum  area  is  required.  It  has  to  be.  But,  Ave  must  make 
ihat  individual  Avhole,  and  I  think  that  is  the  important  part. 
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Senator  Mi'skie.  We  thank  yon  very  nincli,  Professor  Sternliel),  ' 
and  that  bell  indicates  that  we  are  goings  to  be  voting  before  long. 
Thank  yon  very  innch. 

Mr.  Sterxeieb.  Thank  you.  sir. 

(The  .statements  of  Mr.  Sternlieb  follows:) 

Statement  of  Dr.  George  Sterxi.ier  ox  the  Role  of  Relocation  in  American 

Society 

INTRODUCTION 

The  fact  of  relocation  is  a  constant  on  th©  American  .scene.  It  is  the  essential 
and  faith.fnl  companion  of  the  technologrical  chang:es  which  are  oontinually  alter- 
ins’  onr  lifeways,  and  the  relationship  between  man  and  his  environment.  The 
nece.ssity  for  relocation  will  not  go  away.  There  is  every  reason  to  believe  that  its 
necessity  will,  if  anythin.g,  increase  over  time.  Its  pre.sent  magnitude,  encoinpas.s- 
ing  more  than  IdO.OtX)  individuals  and  families,  to  say  nothing  of  its  future 
prospective  growth,  means  that  every  feasil)le  tool  of  analysis  should  be  applied. 

governmental  versus  corporate  relocation 

lattle  notice  is  pre.sently  taken  of  the  executive  transfer,  though  the  role  of 
many  s’uburbs  is  inei-easingl.v  to  provide  transient  accommodations.  This  is  ac- 
c-einteil  as  being  an  essential  part  of  the  giwvth  of  American  coriiorate  might 
from  a  local  to  a  national  and  even  international  level.  The  individuals  in  (pie.s- 
tion  typically  are  buffered  by  substantial  relocation  payments  by  their  respeidive 
firms,  not  infrequently  including  guarantees  against  loss  on  the  .sale  of  their 
homes,  travel  money  for  their  wives  to  aid  in  the  selection  of  new  facilities,  and 
even  the  taking  of  title  of  their  past  homes  by  the  parent  corporation. 

The  growth  of  highways,  the  changing  roie  of  our  cities,  generates  an  equally 
inexorable  logic  in  the  relocation  of  people  who  all  too  commonly  are  at  the 
idher  end  of  the  economic  .‘spectrum — the  poor.  Here  tlie  Federal  Governmenit  has 
a  relationship  with  its  citizenry  not  too  dissimilar  from  that  of  the  major  cor¬ 
poration — the  I.K.iM.,  The  Scott  Pai>er,  The  Union  Carbide  with  its  work  force. 
The  contrast  in  the  execution  of  its  responsibilities,  however,  is  unmistakable. 
While  the  corporate  transeferee  typically  has  some  freedom  of  choice — he  can 
move  or  not  move — stay  with  firm  or  change  jobs  as  he  will,  the  individual  cauglit 
in  the  face  of  a  highway  route,  or  major  urban  rehaul,  does  not  have  tliis  op¬ 
tion.  He  is  faced — and  quite  properly — with  the  overwhelming  coiniietence  of 
the  government  through  the  medium  of  eminent  doinaim  This  entails  a  far 
greater  re.sponsibllity  on  the  part  of  the  government  in  treating  with  the  citi¬ 
zens  so  displaced,  than  is  the  case  with  the  corporation. 

The  contra.st.  however,  between  the  treatment  accorded  the  individual  by  the 
private  enterprise,  as  contra.sted  with  the  government,  is  very  sorry  indeed. 
According  to  a  recent  Wall  Street  .lournal  article,  the  corixirate  transferee  is 
conmionly  securing  as  much  as  $2,000  in  benefits  as  a  function  of  the  shift  to  say 
nothing  of  the  pay  increases  which  may  attend  transfers. 

The  public  tran.sferee  on  the  other  hand,  secures  only  a  tenth  of  this  at  liest. 
Not  uncommonly  as  will  be  detailed  l>elow,  he  is  not  even  aware  of  the  lienefits, 
mode.st  though  they  may  be.  and  must  expend  his  very  limited  means  to  move 
him.self  with  all  of  the  attendant  expenses  that  are  involved.  All  too  fiaapiently 
the  offlcials  involved  in  a  program  do  not  view  it  as  their  affair  to  acquaint  the 
individual  with  the  limited  benefits  which  the  government  does  make  available, 
but  rather  view  their  role  essentially  as  a  passive  one,  i.e.,  to  handle  calls  for 
relocation  payments  only  uiHin  request. 

Despite  the  strong  wording  of  remedial  legislation,  there  is  still  the  gap  be¬ 
tween  relocation  aid  as  a  right  and  obligation  of  the  government  a.s  against 
its’  lieing  a  privilege — even  though  at  best  a  most  modest  one.  Given  the  strains  : 
inherent  in  our  society,  this  is  an  attitude  which  cannot  lie  tolerated.  Much  im-  i 
provenient  has  l)een  made  in  relm-ation  procedures,  but  much  still  remains  to  be  I 
done. 

HOUSING  AND  I’RBAN  ECOLOGY  ; 

The  concept  of  the  city  as  being  something  more  than  an  end  in  itself,  i.e.,  an  | 
institution  which  must  be  reinforced  in  terms  of  its  own  life  cycle,  has  been  i 
la-hind  much  renewal  thinking  in  the  I'nited  States.  More  and  more,  we  realize  I 
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Hint  the  city  is  far  less  inii)ertaiit  than  tlie  people  who  live  in  it,  that  the  advaiiee- 
laent  in  life  style  of  tlie  latter  is  iiiucli  more  important  tlian  is  the  city  tier  se. 

Tile  city  is  a  place  where  the  bulk  of  our  poor  presently  live  ami,  while  tliis 
may  change  in  the  long  run.  certainly  for  the  next  half-score  years,  this  will  be 
true.  Our  efforts  to  bolster  the  city  often  are  most  costl.v  to  the  poor,  given  their 
relative  immobility,  particularly  in  the  face  of  housing  restrictions  hotli  economic 
and  social,  coupled  with  the  fact  that  there  has  been  a  substantial  shift  of  employ¬ 
ment  location  outside  the  city. 

HelcK-ation  is  in  part  the  essential  concomitant  of  efforts  to  bring  ,iobs  back 
and  is  frequently  the  essential  price  of  providing  an  environment  which  for  tlie 
overall  group  is  substantiall.v  more  sati.sfactory.  The  rapid  obsolescence  of  much 
of  the  urban  housing  stock  reipiires  very  substantial  efforts  at  rectification. 
These  too,  involve  massive  clearance  and/or  rehabilitation  efforts  wliich  involve 
relocation.  This  is  a  price  which  society  as  a  whole  must  pay.  Unfortunately,  all 
too  freipiently,  a  ver.v  part  of  the  personal  burden  is  borne  by  those  least  able  to 
siqiport  it — the  poor  urbanite. 

GOVER.XVIEXT  AND  THE  PEOPLE 

(Tovernment  inteiwention  is  frequently  called  on  in  a  role  similar  to  that  of  the 
surgeon — cutting  awa.v  the  malignant,  the  disease  provoking,  in  an  effort  to  save 
the  entit.v.  But  this  relationship  between  the  government  and  the  people  involved 
in  the  cit.y  is  a  most  .sensitive  one.  If  the  feeling  arises  that  the  government  is  a 
monolithic  entity  trampling  over  the  desires  and  sensitivities  of  the  individual, 
a  remorseless  juggernaut  that  cannot  be  intimidated  through  the  weak  political 
processes  and  organization  of  the  imor.  only  despair  and  violence  can  result. 

In  tills  very  delicate  relationship,  relocation  practices  play  a  major  role.  We 
have  not  taken  full  cognizance  of  this  role.  Past  practices,  particularly  with 
highway  location,  have  been  callous  to  an  extreme.  Surve.v  teams  have  gone  into 
areas,  prior  to  any  efforts  at  formalized  relocation,  and  have  literally  scared  half 
the  inhabitants  out.  What  surveys  we  have  of  former  relocation  practices  largel.v 
have  as  their  universe  not  the  total  number  of  people  extant  in  an  area  prior  to 
the  actual  inception  of  clearance,  but  rather  the  imrtion  of  those  i>eople  who  have 
stayed  past  the  waves  of  forced  exodus.  As  such,  these  studies  are  oiieu  to 
criticism. 

■STATURE  OF  THE  CRITICISM 

All  too  frequentl.v,  however,  the  criticism  of  reloc-ation  procedures  has  been 
sul)stantially  fallacious.  I  would  like  to  touch  here  on  two  schools.  The  first  of 
these  has  been  referred  to  as  the  “grief  school.”  One  of  the  basic  research  efforts 
at  determining  the  mental  outlook  of  i>eople  faced  with  relocation  had  as  its  lead 
([uestion  for  example,  the  following,  and  I  quote :  ‘Alany  people  have  told  us 
that  just  after  they  move  they  felt  sad  or  depressed,  did  you  feel  this  way?”  The 
scale  which  was  used  to  grade  this  obviously  leading  question  ran  from  minimal 
grief  to  maximum  grief.  There  simply  was  no  way  to  rate  i)eo{>le  who  might  have 
been  happy  at  being  moved. 

The  second  school  of  thought  is  the  new  radical  group  that  feels  that  anything 
governmentally  inspired  must  be  wrong.  IVhen  faced  with  the  results  of  a  recent 
Bureau  of  the  Census  study  of  relocatees,  their  basic  response  to  its  positive 
elements  was  to  accu.se  the  census  bureau  of  being  obviously  biased,  i.e.,  one 
government  agency  rating  another.  I  do  not  think  that  this  argument  needs  to  be 
criticized  here.  It  does  show,  however,  the  depth  of  feeling  and  obtuseness  which 
can  be  raised  on  this  subject. 

THE  DOLHVRS  AXD  CEXTS  OF  REI.OC'ATIO.X 

The  comments  of  relocatees  are  clear  on  dollar  cost :  “The  linoleum  didn't  tit 
in  the  new  place — it  began  to  curl.  It  cost  me  $28  for  new  linoleum  in  the  kitchen. 
The  pi(s?e  in  the  living  room  worked  out  alright  hut  in  the  old  i)lace  we  had  an 
extra  bedroom,  now  in  the  living  room  we  need  a  daybed  that  cost  $(>0  used.’’ 
“Tlie  curtain  rods  when  we  came  in  were  hanging  by  a  thread.’’  “I  think  the  first 
week  my  husband  told  me  we  sjient  $22  in  the  hardware  store.”  “We  had  our  own 
refrigerator  but  it  didn't  tit  in  the  new  kitchen.”  "You  know  ,von  can't  get  any¬ 
thing  for  a  u.sed  refrigerator,  except  when  you  want  to  buy  one  it  costs  a  lot  of 
money.” 
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I  could  go  on  with  these  (luotations  at  snhstaiitial  length.  I  think  if  you  recall 
your  own  experiences  in  moving,  and  add  together  all  of  those  non-budgeted 
items:  the  cup  hooks  in  the  kitchen  cabinet,  the  lining  pai)er.  the  weather  strip- 
liing  for  a  leaky  window,  the  new  electric  light  bulbs  and  occasional  tixture.  tlie 
piece  of  furniture  which  doesn’t  work  out  and  the  new  furniture  which  is 
re(iuired,  the  electric  extension  cords,  and  all  of  the  other  items  that  make  a 
l)lace  appropriate  for  people  to  live  in,  that  the  slu^er  absolute  inade(iuacy  of  the 
$200  payment — which  as  you  know,  must  also  cover  the  actual  physical  costs  of 
moving,  are  all  too  clear.  We  have  not  incorporated  into  this  balance  sheet,  the 
day  away  from  work  which  not  uncommonly  is  the  concomitant  of  moving.  Note 
many  of  the  relocatees  are  paid  hourly,  their  moving  day  wages  are  not  absorlied 
by  the  employer. 

THE  NECESSITY  FOR  PAYMENT  REVISION 

The  description  above  certainly  does  not  make  happy  reading,  but  notice  that 
this  prevails  under  the  very  best  of  circumstances.  Under  pre.sent  highway  pro¬ 
cedures,  unless  the  state  has  opted  for  the  government  program  in  renewal,  the 
actual  payment  may  be  far  less.  Again,  let  me  point  out  that  these  payments 
currently  are  only  made  for  those  people  who  hold  still  until  the  actual  process 
of  renewal  and  relocation  is  undertaken. 

All  too  fre(pientl.v,  however,  renewal  is  announced  well  in  advance  of  its  actu- 
alit.v,  a  neighborhood  begins  to  empty  out,  landlord  maintenance  slips  very 
rapidly.  As  vacancies  occur  acts  of  vandalism  take  place,  the  street  gangs  and 
the  derelicts  move  in,  the  family,  even  though  it  may  desperatel.v  need  financial 
aid  for  relocation  simply  may  not  be  able  to  tolerate  the  environment  long 
enough  to  he  entitled  to  it  under  present  regulation.  The  ultimate  pa.vment  gen¬ 
erally  may  barely  cover  actual  out-of-pocket  moving  costs,  with  nothing  remain¬ 
ing  to  buffer  relocation  or  repay  personal  labor. 

We  presently  have  the  opiX)rtunit.y  to  reconceptualize  the  relocation  procedure, 
to  make  it  not  the  Inwrendous  penalty  of  being  in  the  path  of  progress,  but 
rather  a  handmaiden  of  progress,  a  corollary  of  progress. 

At  best,  there  is  always  the  feeling  of  dislocation.  The  difficulty  of  finding  new 
accommodations — the  increase  in  housing  costs  which  are  usual  have  not  been 
touched  on  here.  These  factors  do  not  rule  out  the  necessity  of  relocation,  they  do, 
however,  make  it  essential  for  it  to  be  carefull.v  structured.  Certainl.v  big  .govern¬ 
ment  owes  it  to  little  citizen  to  treat  him  with  all  of  the  deference  and  considera¬ 
tion  possible  under  the  circum.stances. 


Statement  of  Dr.  George  Sternlieb  on  S.  698 

The  remarks  which  have  already  been  circulated  in  my  prepared  statement 
are  es.sentiall.v  in  the  nature  of  a  preamble  to  the  siiecifics  of  the  bill  S.  (ids. 
;May  I  say  first  that  I  believe  the  Bill  to  be  a  very  imii>ortant  and  timely  piece 
of  legi.slation,  fully  in  keeping  with  the  nature  of  the  challenge  of  the  problem. 
I  can  add  very  little  to  the  Bill  which  is  so  clearly  the  product  of  pi-ofound 
thought  and  care  and  preparation.  There  are.  how'ever,  several  points  which, 
with  some  diffidence,  I  ivoiild  like  to  touch  on.  They  have  to  do  both  with  <1e- 
tails  of  the  Bill  and  also  with  the  statement  of  Phillip  S.  Hughes,  Deputy  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  based  on  the  release  of  Thur.sday,  Way  9. 

ON  THE  pro-rating  OF  THE  COSTS  OF  RELOCATION 

Mr.  Hu,ghes  .suggests  that  the  relocation  costs  he  considered  part  of  the  laud 
cost  and  pro-rated  under  this  definition,  as  is  the  ca.se  presently  for  other 
urban  renewal  costs.  I  think  this  is  a  disastrous  .step  in  the  wrong  direction. 
The  fiscal  crisis  of  local  governmental  units  needs  little  elaboration  here.  Suf¬ 
fice  it  to  say  that  it  is  precisely  those  jurisdictions  which  are  mo.st  in  ne(*d, 
which  would  be  mo.st  impacted  by  this  propo.sal.  One  of  the  major  inhibitors 
of  renewal  efforts  is,  and  sadl.v  enough  will  be  increasingly,  the  lack  of  where¬ 
withal  by  the  local  government  to  meet  present  funding  requirement.s — much 
less  meeting  an  increased  burden  as  proposed  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
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SMAI.I,  BUSINESS  UISI‘I-UEME.VT 

Title  S  of  the  Rill  seeks  to  alleviate  the  hurdeii  of  those  small  Imsiiiesses  which 
are  imiKu-ted  by  relocation.  The  Rnreau  of  the  Itudfjet  would  limit  this  to 
those  ••actually  displacwl.”  The  argument  extended  seoms  largely  to  la*  one 
of  convenience — ^it’s  hard  to  tell  the  degrt^e  of  displacement  except  for  those 
actually  steam-rollered. 

While  I  would  not  minimize  this  stricture,  we  cannot  limit  fuir  expression 
of  .justice  solely  to  those  areas  where  it  is  easily  appli(al.  All  too  fre<iuently  it 
is  the  fledgling  minority  group  business  man  who  is  most  impact(‘d  by  the 
clearing  away  of  the  jiatronage  uikui  which  his  small  retail  or  .service  estab¬ 
lishment  depends.  In  the  course  of  a  recent  Newark  survey,  we  secured  ample 
evidence  of  this.  I  think  it  is  up  to  IIUI)  (u-  another  appropriate  agency  to 
detine  appropriate  operating  methodologies  here  with  which  to  help  administer 
this  Act.  I  would  not  accept  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  criticisms. 

BUSIXESS  BEI.OCATIOX  ALI.OWAXCES 

The  Bill,  as  presented,  calls  for  optional  payments  of  up  to  The 

Bur(>au  of  the  Budget  suggests  the  actual  expenses  of  moving  plus  a  maximum 
of  $2,500.  Both  retpiire  income  tax  returns  to  establish  the  profitability  of  the 
business.  Both  maximum  payments  are  related  to  this  profitability. 

lA‘t  me  sugge.st  here  that  if  we  are  to  err,  we  should  err  on  the  si<le  of 
reasonable  generosity.  At  the  level  of  payment  which  we  are  si)eaking  of  here, 
we  truly  have  reference  to  small,  small  busine.ss.  The.se  businesses  do  not  move 
easily.  They  are  freciuently  unitpie  to  a  particular  location,  to  a  particular 
ethnic  group,  not  uncommonly  they  have  essentially  grown  in  a  fashion  which 
makes  them  nontransferable. 

To  use  a,  perhaps,  overly  pretentious  term,  the  small,  small  business  of  the 
older  area  of  the  cit.v  has  a  most  delicate  ecology.  By  pulling  it  out  of  its 
environment,  we  expose  it  to  very  substantial  risk  at  best.  The  fact  that  so 
very  many  of  the  small  busine.sses  are  not  re-establishe<l  is  cited  as  x>rof)f  of 
the  fact  that  they  didn’t  make  economic  sense  and  therefore,  that  their  con¬ 
tinuance  is  irrelevant,  their  clearance  merely  advancing  the  time  of  their 
demise.  While  thei-e  may  be  .some  macro-economic  logic  to  these  conclusions,  they 
have  little  relevance  to  the  individual  owner  and  oi)erator  who.se  life  style 
and  income  means  are  sustained  by  this  type  of  endeavor. 

The  $5,000  payment  suggested  in  the  Bill  is  not  a  windfall,  but  rather  an 
appropriate  indication  that  government  is  taking  <'Ognizance  of  this  pnvblem. 
(liven  this  analysis  I  would  seriously  fpiestion  the  .$2,.500  figure  suggestcsl  by 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Let  me  suggest  here  that  in  any  case  the  typical  small  owner  secures  many 
benefits  which  are  not  shown  on  the  inwine  tax  return.  To  the  degree  that 
the  latter  is  the  required  documentation  in  ordtu'  to  secure  these  payments, 
the  latter  will  understate  the  degree  of  hurt. 

BEAT  STmPI.EMENTS 

Title  S.  section  802(e)  is,  in  my  opinion,  one  of  the  most  imivoriant  con¬ 
tributions  which  could  be  made  in  the  field  of  relocation.  It  provides  for  filling 
the  dollar  gap  between  the  dislocatee  and  the  requirements  of  the  market  for 
appropriate  housing  accommodations.  The  one  addendum  I  would  make  is  to 
the  clause  providing  that  the  suiqilement  will  be  sufficient  (within  the  $500 
annual  limit)  to  make  up  the  difference  between  the  new  rent  and  twenty  per¬ 
cent  of  the  income  of  the  family  dislocated. 

I  would  suggest  strongly  that  some  t.vpe  of  variable  allowance  based  on 
the  numl>er  of  i)Poi>le  in  the  household  should  be  adopted  here.  Housing  ex- 
lamditures  as  a  function  of  family  size  vary  very  substantially. 

Subject  to  this  stipulation,  however,  may  I  take  the  opportunity  of  com¬ 
mending  the  Committee  on  its  resourcefulness  and  forward  thinking. 

Senator  ]Mr.sKTn.  Onr  last  witness  of  the  rnorninjr,  and  T  do  not 
know  how  far  we  are  ^foino-  to  iret,  is  Tlarohl  F.  Wise,  leo-is]ati\e 
chairman  of  the  American  Institute  of  Flaimers.  It  is  a  pleasure  h) 
welcome  you,  sir. 
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TESTIMONY  OF  HAROLD  F.  WISE,  LEGISLATIVE  CHAIRMAN. 

AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  PLANNERS 

Mr.  Wise.  Tliank  you,  Senator.  I  have  a  very  brief  statement  here. 

^Members  of  tlie  committee,  nn^  name  is  Harold  F.  Wise.  I  am  leii'is- 
lative  chairman  of  the  American  Institute  of  Planners,  the  profes¬ 
sional  planning  organization  which  now  numbers  some  5,000  mem¬ 
bers  who  are  actively  engaged  in  the  professional  practice  of  planning 
in  the  cities,  counties,  regions,  and  States  of  this  country. 

I  am  here  on  behalf  of  the  institute  to  most  enthusiastically  sup¬ 
port  the  principal  measure  before  you :  the  Intergovernmental  Co¬ 
operation  Act  of  1967. 

This  is  essential,  creative,  and  basic  legislation  which  seeks  to  knit 
together  and  make  more  meaningful  the  Fedei'al  Government's  jiar- 
ticipation  in  intergovernmental  affairs  and  in  the  continued  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  uiFan  areas  of  this  country. 

Title  II  of  the  bill,  dealing  with  improved  administration  of  Fed¬ 
eral  grants-in-aid  to  the  States,  is  a  very  simple,  straightforward,  and 
greatly  needed  additional  tool  to  improve  the  administration  of  State 
goi'ernment. 

Two  years  ago  my  office  engaged  in  a  study  with  the  Director  of 
the  Budget  and  the  Office  of  State  Planning  in  the  State  of  Georgia. 
We  found  that  in  1966,  outside  of  the  university  system,  there  were 
.some  200  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  being  used  by  the  State 
of  Georgia  which  brought  $600  million  into  the  State  that  year. 

One  of  the  more  interesting  findings  that  we  made  in  that  study 
was  that  approximately  82  of  the  grant  ]irograms  required  some  kind 
of  a  comprehensive  plan  or  multiyearod  pi-ograming  as  a  condition 
to  the  receipt  of  the  funds.  The  great  magnitude  of  the  coordinative 
job  necessary  there  I’m  sure  you  can  appreciate  from  the  fact  that 
we  found  that  no  single  filing  cabinet  in  the  State  capitol  or  in  the 
State  office  building  contained  more  than  one  of  these  plans  and 
yet  in  all  cases  the  plans  sent  to  the  Federal  Government  expressed 
to  Federal  agencies  the  policy  of  the  State. 

Subsequent  to  this  study  the  legi.slature  did  adopt  new  State  ]ilan- 
ning  legislation  and  reviews  of  Federal  grant  applications  by  the 
planning  agencies  in  the  Governor’s  office  is  now  a  matter  of  law’ 
and  policy. 

Title  II  w’ould  vastly  improve  the  flow’  of  information  from  the 
Federal  Establishment  to  the  Governors’  offices  and  in  that  regard 
help  to  underpin  the  ])lanning  efforts  of  the  Governors  of  the  various 
States?.  I  am  not  unmindful  of  the  flow  of  infonnation  to  the  legislature 
as  w’ell  as  to  the  Governor’s  office  as  being  equally  imjiortant. 

Title  III  is  a  sound  proposal  in  this  period  of  growing  complexity 
in  our  governmental  programs  and  a  general  shortage  of  trained 
manpow’er.  Specialists  w'orking  w’ith  the  Federal  Government  should 
be  available  on  an  as-needed  basis  to  State  and  local  units  of 
government. 

We  fully  endorse  the  provisions  of  title  IV  and  believe  that  it 
would  be  a  great  ste]3  forward  should  this  language  become  law’.  It 
e.stablishes  a  Federal  policy  for  sound  and  orderly  development  of 
urban  communities  and  permits  the  President  to  establish  rules  and 
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reo'ulations  for  uniform  ai)i)lication  of  urban  (l(‘ve]o})nicnt  programs 
M  itliin  the  purview  of  this  polic}'. 

The  many,  many  ]u-o^-rams  scattered  tlirouoTout  the  Federal  Estal)- 
lishment  are  soi'ely  in  need  of  tliis  kind  of  common  dii'ection  whicli 
title  IV  Avould  peniiit. 

Title  V,  ‘‘Cono-ressional  IJeview  of  Federal  Grant-in-Aids,“  is  a 
matter  that  has  been  before  the  (kmuress,  as  we  all  know,  for  quite 
some  time.  It  is  sound.  Agai)i,  in  the  interests  of  coordination  and 
making  similar  programs  work  constnictively  together  this  review 
should  occur  and  the  ])assage  of  title  V  woidd  aasist  in  this  i-egard. 

Ihtle  VI  again,  in  our  opinion,  is  a  very  necessary  concept  whicli 
woidd  give  to  the  President  the  type  of  authority  he  now  has  in 
reoi-ganization  matters  but  in  this  instance  to  the  consolidation  of 
similar  and  complement'ai'y  grant-in-aid  progi’ams.  IVe  all  know,  for 
example,  the  very  large  numher  of  similar  categorical  grants  for 
community  water  sup])!}',  sewage,  and  sewage  treatment  facilities. 
These  are  comj)lementary  and  I  am  sui'c  moi'e  effective  use  of  the 
Federal  dollar  and  more  meaningful  use  locally  can  be  made  if  several 
of  these  similar  programs  were  to  be  consolidated  under  the  authority 
granted  by  title  VI. 

Title  VII,  dealing  with  the  acquisition,  use  and  disposition  of  land 
within  urbiin  areas  by  Federal  agencies  is  the  kind  of  legislation  that 
planners  all  over  the  country  have  been  seeking  for  many  years.  In 
short,  this  legislation  would  provide  that  the  Federal  Government 
would  have  to  behave  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  citizen  is 
ex|>ected  to  behave  within  a  local  jurisdiction  and  conform  with  all 
of  its  idaaining  requirements  and  the  land  use  planning  most  ]>articu- 
larly  established  by  that  locality.  This  is  very  sound  legislation  and 
should  be  adopted  to  assist  the  localities  of  the  country  in  their 
orderly  development. 

Title  VIII,  “The  Unifonn  Eelocation  Assistance,”  in  our  opinion, 
is  long,  long  overdue.  For  years  there  have  been  relocation  assistance 
programs  particularly  in  relation  to  Department  of  Housing  and 
I"i-ban  Development  assisted  undertakings.  This  legislation  would 
establish  uniform  provisions  and  assistance  for  the  relocation  of 
l)ersons  and  businesses  made  necessaiy  by  any  action  of  any  federally 
assisted  ])rogram.  The  urgent  importance  of  this  legislation  can  be 
realized  in  connection  with  the  unrest  in  our  central  cities  areas  today, 
where  over  the  yeais  almost  ruthless  actions  of  local.  State,  and 
Fedei’al  agencies  have  consistently  continued  to  stir  up  the  living 
patterns  of  people  long  established  in  older  and  decaying  neighbor¬ 
hoods.  This  pro]X)sal  is  a  humane  and  essential  iwoinmendation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  also  have  with  me.  and  we  would  request  to  insert 
into  the  record,  a  policy  statement  ado])ted  on  IMay  the  Hth  on  equal 
op]wrtunit3q  by  the  board  of  governors.  .Vmerican  Institute  of 
Planners. 

Paragraph  0  indicates  the  institute's  supjmrt  of  efforts  to  measure 
the  need  for  and  increase  the  supply  of  housing  for  all,  and  especially 
peo]>le  of  low  income,  both  within  existing  coinmunities  and  elsewhere 
in  rural  and  metropolitan  areas  and  to  minimize  the  negative  impacts 
of  population  displacement  through  the  careful  staging  of  ]>ix)jects. 

Xow,  I  submit  you  cannot  talk  about  the  careful  staging  of  in'ojects 
unless  you  have  the  essence  of  the  s])irit  and  detail  of  title  VIII  as 
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a  matter  of  law.  Witli  your  permission  [  would  like  to  have  this  in 
the  record. 

Senator  INIuskik.  Yes,  the  whole  statement  will  be  put  in  the  record. 

l\[r.  Wis?:.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Title  IX,  dealino-  with  the  uniform  land  ac(|uisition  policy  estah- 
lishes  guidelines  and  policies  with  regard  to  land  acquisition  pi-o- 
cedures  of  all  Federal  agencies.  Again,  this  is  long  overdue  and  the 
American  Institute  of  Planners  supports  this  )n-oposal. 

(Tentlemen,  we  have  been  delighted  to  have  had  this  opportunity 
of  presenting  to  you  our  views  on  this  very  sound  and  imjwi-tant 
legislation  and  we  urge  your  favorable  action  on  the  entire  measure 
as  it  is  before  you.  It  will  be  of  great  assistance  in  the  continuing 
difficult  development  job  that  is  facing  our  States,  our  regions  and 
the  localities  of  the  United  States. 

Thaidi  you  very  much. 

(The  material  referred  to  follows:) 

Plaxxers  C-\ll  fob  Equal  Opportunity,  Endorse  Riot  Commission  Report 

The  American  Institute  of  Planners  today  strongly  endorsed  the  ReiX)rt  of  the 
I*resident’s  t'ommission  on  Civil  Disorders  and  called  on  its  4800  members  to  work 
for  maximum  equal  opiK>rtunity  for  the  poor  and  minority  group  members  in 
planning  programs. 

Tlie  Institute’s  Board  of  Governors,  meeting  in  San  Francisco,  adopted  a  new 
policy  on  equal  opportunity  which  urges  planners  in  AIP  to  involve  the  poor  and 
menibers  of  minorities  in  the  planning  process.  The  jK)licy  statement  c-alls  for 
planning  agencies,  members  of  AIP  and  related  professionals  to  work  more 
closely  with  all  who  will  be  affected  by  their  planning  to  democratize  and  dei-en- 
tralize  planning. 

The  .statement  also  asks  for  a  con.scious  effort  b.v  planners  to  distribute  costs, 
hardships,  benefits  and  opportunities  in  their  xdans  to  eliminate  ixivert.v  and 
discrimination  against  the  disadvantaged  and  increase  their  oiipOrtunities. 

t)n  planning  education,  the  neiv  AIP  i>olicy  sa.vs  that  curricula  of  planning 
schools  must  be  changed  to  give  new  inemliers  of  the  profe.ssion  the  knowhnlge 
to  achieve  these  equal  opiiortuiiity  goals.  The  statement  .says  that  the  entrance 
of  minority  group  members  Into  the  planning  profession  must  be  encouraged  and 
assi.sted  by  AIP. 

Finally,  the  AIP  Policy  Statement  on  Equal  Opportunity  calls  for  a  reallocation 
of  national  resources  by  public  and  private  agencies  as  suggested  by  the  Freedom 
Budget  and  the  Kerner  Commission  Report. 

RIOT  REPORT  ENDORSED 

The  American  Institute  of  Planners  strongly  endorses  the  Reixirt  of  the 
President's  Advisor.v  Commi.ssion  on  Civil  Disorders.  We  rmnimend  the  Report 
to  all  members  of  AIP  and  urge  that  all  plannei"s  in  both  the  public  and  private 
sectors  seriously  consider  following  its  recommendations  as  a  guide  in  their 
piTifessional  practice. 

POLICY  STATEMENT  ON  EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY 

The  American  Institute  of  Planners  supports  the  goals  of  maximizing  equality 
of  opportunity  and  elimination  of  poverty  among  all  tho.se  affected  or  potentially 
affected  by  the  programs  and  plans  in  whose  development  and  exi-cution  AIP 
members  are  involved;  and  is  concerned  that  AIP  members  use  their  various 
talents  in  ways  which  help  achieve  these  goals. 

The  American  Institute  of  I’lanners  recognizes  tlnit  planning  activities  and 
r)rograins  have  not  always  .supported  achievement  of  these  goals  and  that  some- 
tiiues,  in  some  places,  contrary  goals  have  dominated.  We  reafllrm  the  .statement 
on  The  Profes.sional  Planner  and  Minorities  adopted  by  the  AIP  Board  of  Gov¬ 
ernors  on  January  21),  1067,  and  further  recognize  that  the  Institute,  as  a 


iiatioiiiil  professional  organization,  ami  ifs  nieniliers  have  both  the  opportunity 
and  tile  obligation  to  help  achieve  these  goals  through  the  following: 

I’C'fillcH-ation  of  national  resources  hy  public  ami  ]irivate  agencies  as 
sugge.vted  hj  the  freedom  Budget’  is  necessary  to  eliminate  poverty.  ine(iuality 
and  discrinunation,  rec-ognizing,  as  does  the  ReiK>rt  of  the  XationarComniission 
on  CiMl  Disorders,  that  "tliere  can  he  no  higher  priority  for  national  action  and 
no  higlier  claim  on  tlie  Nation’s  con.s<'ience.'’ 

—  J  he  deielopment  and  imiilementation  of  plans  and  programs  must  reflect 
a  conscious  and  deliberate  effort  to  distrihute  costs,  hardships,  benefits  ami 
opiKirtunities  to  eliminate  ixiverty  and  disiTimination  against  the  pmir  and 
members  of  minority  groipis  and  increase  eipiality  of  opixMtiinit.v 

.5.  I’lanning  agencies,  members  of  AIP  and  related  professionals  must  work 
more  closely  with  all  who  \^•ill  be  affected  hy  their  planning,  especially  the  poor 
ami  members  of  minority  groups,  to  democratize  and  decentralize,  planning  and 
to  increase  public  understanding  of,  inyolyement  in,  and  ability  to  affe<t  the 
community  deyelopnient  process . 

•  I  be  curricula  of  planning  schools  must  be  changed  where  necessary  to 
include  educational  exiieriences  that  will  assure  that  new  meiiihers  of  the  profes¬ 
sion  will  be  aware  of  and  able  effectively  to  influence  the  planning  iirocess  to 
achieve  these  goals. 

5.  Entrance  of  memhers  of  minority  groups  into  the  planning  profession  must 
be  encouraged  and  assisted. 

In  order  to  achieve  the.se  goals  and  implement  this  ixilicy,  the  following  actions 
by  All*  staff  and  membership  are  required  : 

A.  Emphasize  the  acliievemeiit  of  these  goals  in  all  representations  before 
legislati\e.  iiolicy  and  administrative  bodies  at  all  governmeiital  levels  and 
private  and  non-public  agencies  and  institutions. 

B.  Hold  Chapter  and  .Section  meetings  to  discuss  these  goals  and  develop 
local  programs  aimed  at  their  achievement,  joining  where  appropriate  with 
other  organizations,  .seeking  thereby  to  build  broader  support  for  Institute 
programs. 

C.  SupiKirt  efforts  to  measure  the  need  for  and  increase  the  supply  of 
housing  for  all.  e.specially  people  of  low  income,  both  within  existing  com¬ 
munities  and  elsewhere  in  rural  and  metropolitan  areas;  to  minimize  the 
negative  impacts  of  population  displacement  through  cnrefid  stiu/iiiff  of 
/u-oycct.s;  and  to  improve  access  to  employment  centers  for  low-income' and 
less  mobile  population  both  by  improving  transportation  facilities  and 
reducing  cosits. 


I).  Suiiport  efforts  to  incorporate  manpower  and  emplo.vment  training  as 
part  of  the  comprehensive  planning  at  all  levels,  recommeiiding  the  creation 
of  new  jobs  and  carter  0])portunities  for  the  under-employed  if  such  are 
lacking,  and  the  elimination  of  all  forms  of  discriiiiiiiation  in  joii  training 
placement  and  upgrading. 

E.  Seek  funding  for  a  demonstration  project  of  a  monitoring  s.v.stem  of 
governmental  programs  and  agencies  to  evaluate  their  contribution  to  over¬ 
coming  poverty  and  maximizing  equality  of  opportunity  and  to  report  thereon. 

F.  Provide  the  poor  and  minority  groups  with  profe.s;sional  assistance 

including  knowledge  and  skills  needed  to  initiate  their  own  planniim  ami 
community  development  program.s.  “ 

G.  Make  data,  studies,  and  methods  used  in  ptogram  and  project  develop¬ 
ment  available  and  accessible  to  all ;  make  public  hearings  and  information 
relevant  to  such  hearings  accessible  to  the  affected  and  concerned  citizenry 
with  .sufficient  time  for  study  prior  to  such  hearings;  make  resources  avail¬ 
able  to  such  persons  or  groups,  enaliling  them  to  become  adeipiatelv  informed  ; 
and  develop  means  for  a.s.suring  that  all  relevant  planning  documents  evaluate 
the  inqiact  of  plans  on  achieving  equalization  of  benefits  and  opiairtunities. 

II.  Develop,  through  the  Division  of  Planning  Education,  specific  incentives 
for  the  participation  of  planning  schools  in  promotional  efforts  and  the  grant¬ 
ing  of  scholarships  leading  to  .study  at  such  schools  bv  members  of  minoritv 
groups. 

I.  Supplement  pre.sent  Institute  income  from  outside  .sources  as  necessary 
to  undertake  the  above  ta.sks. 


J.  Support  an  expansion  of  financial  commitment  adequate  to  enable  pro¬ 
grams  such  as  Jlodel  Cities  to  eliminate  poverty,  unemployment  and  discrim¬ 
ination. 
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K.  Tliivinfjh  the  Committee  on  Reformulation  of  the  Vmle  of  Professional 
Conduct  reflect  the  critical  responsibilities  of  the  planning  professiion  for 
resiK)ndlng  creatively  and  vigorously  to  the  profession’s  resiwnsibility  for 
enhancing  equality  of  opiK>rtuniity. 

I>.  Insist  that  all  governmental  agencies,  through  practices,  public  state¬ 
ments  and  directives,  promote  agency  practices  which  directly  encourage 
equal  opportunity  in  housing,  employment,  and  all  otlier  areas  with  which 
they  deal  and  secure  full  compliance  with  the  hiws.  orders  and  Constitutional 
provisions  requiring  non-discrimination  in  all  federally-a.ssisted  programs. 

M.  Direct  all  AIP  Divisions  and  Committees  to  develop  detailed  policnes 
and  recommendations  needed  in  order  to  achieve  these  goals. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  "Wise. 

Thank  you  all  f  or  your  patience. 

The  committee  will  be  in  recess  until  next  Tuesday  at  9  :30. 

(Thereupon,  at  11 :10  la.m.  the  hearing  was  recessed,  to  leconvene  on 
Tuesday,  May  21, 1968,  at  9 :30  a.m.) 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERATION  ACT  OF  1967 
AND  RELATED  LEGISLATION 


TUESDAY,  MAY  21,  1968 

U.S.  Senate, 

SuiiCOMMirraE  on  In'ITUGOVEUNMENTAE  ReLuVTIONS 

OE  'TUE  CoMMITl  EE  UN  GoVEKNilENT  OPERATIONS, 

W atshington^  D.C. 

The  subconniiittee  met,  pursiuint  to  reeess,  at  9 :50  a.m.,  in  room  5;^02, 
New  State  Oflice  Building,  Senator  Edmund  S.  Muskie  (cliainnan) 
[)  residing. 

Present :  Senators  Muskie  and  Baker. 

Stall'  membei*s  present :  Cliarles  M.  Smith,  stall  director;  Ph  Winslow 
Turner,  general  counsel;  Robert  E.  Berry,  minority  counsel;  and  Lu¬ 
cinda  T.  Dennis,  administrative  secretary. 

Senator  Muskie.  This  committee  will  be  in  order. 

B'e  are  meeting  this  morning  to  continue  our  hearings  on  S.  698,  the 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  and  related  legislation.  We  ai-e 
focusing  particularly  on  title  VIII  of  this  bill,  which  deals  wdth  the 
displacement  and  relocation  of  people  and  businesses  and  projects  that 
are  financed  in  whole  or  in  part  with  Federal  funds. 

This  legislation  Avould  establish  the  rule  in  all  Federal  or  federally 
assisted  programs  but  property  may  not  be  taken  until  there  is  assur¬ 
ance  of  available  standard  housing  for  those  displaced.  Also  it  pro¬ 
vides  for  uniform  relocation  payments  and  services  for  those  who  must 
nio\  e  their  homes  and  busines.ses. 

Compliance  with  these  recpiirements  will  be  a  condition  for  Federal 
grants  to  State  and  local  go\ernments  to  undertake  such  projects. 

We  h  ave  taken  testimony  on  this  bill  in  the  administration  from 
representatives  of  State  and  locail  government,  and  from  various  pri- 
I'ate  organizations. 

Today  we  are  taking  testimony  from  those  who  can  tell  us  first  hand 
the  effects  of  these  public  projects  on  the  life  of  those  living  in  the 
affected  areas.  These  are  the  people  who  must  give  up  their  homes  and 
Imsinesses  at  the  sake  of  benefits  to  the  community  as  a  whole. 

W  e  are  looking  for  ways  to  reduce  the  sacrifices  they  must  make  and 
help  them  achieve  new  and,  hopefully,  better  ways  of  life  as  a  result  of 
this  experience. 

This  subconniiittee  can  giv'e  no  final  answers  today.  The  legislation 
before  use  has  a  long  way  to  go  before  it  becomes  law. 

It  is  the  task  of  the  subcommittee  to  hear  your  testimony  and  to  give 
it  full  consideration  as  we  prepare  this  bill  for  action  by  the  Senate. 

I  can  assure  you  that  this  will  be  done. 

(207) 
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All  right.  Our  first  -witness  this  inornino-  is  Tvev.  Canon  Donald  A. 
Griesniann,  director  of  the  Episcopal  Coniinnnity  Center  in  Ca.nulen. 

X.J. 

Father,  I  note  that  yon  have  some  witnesses  accomi)anying  yon. 
"Wonld  yon  identify  them  for  the  record  and  then  proceed  -with  yonr 
testimony. 

TESTIMONY  OF  THE  REV.  CANON  DONALD  A.  GRIESMANN,  DIREC¬ 
TOR  OF  THE  EPISCOPAL  COMMUNITY  CENTER,  CAMDEN,  N.J. 


Eeverend  Giuesmaxx.  Surely.  To  my  right  is  Mr.  Charles  Sharj), 
who  is  chairman  of  the  Black  Peoples'  Union  Movement  in  Camden, 
and  other  members  of  the  BPUM  are  to  his  right  and  just  to  the  rear; 
and  we  have  also  brought  with  ns  from  Camden  members  of  the  other 
citizens  groups  in  the  city,  j>ersons  avIio  are  in  urban  renewal  projects, 
persons  who  are  in  the  pathways  of  future  highways,  and  members  of 
the  staff  from  the  community  center.  iMr.  Sharp  will  also  give  testimony 
if  we  have  the  available  time,  sir. 

Senator  Muskie.  Fine. 

Reverend  Griesmann.  I  wish  to  thank  you  for  allowing  us  to  come 
and  address  you  on  title  VIII  of  bill  S.  698.  AVe  feel  that  this  is  an 
extremely  important  bill  and  faces  some  of  the  critictil  jiroblems  in 
the  matter  of  relocation  for  displaced  individuals  and  families. 

AAV  strongly  supjwrt  this  bill,  and  in  particular  its  provisions  whidi 
will  bring  federally  assisted  highway  construction  under  the  require¬ 
ments  to  provide  relocation  assistance  contained  in  title  A'lII. 

The  significance  of  this  provision  can  l)e  seen  in  the  fact  that  in  the 
city  of  Camden  during  the  past  2  years  over  1,000  families  and  indi- 
^■iduals  have  been  dis2:)laced  by  Interstate  Highway  76.  These  families 
did  not  receive  meaningful  relocation  assistance  by  the  New  Jersey 
State  Department  of  Transportation.  AA^e  urge  the  congressional  ap¬ 
proval  of  this  bill  and  will  make  in  the  process  of  this  report  some  10 
recommendations. 

AA"e  have  mailed  to  you  press  clippings  about  the  most  racially  tense 
period  in  Camden  during  the  past  decade  and  perhaps  even  further 
back  than  that;  and  essential  to  this  period  is  the  matter  of  relocation, 
urban  i-enewal,  highway  development,  and  code  enforcement.  All  of 
these  issues  confronted  the  citizens  of  Camden  and  the  citizens  took  it 
iipon  themselves  to  handle  them  because  relocation  officers  were  not 
e(}uipped  to  do  it. 

Highway  development  has  displaced  more  people  in  Camden  than 
urban  renewal  has  thus  far,  but  we  must  pair  otf  city  code  enforcement 
along  with  the  urban  renewal  and  thus  we  have  some  3,000  people  dis¬ 
placed  in  5  years.  Because  of  the  lack  of  coordination  of  government 
agencies  and  the  lack  of  a  mandate  from  Congress  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  get  down  to  the  business  of 
building  houses,  the  fnistrations  of  the  poor  have  grown  to  a  serious 
and  tragic  proportion.  From  coast  to  coast,  from  the  gulf  to  Canada, 
we  haA’e  seen  a  great  amount  of  urban  development,  but  very  feiv 
houses. 

The  first  recommendation  we  make  is  a  matter  of  conservation  of 
low-income  housing  resources.  The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
make  it  the  official  policy  of  Congress  to  maintain  existing  low-income 
housing  resources  which  are  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary. 
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The  report  of  the  National  Advisory  C'oiniuission  on  Ci\  il  Dis¬ 
orders  clearly  ])oiiits  out  the  severe  shoitao'e  of  low-inconie  housing- 
resources  aud  docuiueuts  the  fact  that  <roveruiueut,  and  iu  [)articular 
the  Federal  Goveruiueut,  is  responsible  foi-  a  decrease  iu  the  uuiuhei- 
of  low-income  housing-  units. 

In  a  report  that  our  staff  suhinitted  to  Mr.  Weaver.  Secretary  of 
I  Ilonsiiig  and  Fi-han  l)eve]oi)nient,  it  is  ap])roximated  tliat  .‘1,000  low- 
i  income  families  have  been  dis])laced  in  (himdeii;  tliat  another  8, 000 
[,  low-income  families  are  going  to  be  displaced  under  present  ])lans 
li  by  December  31,  1072.  During  the  past  5  years  only  101  new  units  of 
!  low-income  housing-  have  been  added  to  the  housing  suppi}’,  and  these 
I  are  for  elderly  peo])le  oidy. 

'  Congress  must  realize  that  under  jiresent  (‘onditions  the  poor  con- 
(  sider  even  bad  housing  preferable  to  no  housing.  In  our  cities  around 
the  Nation  individuals  and  families  are  being  left  homeless  and  thei-e- 
'  by  forced  into  overcrowded  substandard  housing  or  housing  which 
is  marginal  and  will  ra]hdl,y  deteriorate  due  to  new  overcrowding. 

Item  2  is  a  matter  of  grassroots  representation  in  the  planning 
])rocess;  and  we  are  plea?;ed  to  see  some  direction  in  this  ])articular 
bill.  This  addition  strikes  at  the  heart  of  the  crisis  in  our  Nation 
which  is  a  crisis  in  democracy,  (lovernment  ap])ears  to  have  forgotten 
the  people,  and  the  tension  tearing  at  our  fabric  is  founded  in  the 
failure  of  Government  to  provide  and  require  that  tlie  i^eople  directly 
affected  by  urban  renewal  or  highway  construction,  code  enforce¬ 
ment,  and  other  governmental  actions  be  intimately  involved  in  the 
planning,  in  the  decision  making,  in  execution,  and  in  monitoring 
of  programs  which  determine  their  destiny. 

The  law  in  theory  requires  citizen  ])articipation  in  the  urban  renewal 
process,  but  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develojunent  does 
not  enforce  this  requirement.  The  law  provides  for  hearings  on  urban 
renewal,  housing  cojistruction,  and  other  ))ublic  im])rovements,  how¬ 
ever,  the  lack  of  professional  assistance  available  to  the  poor  makes  it 
impossible  for  a  community  to  negotiate  successfully  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment  which  has  the  ability  to  provide  countless  expert  witnesses  and 
detailed  studies. 

These  hearings  are  a  mere  formality.  The  ]>oor  must  be  given  the 
power  to  enter  tlie  ])lanning  process  at  the  stage  where  they  can  deci¬ 
sively  atfect  the  ]n-ocess;  this  means  the  poor  must  be  involved  from 
the  beginning  all  the  way  through  to  the  execution  and  construction. 

I  want  to  depart  from  the  text  at  this  particular  point  and  emphasize 
that  in  Camden  Ave  lun-e  Avhat  is  i-equired  by  the  AA-ork  of  a  ]n-ogram 
of  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee,  'bhe  Citizens  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee  are  strictly  members  of  industi-y  and  business,  called  the 
Greater  Camden  movement.  There  is  no  representation  of  the  poor, 
no  representation  even  of  the  citizens;  only  one  member  of  this 
committee  lives  in  the  city.  All  the  rest  except  one  Avork  in  the  city. 
One  member  is  the  i:)resident  of  John  Wanamaker  Co.  in  Philadel- 
phia,  Avho  neither  lives  in  Camden,  nor  has  business  in  Camden ;  and 
the  citizens  are  not  ])art  of  the  advisory  committee.  We  documented 
this  in  January  1907  through  a  coalition  of  civil  rights,  religions,  and 
neighborhood  grou])S.  We  brought  it  to  the  attention  of  the  regional 
ofRce.  We  sent  a  letter  to  the  President  about  it,  and  Ave  haA^e  gotten 
no  reaction  AvhatsoeA’er  from  IIUD  on  this  matter.  We  had  to  go 
ari-r,2G — os - 20 
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further  tlian  that  to  document  tlie  problems  tlie  poor  have  in  bein^ 
[)art  of  tlie  planning  })rocess,  and  so  we  produced  a  ‘209  page  report 
which  we  have  filed  with  this  committee  as  well  as  others. 

e  made  legitimate  demands  in  1967,  and  these  were  never  met  by 
III  I),  and  all  they  did  was  say  give  us  some  more  proof  and  we  will 
set  up  some  means  of  grievance.  To  this  point,  we  have  a  task  force 
in  the  city  but  no  changes  on  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee. 

e  requested  that  there  be  a  minority  housing  subcommittee,  and 
this  was  never  set  up  in  the  city  of  Camcien.  We  recjuested  it  of  HUD, 
we  requested  it  of  the  city  officials,  and  all  we  got  was  a  blind  look. 

1  he  basis  of  democracy  is  the  Government  with  the  advise  and  con¬ 
sent  of  the  governed.  Yet  the  experiences  of  Cleveland,  Detroit,  New¬ 
ark,  Camden,  and  cities  across  this  country  all  testify  to  the  fact  that 
the  peoj)le  are  being  dictated  to  by  the  Government— Federal,  State, 
and  local— and  that  Government  is  enforcing  a  set  of  policies  and  pro¬ 
grams  which  are  2:'reniised  on  the  economic  interest  of  the  white  middle 
class.  Ihe  poor  pay  the  price  of  this  economic  interest.  Their  lives 
are  destroyed,  their  families  are  uprooted  three,  four,  five  times  in  a 
decade.  Yhen  housing  is  found  for  ^ioor  ^^eople  it  is  normally  in 
the  pathway  of  another  urban  renewal  project,  or  in  the  pathway  of  a 
highway. 

Friends  are  lost  as  neighborhoods  are  torn  asunder.  Children's 
education  is  interrupted  as  schools,  teachers,  and  grades  change  with 
each  move.  Small  busines.ses  are  destroyed.  Homes  are  taken.  Indi¬ 
viduals  and  families  are  left  homeless  and  forced  into  substandard 
housing.  New  ghettos  are  created  in  the  marginal  housing  which  be¬ 
comes  overcrowded.  The  elderly  die. 

Y  e  followed  the  j^athway  of  Route  76  in  the  city  of  Camcien  over 
a  period  of  3  years.  The  families  Avere  not  given'  relocation  assist¬ 
ance.  riiey  were  directed  to  the  board  of  realtoi’S — for  blacks  and 
Puerto  Ricans  to  be  directed  to  the  board  of  realtors  is  to  direct  them 
to  i>rejudicial  people. 

The  Board  of  Realtors  in  Camden  County  sent  out  lists  to  their 
members  of  families  being  disjilaced — blacks  and  Puerto  Ricans — on 
a  mimeographed  list.  Together  with  that  list  was  a  red,  white,  and 
blue  broadside  presented  on  a  national  level  saying,  “Bet  us  fight 
the  President’s  open  housing  law.  We  did  it  last  A’ear.  Let  us  do  it 
again.” 

Y  hat  kind  of  treatment  can  be  exjiected  by  the  ]ioor — the  black 
and  Pueito  Ricans — when  their  names  are  presented  b}^  a  board  of 
realtors  Avho  are  fighting  the  open  housing  law.  The  New  Jersey 
State  Depaitment  of  IransjDortation  referred  ])eoj)le  to  a  few  agen¬ 
cies,  and  then  the  national  group,  the  Federal  Deiiartment  of  Trans- 
jAortation  says  all  the  families  Avere  referred  to  the  relocation  office 
of  iirban  reneAval  AAdien  this,  in  fact,  Avas  not  done. 

Y  e  find  that  urban  reneAval  and  higliAvay  construction  are  displacing 
people  Avithout  adequate  relocation  jilans.  The  poor  cannot  liA’e  in  the 
housing;  the  educational  failures  in  our  cities  jorecludes  the  jAoor  from 
going  to  the  universities  Avhich  urban  reneAval  is  building;  the  cultural 
horizon  centers  that  urban  reneAval  is  building  are  of  the  Avhite  middle 
class;  and  the  iioor  cannot  get  the  jobs  in  the  industry  and  the 
businesses  that  are  being  constructed  by  urban  reneAval  funds. 
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Ill  Camden  tlie  first  urban  renewal  project  replaced  lioines  with 
cleared  land  for  industry.  The  Neo:ro  leaders  of  1958  and  1959  were 
told  to  support  the  project  because  it  was  for  homes,  but  it  is  eaianarked 
industry.  After  10  years  all  we  have  is  cleared  land,  no  industry  has 
been  built  there.  We  are  told  another  15  years  would  have  to  go  by 
before  the  industrial  use  would  disappear.  No  one  has  built  a  thing 
on  it. 

Another  urban  renewal  project  was  a  luxury  apartment  with  rents 
o\-er  $100  a  month.  For  several  years  taxes  on  that  apartment  building 
were  reduced  because  occupancy  was  low. 

Next  an  oflice  huilding  was  constructed.  Now,  the  developer  is  bank¬ 
rupt,  and  one  of  the  biggest  tenants  of  this  building  is  our  own  housing 
authority  who  is  supposed  to  take  care  of  public  housing  and  urban 
renewal. 

Three  new  schools  were  constructed  in  our  neighborhoods — the  black, 
Puerto  Rican  neighborhoods — without  blacks  and  Puerto  Ricans  be¬ 
ing  involved  in  the  planning.  We,  the  people,  were  told  the  old  schools 
would  torn  down  for  the  new  ones,  but  the  projection  of  student 
population  was  too  low  and  some  of  the  old  schools  are  still  standing 
and  our  children  still  go  to  them.  This  is  in  a  city  that  has  won  an 
award  for  urban  renewal.  We  would  point  out  that  the  award  was 
given  by  other  planners. 

Rutgers  University  has  displaced  hundreds  of  Puerto  Rican  families 
in  1966  in  the  city  of  Camden.  No  Puerto  Ricans  coidd  get  into  public 
housing.  We  had  to  go  to  the  streets  and  march  an  entire  summer  in 
order  to  integrate  public  housing  in  1966  in  the  city  of  Camden.  It  was 
only  after  all  those  marches  and  raising  a  lot  of  sand  that  integration 
occurred. 

The  educational  system  of  Camden  does  not  prepare  the  Puerto  Ri¬ 
cans  who  were  displaced  to  attend  Rutgers,  nor  is  Rutgers  involved 
Avith  their  neighbors. 

Now,  we  have  got  a  Northgate  II  project  which  is  displacing  OA^er 
300  families  for  apartment  units  Avith  300  to  400  apartments  which  Avill 
rent  over  $100  a  month  and  up.  Mr.  Sharp  Avill  give  you  some  testi¬ 
mony  relative  to  the  problems  of  the  families  in  that  area. 

The  only  ne-Av  units  created  for  the  poor  have  been  in  one  apartment 
building  for  the  elderly. 

Now,  highways.  HigliAvays  are  the  neAv  conversion  of  the  former  Ioav 
income  housing,  and  they  are  for  easy  access  of  the  AA^hite  middle  class 
to  escape,  the  city  at  60  miles  per  hour  back  to  the  suburbs  that  the 
Federal  Housing  Administration  has  built  since  the  Second  World 
War.  IlighAvays  are  built  to  rush  suburbanites  into  the  cities  for  em- 
])loyment,  athletic  events,  and  entertainment,  and  out  of  the  city  in 
order  to  live. 

TAventy  years  ago  the  Ncav  Jersey  State  Department  of  Transporta¬ 
tion  bought  houses  in  South  Chamden  for  a  higliAvay.  Many  of  these 
houses  Avere  demolished.  Just  a  feAv  years  ago  the  route  was  changed, 
so  that  today  vacant  land  stands  Avhere,  under  existing  FHA  rules,  no 
houses  Avith  off  street  parking  can  be  built  without  displacing  more 
families.  A  street  that  could  haA^e  been  rehabilitated  is  noAv  a  pock¬ 
mark  in  our  community.  This  is  not  only  an  issue  of  poor  planning  and 
development,  but  it  is  also  an  act  of  ciA’il  disorder  by  the  civil  author!- 
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lies;  tliis  is  legalized  looting  of  houses  and  vandalism  of  onr 
neighborhoods. 

The  history  that  we  have  seen  in  Camden  is  a  history  of  broken  ju’om- 
ises,  of  lies,  of  added  disappointments,  and  frustrations  to  the  black, 
to  the  poor,  to  the  Puerto  Ricans. 

Inherent  in  much  city  planning  is  the  view  that  Government  sup¬ 
ported  programs  are  designed  to  revitalize  the  city,  to  build  up  a  new 
economic  base;  but  that  economic  base  is  being  built  on  the  backs  of 
Puerto  Ricans,  and  blacks,  and  the  poor. 

In  Camden  the  blacks  and  Puerto  Ricans  have  been  denied  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  participate  in  the  formulation  of  the  city's  redevelopment 
]ilans.  The  mayor  of  the  city  has  refused  and  continues  to  refuse  to  rec¬ 
ognize  connnunity  groups,  valid  and  alive,  formed  by  the  people  for  the 
jmrpose  of  improving  their  neighboilioods  and  rebuilding  their  city. 

The  model  cities  application  .submitted  on  April  15  of  this  year  to 
IIUD  was  prepared  without  the  participation  of  the  black  and  Puerto 
Rican  communities,  the  mayor  did  not  give  his  planner  permission  even 
to  speak  to  those  community  groups. 

Part  three  is  a  matter  of  the  result  of  the  displacement  and  housing 
relocation.  At  present  there  is  not  any  mechanism  to  coordinate  the 
various  federally  assisted  programs  and  their  effects  on  housing.  The 
workable  program  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  is  totally  ineffective  in  regulating  displacement  in  hous¬ 
ing  resources  for  displacees. 

This  is  so  first,  becaiise  HUD  fails  to  enforce  the  legal  requirements 
enacted  by  Congress  for  a  workable  program  with  respect  to  housing 
for  displaced  persons. 

And  second,  because  HUD  has  no  control  over  displacement  caused 
by  programs  assisted  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation. 

It  must  also  be  noted  that  the  multiplicity  of  stages  in  the  urban 
renewal  process  under  title  I  confuses  and  clouds  the  relocation  i-e- 
sources  question.  We  have  found  that  HUD  requires  a  100-percent  sur- 
^'ey  of  an  urban  renewal  ai’ea  to  have  some  clear  understanding  of  who 
are  going  to  be  displaced  and  what  kinds  of  resources  are  going  to  be 
available  in  the  connnunity  in  the  city.  We  have  found  that  these  sur- 
^•eys  are  3  years  prior  to  the  execiition  of  a  project. 

So  a  lOO-percent  survey  of  a  community  today  is  not  a  100-percei\t 
survey  of  a  community  3  years  from  noAv  when  people  are  being  dis¬ 
located,  when  they  are  being  moved  out  of  their  homes.  Gnce  that 
survey  comes  into  a  community,  it  warns  some  families  that  it  is  time 
to  move,  and  the  whites  find  their  excuse  to  move  out  immediately,  and 
then  to  rent  the  pro})erty  to  blacks  and  Puerto  Ricans  Avithout  doing 
repairs.  It  Avarns  housing  inspectors  to  be  lax  in  the  enforcement  of 
codes  in  the  city. 

This  is  seen  in  our  city  time  and  time  again.  The  chief  housing 
inspector  in  our  city  said  “We  cannot  go  to  that  urban  renoAval  project 
eA’en  to  inspect  the  acqiiired  properties.  We  do  not  have  the  staff  to  do 
it,  and  there  is  no  sense  forcing  the  landlords  to  fix  it  up  because  it  is 
only  going  to  be  demolished  in  a  year  or  tAvo  anyAvay.” 

The  resident  turnover  in  3  years  is  great  and  a  totally  inaccurate 
vieAv  of  the  needs  and  resources  is  the  result.  This  is  the  case  Avith 
respect  to  the  Northgate  II  project  in  Gamden,  and  this  is  true  also 
in  all  other  projects  that  Ave  have  seen.  Urban  reneAval  does  not  take 
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into  ucTonnt  what  a  hii^liway  does  in  tlie  same  city.  The  iirhan  I'onewal 
project  was  OK'd  by  HUD  and  then  the  highway  department  came 
in  and  tliis  caused  displacement  of  1,000  families,  totally  disrupted 
tlie  fiudiug  of  houses  iu  the  city. 

We  reached  the  saturation  point  where  families  coidd  not  find  decent, 
safe,  sanitary  houses,  and  the  urban  renewal  i-elocation  office  could 
not  move  them. 

Xo.  -1.  This  is  by  title.  We  think  that  TfUT)  ought  to  he  the  one  to 
administer  this  last  proposal  of  point  three.  Let  us  at  least  get  it 
centralized  so  we  know  who  in  the  world  we  have  to  light  if  there 
are  goofs. 

Xo.  f).  The  propeify  adjacent  to  a  redevelopment  project  is  some¬ 
times  an  extremely  important  issue.  Small  businesses  and  neighbors 
next  to  a  highway  development  face  serious  prol)lems,  and  we  feel  that 
there  .should  be — should  be  relocation  offered  to  these  families  if  they 
want  it. 

'I'he  rubric  under  the  present  bill  GOfi  is  a  “may''  rubric.  We  would 
like  to  see  that  changed  to  a  “shall’'  rubric.  The  offer  will  be  there  and 
the  optioii  Avill  be  left  with  the  people  rather  than  with  the  head  of  the 
agency. 

Xo.  ().  Tn  this  part  of  our  statement,  our  concern  is  for  this  matter 
of  present  and  future  displacement  in  relocation  resulting  from  these 
programs,  and  it  begins  on  page  13  with  our  testimony  relative  to  it. 
Tliis  i)ro))osal  is  specifically  designed  to  place  responsibility  for  di.s- 
])lacement  in  housing  resources  in  one  official,  the  Secretary  of  Housing 
and  TTban  Development:  to  provide  an  effective  mechanism  for 
enforcement  of  the  legislative  requirements  of  this  act;  and  to  insure 
coordination  of  all  Federal  programs  displacing  individuals  and 
families. 

.Vs  already  indicated,  there  presently  is  no  effective  coordination  in 
either  the  planning  or  the  execution  stages  of  governmental  actions 
which  cause  disj^lacement  and  decrease  the  supply  of  low-income 
housing.  Xeither  HUD  nor  DOT  can  effectively  control  dis])lacement 
caused  by  federally  assisted  highway  construction,  since  both  Depart¬ 
ments  lack  the  j)Ower  to  cut  off  Federal  assistance  for  highway  con¬ 
struction  on  the  grounds  of  lack  of  replacement  housing. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  is  powerless  under  present 
Federal  law,  since  highway  departments  are  required  to  render  only 
relocation  advisory  assistance.  The  Xew  Jersey  Department  of  Trans- 
portation  is  using  Federal  funds  and  did  contract  with  the  Camden 
Hfmsing  Authority  to  relocate  .some  families,  but  the  guidelines  for 
the  refei’ral  and  services  have  been  unclear. 

We  think  that  relocation  offered  by  highway  departments  should 
have  the  initiative  in  the  highway  department  to  seek  out  the  families. 
What  is  done  in  Xew  Jersey,  at  least,  is  that  letters  are  sent  to  the 
ownei's  and  to  the  tenants  saying  that  the  relocation  assistance  is 
available  and  if  the  family  takes  advantage  of  this,  they  are  shown 
the  local  new.spaper  which  thev  can  read  for  themselves. 

As  T  ])ointed  out,  agencies.  We  think  the  initiative  should  remain 
with  the  Department  of  Transportation  to  go  fi-om  door  to  door  in 
the  service,  not  to  set  up  a  referral  agency.  The  poor  have  agency 
fatigue.  They  are  referred  to  death  fi’om  welfare  department  to  welfare 
department,  from  job  placement  to  job  placement,  from  training  pro- 
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"ram  to  training  program.  And  here  comes  anotlier  i-eferral  agenc_y  | 
S}>onsored  bv  the  Federal  GovernmeJit  on  a  matter  of  relocation,  which  | 
seriously  affects  their  lives.  The  letters  tliat  were  sent  out  were  not 
sent  out  in  Spanish.  The  Puerto  Rican  neighbors  had  no  idea  what  i 
was  liappening.  i 

IVe  feel  that  the  psychological  problems,  that  the  malaise  of  poverty 
are  serious  enough  that  the  Federal  Government  should  use  theii’ 
resources  and  have  the  initiative  to  assist  families  in  relocation. 

Only  one  out  of  six  people  were  referred — displaced  by  the  high- 
Avay — were  referred  for  relocation  assistance.  This  is  bad  news.  One 
family  who  owned  their  own  house,  an  elderly  couple,  bouglit  it  back 
in  the  1920’s,  they  wanted  to  die  in  that  hoiise.  A  woman  had  a  leg 
taken  off.  She  could  not  hear,  she  could  not  see.  She  knew  where  to  go 
in  that  house.  The  highway  clepartment  came  along  and  said  you  have 
got  to  move.  We  are  going  to  take  over  your  house.  You  can  get  another 
mortgage.  They  ended  up  in  an  apartment  building  out  in  the  suburbs 
where  they  did  not  want  to  be.  This  woman  died  a  week  later  after 
moving.  She  was  heartsick  over  this  house.  She  Avanted  to  die  in  it, 
but  because  of  the  need  for  a  higliAvay,  Highway  76,  Avith  tAvo  exits  ' 
in  our  city — that  is  all  it  is  going  to  bring  to  us — tAvo  exits — aiid  Ave 
have  to  have  families  separated,  people  moA-ed,  people  offered  faulty 
prices  for  their  houses;  and  this  Ave  have  documented  in  that  large 
book  that  Ave  sent  to  you  back  in  February. 

The  bill  before  this  committee  goes  part  Avay  to  resolve  the  problem 
of  bringing  higliAvay  construction  under  Federal  requirements  to 
relocate  higliAvay  displacees.  The  only  time  Ave  have  seen  coordination 
is  AAdien  Ave  raised  “sand’"  in  the  city  of  Camden  over  the  past  6  Aveeks. 
When  Ave  picketed,  Avhen  Ave  marched,  Avlien  Ave  moved  a  family  out  of 
an  urban  renewal  development  and  put  them  in  a  hotel,  Avhen  a  lobby 
of  a  luxui-y  apartment  Avas  damaged,  then  man,  AA’e  saAv  action. 

HUD  came  in,  started  making  recommendations,  the  Depaifment  of 
Transportation  said  Ave  will  not  move  any  more  people.  We  Avill  liold 
it  up  for  a  month.  We  see  noAv  the  Justice  Department  coming  to 
Camden.  We  see  cormnunity  affairs  from  Xcav  Jersey  coming  through 
Camden.  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  coming  into  Camden.  All 
because  of  things  happening.  But  Ave  had  to  go  to  the  streets  to  produce 
that  kind  of  result.  We  screamed  this  Avay  until  ultimately,  legiti¬ 
mately,  and  in  print  Avith  the  pen  and  mimeograph  machines  in  Jan¬ 
uary  of  1967  and  before  that,  but  only  Avhen  aa’c  demonstrated,  could  it 
be  demonstrated  the  Federal  Government  can  move. 

W  e  saAV  redtape  cut  these  past  3  Aveeks.  Programs  that  the  city  has 
not  eA^en  applied  for  are  noAv  funded — in  3  Aveek's  time.  Noav,  Iioav 
come?  Hoav  come,  Avhen  Ave  raised  “sand,"  Ave  get  these  things  done? 

We  belieA^e  that  the  Federal  GoA'ernment  can  do  almost  anything 
it  Avants  to  do,  but  does  it  ahvays  Avant  to  do  it?  The  DejAartment  can 
do  anything  they  Avant  to  do,  but  they  do  not  want  to  do  it.  Camden  is 
one  of  the  fortunate  cities.  No  rioting.  We  have  not  had  one.  We  do  not 
Avant  one.  But  there  are  some  people  Avho  could  go  through  that 
change  if  that  is  AAdiat  it  needs  to  bring  the  Government  to  heel  a 
little  bit  to  the  people  and  their  needs. 

Congress  has  to  mandate  this  coordination.  We  should  not  haA^e  to 
go  to  the  changes  Ave  Avent  through  to  produce  a  mandate  of  ccmrdina- 
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tiou  betweeai  liig-liway  departiueiirs,  Iiri),  the  Justice  Dcpartiueiit , 
and  the  rest  of  them. 

To  finish  up — -bocaTise  you  can  read  the  rest  of  this  testimony — dur¬ 
ing  the  past  5  yeai-stlie  fight  in  ('amden  to  represent  the  poor  has  been 
met  with  derisive  comments.  The  power  structure  lias  steadfastly  main¬ 
tained  that  the  progress  they  iJanned  must  be  obtained  even  at  the 
e.xtiense  of  human  beings.  We  do  not  believe  that  progress  can  he  ob¬ 
tained  at  the  expense  of  people.  To  trample  all  over  and  to  destroy 
people  is  not  progi’ess. 

Today  we  have  asked  you  and  this  Xation  to  do  some  very  dilKcult 
things.  Pay  attention  to  what  the  people  are  saying,  pay  attention 
to  what  those  who  are  being  displaced  have  to  go  through.  They  are 
suffering  badly  because  of  your  programs.  There  are  powerful  eco¬ 
nomic  interests  alined  against  these  proposals.  The  head  of  the  hous¬ 
ing  authority  in  the  city  of  Camden  is  a  man  named  McComb,  no  big 
name  here,  but  it  is  a  big  name  back  home,  because  he  is  the  head  of 
the  Central  Labor  Union.  So  he  heads  up  the  housing  authority  and  the 
Central  Labor  Union.  We  know  where  the  contracts  are  going  to  go  for 
urban  renewal.  They  are  going  to  go  with  the  companies  that  his  union 
are  in.  We  cannot  get  this  man  off  that  housing  authority.  We  ha\’e 
got  two  to  resign  this  past  week.  The  Governor  changed  one  of  his 
appointments  for  us,  the  cit}^  council  is  supporting  our  request  to  get 
rid  of  the  other  two.  We  would  like  to  see  the  Federal  Government 
maybe  getting  involved  with  the  support  of  black  construction  com¬ 
panies,  black  labor  unions.  We  would  like  to  see  black  architects  plan 
the  poverty  areas,  because  black  people  know  what  is  happening.  They 
know  what  is  happening  in  their  communities. 

The  problem  of  urban  renewal  is  that  those  who  do  not  live  there 
are  planning  it,  are  executing  it,  and  are  making  the  money  at  it. 

The  talk  in  the  inner  city  is  either  they  stop  doing  this  stuff  or  we 
will  stop  them  our  own  way. 

Kither  urban  renewal  comes  our  way  or  it  does  not  come  at  all.  We 
of  the  inner  city  do  not  trust  urban  renewal.  We  do  not  trust  it  be¬ 
cause  we  have  never  been  allowed  to  participate  in  it.  We  do  not  trust 
it  because  we  have  seen  it  destroy  people.  We  do  not  believe  that  you 
have  a  workable  program.  We  do  not  believe  that  HLl^D  enforces 
workable  programs.  We  know  it,  ‘because  Ave  have  seen  it  in  action. 
Across  this  country  in  Harlem,  in  Bedford-Stuyvesant,  in  Watts, 
South  Philadelphia,  and  Xorth  Camden,  people  are  willing  to  say 
and  to  back  it  up,  “Xo  renewal  unless  we  do  it.” 

We  belieAre  that  the  Government  must  act  to  help  all  the  people — 
all  of  them  to  live  better  and  more  meaningful  lives  in  our  com¬ 
plex  urban  society.  The  Government  is  acting  without  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  poor,  and  without  the  advice  and  consent  of  those  avIio 
are  suffering  because  of  their  progi-ams.  The  America  of  the  poor  is 
clisenfranchised  from  our  voice  even  in  the  advisory  capacity,  let  alone 
in  the  dicisionmaking  capacity.  The  distance  between  this  disenfran¬ 
chisement  and  disenchantment  is  iioav  indistinguishable.  We  of  the 
inner  city,  white,  blacks,  Puerto  Picans,  INIexican  Americans,  Indians — 
we  need  homas.  We  want  to  build.  We  Avant  to  build  now.  Set  us  free 
and  include  us  in  on  all  of  this. 

We  are  getting  some  of  our  problems  solved  in  Camden,  but  Ave 
have  had  to  raise  sand.  We  can  get  a  lot  more  accomplished,  though. 
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if  von  file  Conffi-ess  start  acrini;.  Tliis  is  a  matter  of  survival  to  us  ami 
this  is  exactly  what  it  is — the  need  to  survive.  The  days  of  reminiscing 
for  us  are  over.  We  can  no  longer  talk  alMuit  the  old  days.  We 
cannot  hold  cocktail  parties  and  card  parties.  We  are  trying  to  make 
it.  ’\\'e  need  a  new  module.  We  need  a  new  value  system,  a  new  survival 
kit.  We  want  the  option  of  living  in  the  city  or  moving  out.  Some  of 
us  love  city  life  and  we  want  to  stay,  and  we  want  it  right.  At  best,  ail 
of  us  are  strangers  in  this  land,  ami  at  least  help  us  live  in  safe,  decent,  | 
sanitary  houses. 

We  have  come  to  help  you  SJtraigliten  out  your  programs.  You  are  ’ 
kind  of  messed  up.  > 

j\[r.  Sharp  ? 

STATEMENT  OF  CHARLES  SHARP,  CHAIRMAN,  BLACK  PEOPLES’ 

UNION  MOVEMENT 

Mr.  Sharp.  Thank  you. 

jNIy  name  is  Charles  Sharp,  chairman  of  the  Black  People’s  Union 
Movement  in  the  city  of  Camden,  N.J. 

The  purpose  of  this  organization  is  to  see  that  black  people  receive 
adequate  representation,  something  in  which  we  black  people  in  the 
city  of  Camden  haa-e  not  received  on  all  levels.  Kducationally  we  do  , 
not  get  representation,  economically  we  do  not  Inne  representation, 
politically  we  do  not  have  representation.  About  this  urban  renewal — 
needless  to  say,  there  is  no  representation. 

Urban  renewal  is  a  big  jiroblem  in  the  city  of  Camden,  N.J. 
Aeedless  to  say,  it  is  a  problem  all  over  America,  maybe  because  it 
deals  with  black  people.  The  removal  of  black  people.  But  I  have  to 
confine  my  comments  to  the  city  of  Camden,  U'cause  that  is  where  I  ; 
am  from — my  roots  are  there.  And  we,  the  black  people  of  the  city  of 
Camden  have  been  pushed  into  a  pocket,  a  pocket  that  is  filled  with 
disease.  It  is  a  cancer  and  it  is  eating  at  us  and  it  is  going  to  destroy  us  - 
unless  we,  the  black  people  take  the  necessary  steps  to  alleviate  this 
problem  or  to  alleviate  this  disease. 

We  want  to  live.  lYe  have  a  need  to  li\'e.  We  want  to  raise  families.  , 
M"e  want  to  educate  our  children.  lYe  want  to  lie  able  to,  on  a  sunny  day, 
sit  out  in  the  park  and  enjoy  the  sunshine,  the  flowers.  How  can  we 
do  this  in  a  white  power  stiaicture  in  the  city,  in  the  state.  And  the 
national  Government  refuses  to  hear  the  plea  of  the  black  man:  and 
by  now,  s'iving  us  some  sort  of  attention,  you  are  forcing  the  black 
man  to  do  the  only  thing  that  is  left  to  do,  and  that  is  to  go  into  the 
streets  and  fio-ht.  Either  free  himself  or  kill  himself.  ' 

You,  the  Senator,  this  committee,  those  committees — you  have  a  ’ 
chance  to  free  yourself  as  well  as  free  black  peoi)le.  And  the  only  way 
that  you  can  do  that  is  to  pass  the  laws  that  you  can  pass.  You  wrote  ; 
up  this  bill  which  you  had  to  have  a  vote  in  v.liich  to  pass  it,  and  it  ' 
was  passed.  But  you  will  not  write  uii  a  liill  and  have  it  vote<l  upon 
so  that  it  will  be  a  workable  bill.  This  is  not  workable.  I  do  not  under¬ 
stand  the  legality  or  th.e  technicalities  of  this  bill.  All  I  know  is  that  ‘ 
black  ]:)eople  ai'e  suffering:  for  instance,  the  Shields  family — Mr.  and 
iMrs.  Shields,  who  lived  in  the  city  of  Camden,  who  were  asked  to  move  i 
from  their  home  because  the  highway  was  coming  through.  They  moved 
from  one  location  to  another  location — from  one  dilapidated  building 
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to  iuiotliei-  dilapidated  buildino-  witli  Id  little  black  babies  who  were 
innocent,  mIio  were  tinware  of  where  they  were  goin<>-,  or  what  was 
hajipenino’.  We  heard  of  this  family  and  we  knocked  on  their  door  one 
Wednesday  nio-ht;  and  we  went  into  their  home,  which  was  supposed 
to  be  a  home — it  is  a  hole  in  the  wall.  The  electric  was  bad.  The  <>'as  was 
bad.  The  children  were  crowded  into  one  room.  Koaches  were  from 
wall  to  wall.  Rats  were  rnnnino-  around  like  tish  in  a  pond.  This  was  the 
home  that  they  had  been  relocated  into  by  the  white  power  structure, 
becau.se  who  was  relocating  them  >.  The  white  power  structure.  We  took 
it  upon  ourselves  to  remove  this  family  from  that  house  and  ])ut  them 
into  one  of  the  city's  hotels — the  Walt  '^^'hitman  until  we  could  send 
the  bill  to  the  city.  It  was  from  the  movement  of  that  family  that 
created  the  chain  of  events  which  evidentally  led  to  this  meetino-  today. 
It  is  too  bad  that  the  Shields’  had  to  be  sacrihced,  but  they  were 
sacrificial  lambs.  They  sacrificed  fhemselves.  The  children  do  not  know 
it,  perhaps  10  years  from  now  their  mother  will  explain  it  to  them,  or 
perhaiJS  they  should  read  it  in  a  book  if  you  should  write  a  book  about 
the  city  of  Camden. 

But  before  the  Shields’  could  j>et  a  home  the  black  people  in  the  city 
of  (ktmden,  along  with  some  white  peojile  in  the  city  of  Camden  had 
;  to  march  down  to  Northgate  One  which  is  a  luxury  apartment,  which 
is  half  empty.  And  it  was  then  and  only  then,  that  the  Shields’ 
received  a  home.  They  were  given  a  choice  of  three  homes,  and  they 
accepted  one  in  the  section  of  the  city  called  East  Camden.  They  were 
to  move  in  this  house  on  INIonday  morning,  but  the  white  racist  society 
:  that  lived  in  East  Camden  burned  theii’  house  down.  They  burned  it 
down.  So  we  had  to  go  back  into  the  streets  and  demand  that  the 
Shields’  receive  a  home.  This  time  a  very  beautiful  and  a  very  livable 
!  home  Avas  found  for  the  Shields’  and  now  they  are  stationed  in  a 
:  home. 

:  About  Xorthgate  One,  the  land  which  this  building  was  built  on  was 

also  the  land  of  the  i^oor,  the  poor  people  avIio  have  to  move  from  their 
homes  in  order  that  this  luxurious  apartment  built  for  Avhite  peo])le, 
because  black  jioor  people  cannot  afford  to  pay  one  hundred  some  odd 
dollars  a  month  for  apartments.  There  are  people  in  my  city  that  are 
!  struggling  to  pay  $40  a  month  for  rent. 

I  do  not  really  know  what  I  can  say  to  you  because  all  the  things 
that  I  have  said  have  been  said  many  times  Ix'fore  by  me,  by  the 
Re\'erend  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King  and  b}^  all  of  the  black  leaders 
who  are  fighting  for  freedom,  justice  and  eipiality  for  black  people, 
even  for  poor  ]>eo])le. 

You  may  be  Avondering  Avhy  I  use  the  term  “black  peojile"  so  much. 
It  is  because  I  am  a  black  man  and  I  am  concerned  about  lilack  people. 

:  T  am  A'ery  concerned  about  my  people  and  my  people  must  be  free,  and 
you  are  the  ones  that  can  lead  them  to  the  road  of  freedom,  because 
if  you  as  a  race  of  people  here  in  America  ever  hope  to  remain  free,  you 
■  must  in  turn  free  the  Nation’s  people  that  are  not  free.  IVe  are  not  free. 

;  We  liaA’e  never  been  free  here  in  America.  We  have  lieen  slaA'es  and 
Ave  Avorked  and  you  did  not  pay  us.  We  prayed  to  you  and  you  did  not 
hear  our  prayers.  We  begged  you  and  you  did  not  ansAver.  We  have 
fought  for  you  and  you  ignored  us.  Noav  you  leave  us  no  alternatiA^e 
but  to  fight  you.  We  have  to  fight  you,  come  Avhat  may,  because  Ave 
are  determined  as  a  people  to  free  ourseh-cs  because  Ave  knoAv  Avhaf  Ave 
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can  do.  We  ^yant  to  create  like  the  wliite  race  created,  l)ecause  we  are 
creat  ive  people. 

'\^"e  do  not  jnst  want  to  be  the  bricklayer,  we  want  to  be  the  designer 
of  the  building,  the  architect. 

We  do  not  jnst  want  to  be  the  pilot  of  the  ])la]ie,  we  want  to  be  the 
designer  of  the  plane. 

Do  yon  understand  what  T  am  trying  to  say  ?  These  are  the  things 
that  we  feel.  These  are  the  things  that  we  know  that  we  mnst  have  to 
do.  We  have  to  do  these  things  We  have  to  establish  onr  identity.  We 
have  to  regain  back  our  culture.  We  have  to  get  onr  stolen  heritage. 

These  things  have  been  denied  ns  too  long  as  a  people  and  we  are 
hungry.  We  are  starving.  We  are  crying  inside  and  white  America 
refuses  to  hear  us.  She  only  hears  ns  when  she  gives  ns  a  demand  and 
we  reply.  But  when  we  gi\’e  white  America  a  plan,  a  demand,  we  are 
shot  down,  like  the  Reverend  Martin  Luther  King. 

He  was  a  great  man.  He  was  a  man  the  white  people  should  have 
listened  to,  but  he  was  shot  down  Avith  a  bullet  from  the  white  racist 
society.  It  Avas  not  only  one  Avhite  man  that  pidled  that  trigger;  it  Avas 
all  Avliite  men,  because  all  white  men  are  part  of  the  Avhite  racist 
society. 

You  Avere  born  into  it.  Your  foreparents  Avere  the  seed,  were  the 
bearer  of  the  racism  that  has  embraced  America  and  the  Avorld  over. 
Yon  are  making  black  people  the  victims  of  yonr  ignorance,  of  your 
stupidity.  And  Ave  have  done  nothing.  We  have  done  nothing  and  yet 
Ave  receive  nothing. 

Senator,  I  am  not  a  begging  man  because  I  believe  in  fighting  for 
Avhat  I  Avant.  I  am  like  any  other  human  being.  I  have  fears  and  I  Avant 
to  live,  but  I  Avill  die  for  Avhat  I  believe  iit.  I  Avill  die  for  the  liberation 
of  black  people.  But  you  can  saA’e  my  life  as  Avell  as  22  million  black 
liA^es.  Pass  this  bill. 

Take  the  old  bill  and  tear  it  up,  write  a  neAV  one.  Use  your  poAver 
and  your  influence  along  Avith  yonr  colleagues  and  make  this  Federal 
Government,  the  city  government,  the  State  government  enforce  these 
bills  and  see  hoAv  the  black  man,  once  he  is  given  the  chance,  can  come 
and  be  a  credit  and  helpful  to  America.  Because  we  are  nothing  to 
ourselves  and  needless  to  say,  Ave  are  less  than  that  to  yon,  becaiise  you 
do  not  consider  ns  to  be  men. 

IMost  of  you  consider  us  to  be  less  than  human,  an  animal.  They 
say  Ave  are  apes,  monkeys,  but  I  know  that  I  am  as  great  as  any  white 
man  that  ever  lived,  any  Avhite  man  that  Avill  ever  live.  I  knoAv  my 
brothers  are  jnst  as  great.  And  needless  to  say  about  my  black  sisters — 
they  are  also  great. 

But  they  AAvant  to  contribute  ;  if  not  contribute  to  Avhite  society,  then 
alloAv  them  the  opportunity  to  contribute  to  a  black  society,  l)ecanse  Ave 
Avere  once  creators.  We  come  from  a  A^eiw  lucrative  and  creative  land. 
lY  e  come  from  the  land  of  Pharaohs,  the  sphinx,  the  pyramids.  These 
Avere  our  forefathers.  But  you  do  not  tell  us  that.  We  know  they  Avere 
our  forefathers  and  they  Avere  great  men.  They  have  achieved  great 
deeds  which  no  civilization  has  been  able  to  surpass. 
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We  iire  offspi'in^'  of  tliese  people  and  we  want  to  be  able  to  create  tbe 
work  which  they  created.  The  only  way  they  can  do  it  is  that  white 
America  has  to  give  ns  the  opportunity — give  ns  the  opportunity, 
because  if  we  go  one  step,  white  America  goes  two  steps.  She  cannot 
be  a  loser.  She  is  a  winner. 

As  long  as  slie  refuses  to  harken  to  the  sujiplication  of  the  black 
man,  she  is  a  loser;  she  is  done.  She  is  the  city  of  Babylon  they  speak 
of  in  the  Bible  and  the  cities  of  Babylon  will  fall  and  America  will 
fall  unle.ss  she  takes  heed  of  the  black  man’s  plea. 

d'hank  you. 

Senator  Muskte.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Sharp. 

Thank  you.  Father  Griesmann.  May  I  say,  this  legislation  has  been 
(kn  eloped  in  the  past  2  or  -)  years  for  the  purpose  of  trying  to  deal 
with  one  area  of  injustice.  It  is  not  perfect  legislation,  but  I  think  it 
has  much  in  it  to  commend  it.  IVe  will  give  serious  consideration  to  the 
suggestions  made  by  you.  Father,  this  morning  as  we  shape  the 
legislation. 

IVe  h  ave  known,  of  course,  over  the  years  that  we  have  worked  on 
this  legislation,  of  the  injustices  that  have  been  created  under  the 
in-ograms  of  urban  renewal,  highway  construction,  and  so  on.  The 
Senate  passed  this  bill  in  the  last  Congress,  but  we  did  so  without  a 
record  that  was  what  I  thought  adequate  of  the  injustices  with  which 
the  bill  was  intended  to  deal.  IVe  had  your  report  on  the  stituation  in 
Camden.  It  was  in  our  file.  But  we  thought  we  ought  to  have  public 
hearings  in  order  that  these  injustices  might  be  exposed  to  more 
complete  public  view. 

That  is  why,  Mr.  Sharp,  we  invited  you  to  be  here  this  morning.  IVe 
did  not  need  this  public  hearing  to  be  aware  ourselves  of  the  situations 
which  encumber  you  and  your  people.  We  needed  the  public  hearing  in 
order  that  others  may  be  aware  of  them. 

Vonr  full  report  which  Father  Griesmann  has  submitted  to  the 
record  is  part  of  our  files.  It  is  available  for  public  view. 

I  do  not  know  to  what  extent  we  ought  to  get  into  further  details. 
Father,  this  morning.  I  think  there  ought  to  be  included  in  the  record 
and  we  will  included  in  the  record  without  objection  tables  showing 
the  schedule  of  families  which  have  been  displaced  in  Camden  by 
governmental  action  over  a  5-year  period  ending  December  31,  1967 : 
another  table  showing  tho.se  families  to  be  displaced  by  governmental 
action  in  the  next  5  years;  another  table  which  is  a  review  of  the 
available  housing  in  Camden  and  the  physical  conditions  of  houses 
in  Camden ;  another  table  showing  a  schedule  of  houses  planned  for 
C amden  in  the  immediate  future. 

With  that  conclusion,  this  statistical  information  fully  documents 
the  .story  you  have  told  us  in  more  human  terms  here  tliis  morning. 
Some  people  are  more  impressed  by  statistics  than  by  rhetoric,  so  the 
statistics  will  be  included  in  the  record. 
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(The  tables  referred  to  follow:) 

Table  A. — Schedule  of  familieH  displaced  hij  governmental  action  in  the  d-gcar 

period  chiding  Dee.  dl,  l!l(!7  ’ 

North-South  Freeway  (Federal  assisted  highway)  At  least  903  families  and  as 

many  as  1,200. 

Code  Enforcement _  At  least  025  families  and  as 

many  as  800. 

’  .Tlie  statistic.s  in  this  tnhio  nrp  baspfl  on  information  provided  in  Camden's  last  two 
Workable  Programs  and  on  information  provided  by  City  officials. 


(Tliis  figure  is  liased  on  information  provided  hy  the  Chief  Housing  Inspector 
of  the  City  of  Camden.  He  has  indicated  that  his  department  has  displaced 
approximately  125  families  per  year  for  the  last  several  years.  In  April  his 
department  was  operating  at  about  a  25%  increase  over  last  year's  rate  of 
inspections  due  to  the  pressures  for  code  enforcement  generated  hy  the  grass 
roots.  This  was  before  the  City  of  Camden  received  a  grant  of  $300.t)(M)  from 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Frhan  Development  for  18  new  housing 
inspectors  and  before  the  enactment  of  a  new,  more  stringent  property  main¬ 
tenance  code.  The  inspectors  comj)leted  their  training  in  September.  An  increase 
in  displacement  rate  can  he  expected  for  the  remainder  of  1967  and  1!)6S.  These 
figures  for  code  enforcement  do  not  include  displacement  occurring  as  a  con¬ 
sequence  of  action  taken  by  the  Department  of  Health,  the  Building  Inspector, 
and  for  Fire  Marshal,  all  of  whom  have  the  authority  to  declare  property  unfit 
for  human  habitation.) 


Camden  Campus  Area _ 

Bergen  Square  No.  1 _ 

Cooper’s  Point  No.  1 _ 

Noi  thgate  No.  2 _ 

Lanning  Square  No.  1 _ 

Centerville  Liberty  Park  1 

City  Centre-Route  150 _ 

N'orthshore _ 

Public  Housing  Turnover- 


71  families. 

.30  families. 

41  families. 

375  families. 

80  families. 

80  families. 

52  families. 

Estimate  36  families  in  1967. 

1967-68  total  72  families. 
320  families. 


(This  figure  is  based  on  a  turnover  of  60  families  for  each  of  the  following 
years — 1964, 1965. 1966  and  a  turnover  of  200  families  for  1967.) 


Low  total _ - _ 2,  673 

High  total _ 3,  085 


Table  B. — Schedule  of  families  to  he  displaced  hy  governmental  action  in  the 

5-year  period  ending  Dec.  31, 1972  ^ 

Xorth-South  Freeway _  300  families. 

Industrial  Highway _  Approximately  300  families. 

I’rban  Renewal  in  Bergen-Lanning  Square  Area _  Approximately  7tX)  families. 

l*yne  Point,  Cooper’s  Point  and  Center  City -  No  estimate. 

“  The  statistic.s  in  this  table  are  based  on  information  provided  in  Camden's  last  two 
Workable  Programs.  Camden's  Comprehensive  Plan  prepared  in  1962,  and  on  information 
provided  by  City  officials. 

(The  City  of  Camden  has  just  received  a  planning  and  survey  grant  from 
the  Dept,  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  to  do  a  study  in  one  section  of  the 
Bergen-Lanning  Square  Area.  The  study  is  to  cover  from  Fifth  Street  to  Sixth 
Street  and  from  Mickle  Street  to  Atlantic  Avenue.  At  this  time,  according  to 
the  plans  included  in  the  GNRP  for  the  Bei’gen-Lanning  Sciuare  Area,  the  City 
hopes  to  tear  down  all  but  12  existing  buildings  in  this  strip  and  construct  middle 
income  apartment  housing.) 


Northshore  _  36  families. 

Code  Enforcement _  l.OOO  families. 


(This  estimate  is  based  on  200  families  for  the  next  five  years.  It  is  probably 
a  conservative  estimate  since  it  is  less  than  twice  the  figure  for  the  preceding 
five  years  although  there  will  be  three  times  as  many  inspectors  for  at  least 
the  next  three  years.  Strong  enforcement  of  the  property  maintenance  code 
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(■(Mild  ri'sidt  ill  nmch  greater  disidacement.  The  Cliief  Housing  Insiiector  esti- 
luati's  that  at  least  00%  of  the  housing  in  Cauideu  does  not  meet  major  reijiiirc- 
nients  of  (’amden's  Troiierty  Maintenance  Code.  According  to  the  Comprehensive 
Plan  for  Camden,  prepared  in  64.7%  of  Camden's  lionsing  was  then 

(iilapidatial.  or  seriously  deteriorated  or  deteriorating  or  ohsolete.  According 
to  tlie  l!)t)0  census,  one-third  of  Camden's  housing  was  over  sixty  years  old, 
and  two-thirds  over  forty  years  old.  It  should  also  he  noted  tliat  the  rate  of 
property  owners  aliandoning  their  property  is  very  high  in  Camden.  This  year 
over  1200  properties  appeared  on  the  City’s  Tax  Sale  List.) 

I’lihllc  Housing  Turnover _  200-000. 

I,ow  total -  2,536-plus  families. 

High  total -  2,836-plus  families'. 

Table  C. — Review  of  housing  in  Camden 

I.  Physical  Condition  of  Houses  in  Camden 

Housing  60  years  old  or  more  in  1060 _ 

Housing  40  years  old  or  more  in  1060 _ 

Housing  less  than  20  years  old  in  1060 _ 

Housing  dilapidated,  seriously  deteriorated,  de 
teriorating  or  obsolete  in  1962. 

A  survey  conducted  in  December,  1066  by  staff  members  of  the  Camden 
Episcopal  Community  Center  for  the  Camden  Civil  Rights-Ministerium-Xeighl)or- 
liood  Groups  Coalition  revealed  in  one  19  by  7  block  area  in  Central  Camden 
bounded  by  Kaighns  Avenue  on  the  ilouth,  Mickel  Street  on  the  north.  Second 
Street  on  the  west,  and  Broadway  on  the  east,  over  300  vacant  and/or  abandoned 
properties. 

A  survey  conducted  in  1966  by  the  Rev.  Richard  Whitham  of  the  Camden 
IMetropolitan  Ministry  covering  the  North  Camden  area  of  Camden  excluding 
that  section  of  North  Camden  to  be  included  in  urban  renewal  project  Northgate 

II.  revealed  100  vacant  and/or  abandoned  properties  in  that  area. 

The  City  Tax  Sale  List  for  delinquent  property  owners  included  over  1,200 
liroperties  this  year. 

II.  Goals  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  1962 

Housing  which  should  be  constructed  during  first 
five  years  of  Plan. 

Housing  which  should  be  constructed  during  the 
.second  five  years  of  plan. 

III.  Housing  Constructed  in  Camden,  1963  to  Present 

1963  _  34  units. 

(This  includes  two  apartment  buildings  ijroviding  a  total  of  8  units  and  single 
family  dwellings  providing  26  units.) 

1964  _  214  units. 

(This  includes  8  apartment  buildings  providing  a  total  of  121  units,  single 
family  dwelling  providing  a  total  of  3  units,  and  John  P.  Kennedy  Towers, 
a  Public  Housing  Authority  Project  for  the  elderly  providing  90  units.) 

1965  _  30  units. 

(This  includes  two  garden  type  apartment  buildings  providing  28  units  and 
single  family  dwellings  providing  a  total  of  2  units) . 

1966  _  336  units. 

(This  includes  three  apartment  buildings  providing  29  units,  single  family 
dwelling  units  providing  a  total  of  3  units,  and  garden  type  apartments  providing 
a  total  of  304  units). 

1967  _  347  units. 

( This  figure  does  not  mean  that  all  these  units  are  built,  but  rather  indicates 
the  total  number  of  units  for  which  permits  have  been  obtained  from  the  Camden 


3,500  units  (700  units  per 
year). 

5,000  units  (1,000  units  per 
year). 


.  32%. 

-  67%. 

.  18%. 

-  64.7%. 
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City  Building  Inspector’s  Office.  This  included  single  family  dwelling  units 
iwoviding  a  total  of  2  units  and  garden  type  apartments  providing  a  total  <tf 


345  unit.s.) 

Total  of  Low  Income  Housing  Units -  00  units. 

Total  of  Middle  Income  Housing  Units -  871  units. 

Total  Number  of  Housing  Units.  1903  to 
present _  001  units. 


IV.  Schedule  of  housing  planned  for  Camden  in  the  immediate  future. 


Three  rent  supplement  programs  sponsored  by 
three  church  groups. 

(Participation  by  1  of  the  church  groups  is 
in  doubt. ) 

Housing  for  the  elderly  sponsored  by  a  fourth 
religious  group. 

Centerville  Urban  Renewal  Project - 


Centerville  221(d) 3  project. 


At  most  180  units. 


Approx.  2(X)  units. 

425  units  of  sale  housing 
priced  at  $12,000  per 
house.  Each  house  shall 
have  a  carrying  charge  of 
$100/mo. 

82  units. 


(This  project  is  not  a  certainty.) 
Northgate  No.  II  Urban  Renewal  Project. 


City  Centre  Project-Urban  Renewal 


City  Within  a  City  Project 


(This  project  is  presently  in  grave  doubt  be- 
cau.se  of  the  financial  problems  of  Mr.  .1.  Wol- 
nian,  owner  of  Philadelphia  Eagles  football 
club.) 


200  units-high  ri.se  project- 
150  apartments  and  50 
townhouses.  ( Upper  in¬ 
come  housing. ) 

An  unknown  quantity  of 
housing  whose  character 
in  doubt ;  the  best  guess  is 
that  the  housing  will  be 
upper,  middle  and  low  in¬ 
come. 

Approx.  4000  units  of  iiiiddle 
and  upper  Income  hous¬ 
ing. 


CHIP  _ 

(CHIP,  the  Camden  Housing  Improvement 
Project,  is  the  work  of  several  business  and  iu- 
du.stries  in  Camden  including  Campbell  Soup, 
Camden  Trust,  First  Camden  National  Bank  & 
Trust  Co.,  R.C.A.  and  others.  It  was  formed  in 
response  to  pre.s.sui'e  generated  at  the  grass 
roots  level  for  action  on  the  low-income  hous¬ 
ing  crisis.  CHIP  is  at  a  turning  point.  These  6 
houses  are  its  pilot  project.  If  it  succeeds,  they 
hope  to  rehabilitate  at  least  100  houses  a  year.) 


6  houses  to  be  rehabilitated, 
for  low  income  sale  hous¬ 
ing  with  a  hoped  for 
carrying  charge  of  $00/ 
month. 


Inter-Faith-Inter-Racial  Council  of  Churches _ 


PU|blic  Housing _ 

(This  is  a  second  project  for  the  elderly  and 
should  be  completed  by  1969. ) 

Total  of  Ix)W  Income  Housing  Units _ 

Total  of  Housing  Units  for  Middle  and  Upper 
Income  Familities. 

(This  a.ssumes  that  .lerry  Wolman's  “City 
Within  A  City”  is  constructed.) 


35  houses  to  be  rehabili¬ 
tated  for  sale  housing- 
low  income. 

100  units. 


521  units  including  300  for 
the  elderly. 

4,707  units. 
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Total  of  Housing  units  for  middle  and  ni)i)er  7(»7  units  plus  what  private 
income  families  if  "City  Within  A  City"  is  not  construction  not  now 
constructed.  known  is  built. 

Total  Housing  For  Immediate  Future -  Between  1,228  units  and 

5,228  units. 

Senator  Muskie.  In  addition,  there  will  be  included  in  the  record  a 
letter  dated  July  18,  1067,  to  Secretary  Weaver  and  Secretary  Boyd, 
further  docmnentinfr  the  situation  in  Camden. 

(The  document  referred  to  follows :) 

Camden,  X.J.,  July  18,  mn. 

Hr.  Robert  Weaver, 

Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Hoii.iiny  and  Urhun  Development, 

Wa,shini/ton,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Weaver;  In  mid-Fehruary  of  this  year  the  Camden  Civil  Rights- 
Ministeriuin-Neighhorhowl  (Iroups  Coalition  wrote  to  President  Johnson. 

That  letter  (a  copy  of  which  is  included)  raised  .several  crucial  points  relating 
to  Camden’s  AVorkable  Program  required  by  the  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  and  problems  created  by  federally  assisted  highway  con¬ 
struction.  The  problems  presented  were:  (1)  failure  of  the  Camden  City  (h)vern- 
ment  to  i)ermit  and  provide  an  opportunity  for  gra.ss  roots  participation  on  ihe 
C,iti7rfins  Advisory  Committee;  (2)  no  statistical  breakdown  in  the  Workable 
Program  by  races  of  individuals  and  families  displaced  by  governmental  action ; 
(.8)  a  severe  shortage  of  decent  low  income  housing  in  Camden  to  shelter  the 
low-income  families  who  comprise  a  majority  of  the  residents  be'ng  force*'  to 
relocate  due  to  urban  renewal,  highway  construction,  and  code  enforcement;  (4) 
the  failure  of  the  New  Jer,sey  State  Highway  Department  to  provide  meaningful 
relocation  assistance  for  persons  di.splaced  by  highway  construction;  and  (.5) 
the  need  for  federal  legislation  and/or  executive  action  to  impose  relocation 
standards  for  highway  con.struction  programs  financed  in  whole  or  in  part  with 
federal  funds  similar  to  those  enforced  in  urban  renewal  programs. 

In  April,  representatives  of  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment,  the  Camden  City  Government,  and  the  Coalition  met  in  Camden.  In  his 
reiK)rt  of  May  17,  1967,  to  Senator  Case,  Assistant  Secretary  Hummel  stated 
that :  “  a  more  effective  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  is  needed  and  in  response 
to  our  reque.st  the  Mayor  has  reactivated  the  Camden  Neighborhood  Comservation 
and  Rehabilitation  Committee  and  has  expanded  its  member, ship  to  include 
civil  rights  groups,  civic  associations,  and  neighborhood  groups.”  Unfortunately, 
the  Mayor's  appointments  to  this  committee  have  generally  failed  to  give 
recognition  to  the  leading  members  of  the  coalition  who  have  been  speai  heading 
the  struggle  to  help  the  deprived  and  the  discriminated  against.  As  of  today  the 
Mayor  of  Camden  has  failed  to  re.siwnd  iiositively  to  the  continuing  requests  of 
two  neighborhood  groups  for  grass  roots  participation  on  the  Citizens  Advisory 
Committee.  To  the  contrary,  the  Mayor  and  the  Business  Administrator  have 
said  "No”  to  such  requests  at  meetings  with  them.  One  group,  the  Neighbors 
for  Community  Action,  has  been  instriunental  in  forcing  the  city  to  increase 
recreational  facilities  in  their  neighborhood  and  to  take  action  against  property 
owners  who  have  “abandoned”  their  property.  They  are  involved  in  community 
projects  such  as  outings  to  Atlantic  City.  Next  month  they  are  taking  over  8('0 
youngsters  to  see  a  Philadelphia  Phillies  ballgame.  Tlie  second  group,  the 
Camden  Citizens  For  Action,  is  a  community  group  in  the  adjoining  neighborhood 
to  that  of  the  Neighbors  for  Community  Action.  It  has  been  instrumental  in 
forcing  the  city  to  take  action  against  derelict  landlords  and  in  the  formation  of 
the  Landlord-Tenant  Association,  a  body  which  seeks  to  bring  landlords  and 
tenants  to  the  same  table  to  work  together.  This  Association  has  received  the 
editorial  support  of  Camden’s  main  newspaper,  the  Courier-Past,  and  the 
Association  is  beginning  to  have  meaningful  results  in  obtaining  real  cooperation 
to  the  benefit  of  tenants  and  landlords. 

These  two  neighborhood  groups  are  examples  of  real  efforts  I'y  low-income 
IX'ople,  who  are  ahso  members  of  minority  groups,  to  try  to  help  themselves. 
These  people  are  playing  a  .significant  role  in  their  community  and  would  deserve 
representation  on  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  even  if  the  Workable  I’ro- 
gram  did  not  require  representation  for  such  groups. 
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We  wish  to  make  it  clear  that  we  do  not  believe  that  these  an*  the  only 
two  Rroups  which  slumld  he  represented  on  the  cominitt(H\  New  jjroiips  are 
heing  formed  as  offsprings  of  the  activities  of  these  two  groups  and  in  the 
future  if  they  start  to  mature,  they  too  will  deserve  recognition.  In  addition, 
there  may  pre.sently  be  in  this  city  other  neighborhood  groups  which  sluudd  be 
involved  on  tbe  Citizens  Advisory  Committee. 

The  significance  and  imis)rtance  of  representation  for  the  grass  roots  is  seen 
in  tbe  riots  and  violence  of  rec-ent  days  in  North  .Jersey.  Lack  of  meaningful 
direct  lines  of  communication  between  the  poor  and  the  city  government  helfH'd 
cause  Newark’s  explosion.  Tensions  are  increasing  in  Camden.  The  frustrations, 
misunderstandings,  and  sense  of  alienation  felt  by  the  poor  can  only  be  eased 
liy  direct  and  respon.s-ive  communication  between  the  Mayor  of  Camden  and  the 
poor. 

We  believe  Mr.  Hummel  has  been  misled  to  believe  that  the  Neighborhood 
Con.servation  and  Rehabilitation  Committee  has  expanded  it.s  membership  to 
include  “civic  associations  and  neighborhood  groups.”  Fi-om  our  examination  of 
the  list  of  persons  appointed  to  the  Committee,  only  one,  IMr.  Charles  Barberito 
of  the  Tyne  Point  Association  in  North  Camden,  can  be  said  to  repre.sent  a  civic 
ass<K-iation  or  a  neighborhood  group. 

Mr.  Hummel  states:  “There  will  also  be  a  minority  grotip  subcommittee.  AVe 
have  asked  that  this  organization  be  active  before  we  consider  recertification  of 
the  Workable  Program.”  Although  Camden’s  AVorkable  Program  has  been  re¬ 
certified,  no  “minority  group  subcommittee”  has  been  formed  as  part  of  the 
Citizens  Advisory  Committee. 

Lastly,  with  resix^ct  to  the  issue  of  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee,  we  wish 
to  point  out  that  althou.gh  the  Camden  jMetropolitan  Ministry,  the  Camden 
Christian  Center,  the  Methodist  Deaconess  Communit.v  Center,  the  Neighl>orhood 
Apostolate,  and  the  Camden  Episcopal  Community  Center  have  played  a  leading 
role  along  with  the  civil  rights  and  neighborhood  groups  in  the  coalition  to  help 
the  poor,  no  members  of  the  clergy  who  have  been  active  in  this  fight  have  been 
appointed  to  the  Citzens  Advisory  Committee.  This  is  so  even  though  all  these 
churches  and  centers  are  not  only  expressing  great  concern  about  the  actions 
of  the  city,  state,  and  federal  government  which  may  be  detrimental  to  tbe 
welfare  of  the  people  living  in  Camden,  but  when  the.se  churches  and  centers  all 
assume  important  roles  in  the  lives  of  the  community  they  serve  by  providing 
recreation  for  youngsters,  coun.seling  services,  English,  Spanish,  and  Typing 
classes,  services  for  the  aged  and  a  myriad  of  other  social  services. 

AVe  believe  that  if  the  Camden  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  is  to  be  a  truly 
effective  and  meaningful  body,  it  must  contain  as  meml>er.s  the  civil  rights 
leaders,  the  grass  roots  people  through  their  neighborhood  groups,  and  the  clergy, 
who  have  been  and  are  activists  in  the  struggle  to  help  the  poor  and  the  dis¬ 
criminated  a, gainst, 

AA’hile  pleased  that  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  is 
requiring  Camden  to  provide  a  statistical  breakdown  by  race  of  persons  dis¬ 
placed  and  to  be  displaced  by  governmental  action,  we  are  unaware  of  any  con¬ 
crete  steps  which  have  been  taken  or  will  be  taken  to  secure  such  a  statistical 
breakdown.  AVe  wish  to  be  informed  as  to  what  has  already  been  done  and 
what  will  be  done  in  the  future  to  obtain  this  information. 

We  are  extremely  dissatisfied  that  your  Department  has  not  demanded  that 
Camden  make  low-income  housing  the  number  one  priority  of  Camden’s  AA’ork- 
able  Program,  ahead  of  transportation  and  commercial  redevelopment.  The 
de.sfierate  need  for  low  income  housing  is  seen  not  only  in  the  deteriorating 
conditions  of  the  ghettos,  but  in  Parkside,  a  moderate  income,  predominantly 
Negro  section  of  Camden.  Pei>ple  living  in  Parkside  are  being  forced  to  .subdivide 
tbeir  apartments  and  hou-^es  in  order  to  hou.se  I’elatives  and  friends  from  the 
ghetto  areas  who  are  being  displaced  b.v  urban  renewal  programs,  bigbway  con¬ 
struction  and  code  enfortement.  Slumlords  are  beginning  to  oian-ate  in  this 
area.  If  this  process  continues,  and  it  will  have  to  unless  Camden  obtains  a 
sudden  infusion  of  dei^iit  low  income  housing,  this  residential  area  of  Camde!t 
will  become  a  slum  and  if  it  becomes  a  shun,  it  unll  belp  to  perpetuate  the  myth 
that  Negroes  aTid  I’uerto  Ricans  create  ghettos.  This  can  oidy  provide  fuel  for 
the  fires  of  a  white  i>ower  structure  which  is  basically  both  racially  prejudiced 
and  unsympathetic  to  the  human  needs  of  ix*ople  who  have  been  “punished”  in 
the  past  because  of  tbe  color  of  their  skin  and  who  are  pre.sently  being  both 
“puni.slied”  and  “pushed”  around  as  a  consequence  of  governmental  action. 
The  f('deral  government  re(iuire  the  city  government  and  the  Camden 
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rnl)lic  Hoiisiiijj:  Authority  to  sict  immediately  in  tlie  area  of  iow  income  liousinf;, 
for  even  if  ail  url)an  renewal  and  highway  construction  and  code  enforcement 
were  to  stop  today,  there  woidd  be  a  desperate  shortage  of  decent  low  income 
housing  here. 

Xothing  better  illu-strates  the  desperate  need  for  decent,  safe  housing  for  the 
poor  in  ('aniden  than  the  foliowing  two  exchanges,  the  first  l)etween  the  (’hair- 
man  of  (’amden  ('ORE  and  (.’amden’s  (?'hief  Housing  InsiHfctor  in  the  .Tune  3 
edition  of  the  (’ourier-I’ost  and  the  second  between  a  civil  rights  worker  and 
Cannh'n's  Chief  Housing  Insiiector  in  the  evening  edition  of  the  .June  2nd 
Courier-Post. 

1.  Ronald  Evans  *  *  *  told  I'aglione  many  families  “have  six,  seven, 
or  (>ight  people  in  an  apartment.” 

"They  will  have  to  go."  I’aglione  said,  "but  if  (he  landlord  chooses  to  close 
down  his  ju-oiK'rties  rather  tlian  make  necessary  repairs,  you  know  these 
people  will  l)e  out  of  homes." 

2.  "Ho  you  mean  to  say  that  a  lack  of  lire  extinguishers,  fire  escapes,  and 
only  one  exit  in  a  three  story  building  doesn't  constitute  an  emergency?" 
(Jrayson  asked. 

"If  I  prosecuted  (every)  house  in  Camden  that  lacks  a  fire  escape  I’d 
close  half  the  buildings  in  the  city  down,”  I’aglione  replied. 

The  occasion  of  these  exchanges  wa.s  the  picketing  of  City  Hall  on  .Tune  2  l)y 
tenants  of  one  family  which  owns  approximately  thirty  of  Camden’s  multiple 
dwelling  slum  l)uildings.  Conditions  in  these  buildings  include  a  lack  of  tire 
e.scai)es,  fire  doors,  tire-fighting  equipment,  the  i>resenee  of  rats,  roaches,  and 
insects,  expo.sed  electrical  wires,  and  human  waste  in  backed-up  toilets  and 
bathtul)S. 

The  tools  with  which  to  start  to  alleviate  the  housing  problems  of  Camden 
are  available.  At  present  according  to  city  officials  at  least  150  homes  owned  by 
file  City  c'an  l>e  rehabilitated  within  a  month  or  two  and  put  on  the  rehabilitated 
low-income  housing  market.  There  are  literally  hundreds  of  privately  owned 
homes  presently  vacant  which  can  l)e  rehabilitated  if  proper  initiative  comes 
from  the  federal  government,  the  state  government,  the  city  government,  the 
home  owners,  business,  industry,  labor  nonprofit  groups,  and  the  poor.  Over  200 
of  these  privately  owned  properties  were  identified  in  a  survey  of  one  19  by  7 
block  ai-ea  in  Central  Camden  presented  to  the  city  government  in  .January  by 
the  Coalition.  ( Xot  all  the  houses  on  the  list  are  rehabitable.  The  recent  grant 
liy  your  Department  of  funds  to  demolish  properties  in  Camden  was  a  direct 
response  to  this  survey).  The  Camden  Housing  Authority  has  demonstrated  a 
pungent  distaste  for  using  the  authority  it  has  to  rehabilitate  100  houses. 

The  interrelationship  between  representation  of  the  poor  oti  the  Citizens 
Advisory  Committee  and  the  housing  crisis  here  can  be  clearly  seen.  Until  we 
wrote  President  .Johnson  in  February,  the  Citizen.s  Advisory  Committee  was 
comi)osed  solely  of  businessmen-representatives  from  the  Greater  Camden  Move¬ 
ment.  These  people  who  with  only  two  exceptions  live  outside  of  Camden,  and  most 
of  whom  work  out.side  of  Camden,  are  aware  of  Camden’s  business  and  indu.strial 
needs,  but  they  are  completely  unaware  of  ju.st  what  conditions  the  poor  are 
forced  to  live  in.  X"ow  the  Citizen.s  Advisory  Committee  includes  civil  rights 
representatives  on  the  X’eighborhood  Con.servation  and  Rehabilitation  Com¬ 
mittee.  However,  the  Citizens  Advisorj"  Committee  consists  of  two  committees 
which  meet  separately  and  never  intermingle  to  exchange  ideas.  It  is  critical 
if  Camden  is  to  be  rebuilt  that  industry  and  business  understand  the  problem.s 
of  the  poor  and  financially  contribute  to  their  .solution.  They  can  only  do  this  i),v 
meeting  with  and  listening  to  .pist  what  the  iK)or  have  to  say.  Therefore,  the 
Xeighborhood  Conservation  and  Rehabilitation  Committee  needs  to  be  expanded 
to  include  not  only  the  grass  roots  people,  but  provisions  must  be  made  for  the 
poor  to  be  able  to  work  directly  with  business  to  try  to  develop  constructive 
approaches  to  the  problems  of  tlie  ghetto.  In  the  long  run,  such  intercour.se  could 
lead  to  better  undestanding  of  the  particular  problems  of  both  side.s,  and  hope¬ 
fully,  to  cooperative  efforts  by  all  elements  in  the  community  to  provide  more 
low-income  housing  for  the  i>oor. 

In  his  letter  of  the  17th  Mr.  Hummel  states :  "'NVe  stand  read.v  to  a.ssist  i'.’  any 
way  we  can.”  The  Department  of  Housing  and  rrl)an  Development  can  oidy 
assist  the  i>eople  of  Camden  by  forcing  the  Camden  City  Government  to  make 
low  income  housing  the  numlier  one  priority  of  Camden's  IVorkable  Program. 
Camden  must  immediately  rehalnlitate  the  150  or  more  houses  it  owns  and  the 
•21 
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Camden  I’ublic  Housing  Authority  must  use  the  authority  it  has  to  immediately 
rehabilitate  at  least  100  houses  which  are  iiresently  privately  owned.  The 
iiew  I’roperty  Maintenance  Code  pa.ssed  by  the  Camden  City  Council  contains 
provisions  which  would  facilitate  the  rehabilitation  of  privately  owned  proiK‘ri;>. 
The  City  must  be  forced  to  use  tlie  provisions  to  meet  the  housing  neeils  of 
Camden.  A  city  cannot  tear  down  thousands  of  houses  in  three  or  four  years 
without  building  replacement  housing  and  maintain  that  no  housing  crisis  e.xists. 
Your  Department  can  help  by  bringing  together  representatives  from  the  city 
government,  the  State  government  and  federal  government,  grass  roots  la'ople, 
civil  rights  leaders',  clergy,  business,  industry,  and  labor  to  mai>  out  a  plan  to 
provide  Camden  with  the  low  income  housing  it  needs. 

Mr.  Hummel  states;  “The  City  is  taking  measures  to  increase  the  supply  of 
standard  housing  for  low  and  moderate  income  families.”  Except  for  housing 
for  tlie  agetl,  we  are  unaware  of  these  measrires  and  would  like  to  be  informed 
just  what  they  are.  Low  income  housing  must  be  provided  tor  the  generation 
pi-esently  leaving  school  if  Camden  is  to  stem  the  flow  of  young  i)eople  from  this 
city. 

We  would  also  like  to  point  out  to  Mr.  Hummel  that  while  there  may  be  "an 
increased  use  by  the  New  Jersey  Highway  Department  of  the  services  offered 
by  tlie  Urban  Renewal  Division  in  Camden,”  we  believe  that  overall  no  more 
than  0%  of  the  people  displaced  by  highway  construction  in  Camden  are  being 
pre.sently  referred  to  Urban  Renewal. 

In  his  reixirt  Mr.  Hummel  states:  “The  Urban  Renewal  Division  has  been 
rea.sonably  successful  in  relocating  families  displaced  under  its  programs  and 
those  referred  to  it  by  tlie  Highway  Department.”  We  believe  that  recent  events 
make  a  complete  and  exhaustive  investigation  of  its  activities,  procedures,  and 
resources  in  Camden  mandatory. 

In  order  to  fully  understand  the  relocation  crisis  in  Camden  one  must  under¬ 
stand  the  relationship  between  the  City  Department  of  AVelfare  and  the  Urban 
Renewal  Relocation  Office  of  the  Camden  Public  Housing  Authority.  The  City 
of  Camden  has  a  contractural  relationship  with  Urban  Renewal  for  the  latter  to 
relocate  for  a  fee  of  $40  per  referral  all  persons  di.splaced  by  code  enforcement 
who  recpiest  such  relocation  help.  First,  we  charge  that  Mr.  McHugh  of  the  Urban 
Renewal  Relocation  Office  has  knowingly  relocated  at  least  one  family  in  a  house 
which  was  rat-infested,  had  a  leaky  roof,  faulty  electrical  circuits,  iuade<iuate 
ventilation,  and  was  full  of  filth  and  refuse  left  by  the  previous  occupants.  In 
addition,  this  house  is  in  the  path  of  a  future  highway.  Second,  we  charge  that  the 
Urban  Renewal  Relocation  Office  has  been  derelict  in  fulfilling  its  obligations. 
During  the  week  of  May  29,  1907,  fire  broke  out  in  410  Haddon  Avenue.  The 
building  was  closed  to  human  habitation.  On  Friday,  June  2,  1907,  tenants  dis¬ 
placed  by  the  fire  were  referred  to  Mr.  McHugh  of  the  relocation  office  by  the  city 
for  immediate  relocation.  The  impression  was  given  the  city  that  these  people 
would  be  immediately  relocated.  However,  Mr.  McHugh  when  confronted  by  the 
tenants  told  them  he  could  not  help  them  that  afternoon,  but  would  meet  them  at 
9  :00  A.M.  Saturday  morning  in  front  of  410.  Later  that  evening  the  homeless 
tenants  came  to  us  for  help.  The  City  Business  Administrator  was  reached  and 
after  futile  attempts  to  contact  Mr.  McHugh,  he  agreed  to  put  the  tenants  up  at  a 
hotel  in  the  city.  Saturday  morning  Mr.  McHugh  failed  to  appear  and  the  tenants 
remained  in  the  hotel  for  the  whole  weekend.  Third,  we  charge  that  the  Camden 
Urban  Renewal  Relocation  Office  functions  on  a  prejudiciai  basis,  constantly 
insulting  through  its  behavior  and  by  word  members  of  minority  groups.  Many 
leaders  of  the  Coalition  when  trying  to  obtain  help  for  people  displaced  by  govern¬ 
mental  action  have  been  told  that  these  people  are  dirty,  prostitutes,  immoral, 
drunkards,  etc.  In  some  cases  displacees  have  been  told  to  their  faces  that  there 
was  no  housing  immediately  available  for  them,  but  that  there  were  houses  avail¬ 
able  for  “good”  and  “clean”  people.  Fourth,  we  charge  that  the  City  Department 
of  Welfare  has  frustrated  displacetl  tenants  in  their  attempts  to  obtain  relocation 
aid  and  has  tried  to  relocate  tenants  themselves  in  order  to  avoid  paying  the  $40.00 
referral  fee.  In  yiid-May  a  mother  of  a  family  of  eight  was  refu.sed  referral  to 
Urban  Renewal  by  her  case  worker's  supervisor  to  avoid  paying  the  fee.  The  same 
woman  was  referred  by  city  welfare  to  a  house  which  has  sewer  rats  roaming  the 
basement.  It  was  only  after  we  contacted  the  Business  Administrator  that  this 
family  received  its  proper  referral.  Fifth,  we  charge  that  county  and  city  welfare 
in  trying  to  themselves  relocate  families  have  housed  families  in  indecent,  inhu¬ 
man,  and  unfit  housing.  In  one  ca.se  a  woman  was  moved  into  a  house  with  boarded 
window.s.  In  a  second  case,  one  family  was  moved  into  a  house  which  lacked 
adequate  heating,  kitchen,  and  electrical  facilities  and  in  which  the  kitchen  ceiling 
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^vas  fiilliiiK,  luniiiisters  woro  iiiissiiifr,  and  flic  <-cIlar  steps  were  in  need  of  repair- 
iii};.  It  is  not  only  tliese  eases  wiiieii  are  cause  for  our  concern,  i)Ut  tlie  many,  many 
cases  and  dozens  and  linndreds  of  unknown  families  who  are  cauKiit  in'. similar 
circumstance.s,  who  do  not  come  for  helj)  or  know  tliat  there  are  people  who  care. 

La.stly,  no  iH*rtlnent  response  has  l»een  receives!  from  any  luancli  of  tlu*  federal 
jtovernment  concernlnt'  our  recommendations  for  federal  leVi.slation  and/or  execu¬ 
tive  action  estahli.shiriK  minimum  standards  for  relocation  a.ssi.stance  to  lie  };iven 
per.sons  displaced  ley  highway  con.struction  financed  by  the  federal  {jovernment 
equal  to  the  assi.stance  available  to  in-ople  displaced  by  urban  renewal.  (I’lea.se 
see  leases  .">-11  of  the  enchesesl  letti'r  for  our  discussion  of  highway  rehication 
lerolelems. )  \Ve  leelieve  that  the  pnelelems  posed  by  highway  constructifen  toda.y 
affect  tlu'  iir(*as  of  concern  of  all  departments  of  the  Executive  Hranch  of  tli'e 
federal  Koverument  and  that  each  department  must  sive  careful  consideration  to 
tlie  full  ramifications  of  highway  c(ui.striiction. 

We  ask  Mr.  Se<-retary  that  you  : 

1.  Enforce  the  reciuirements  of  the  M’orkal)le  Program  .so  that  concerned 
ftrass  roots  people  and  representatives  of  th<‘  clergy  and  civil  rights  groups 
leading  the  fight  to  help  the  poor  be  api)ointed  to  the  (’amden  Citizens 
Advisory  Committee ; 

2.  Resc-ind  the  recertification  of  Camden's  Workable  Program  because  there 
is  no  .Minority  (irouf)  subcommittee  ; 


li.  Withliold  certification  of  Camden’s  M’orkable  Program  until  low  income 
housing  is  tlie  nurnlier  one  priority  of  the  AVorkable  1‘rogram  ; 

4.  Indicate  wdiat  steps  liave  been  taken  and  will  be  taken  in  the  future  to 
supply  a  racial  lireakdown  of  fa^rsons  displacisl  b.v  governmental  action  ; 

Pndertake  a  complete  and  exhaustive  .study  of  the  relocation  activitie.s 
procedures,  and  re.sources  of  Camden's  t'rban  Renewal  Relocation  Office.’ 

().  Fulfill  your  re.sponsibility  to  point  out  to  the  President,  to  the  Congress, 
and  to  the  meml.ers  of  .the  Pre.sident's  Cabinet  tlie  need  for  immediate  and’ 
meaningfiil  action  to  a.ssi.st  people  affected  by  federally  assisted  highway 
construction  in  citie.s.  This  ri^siionsibility  is  clearly  piniioinfed  in  the  IDOd 
Congre.ssional  Act  which  e.stabli.slied  the  Dejiartment  of  Transportation  ; 

“The  Secretary  and  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Crban  Di-velopment  shall 
consult  and  exchange  information  regarding  their  respective  transportation 
policies  and  activities;  carry  on  .joint  planning,  research  and  other  aitivities; 
and  coordinate  a.s.sistanci*  for  local  tramsiiortatiori  pro.jecf.s.  Tliey  shall  jointl.v 
.study  how  federal  policies  and  programs  can  a.s.sure  that  urban  transpoitation 
systems  most  effectively  serve  both  national  transi>ortation  needs  and  the 
comprehensively  planned  develoiunent  of  urban  areas.  They  shall  within 
one  year  sifter  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  and  annually  thercaiftcw,  rc*port 
to  the  President  for  sulmiission  to  Congre.ss,  on  their  .studic's  and  other  activi¬ 
ties  under  this  .subsection,  including  any  legislative  recommendations  which 
they  (letermine  to  lie  desii-able.  The  Sw-retary  and  the  Sec-retary  of  Housing 
and  T.  rlian  Hevelojiment  shall  study  and  report  within  one-  year  after  the* 
effective  date  of  this  Act  tci  the  President  and  the*  Congress  cui  the-  logic’al 
and  efficicuit  organizaiion  and  loc-ation  of  url.an  nia.ss  transj.ortation  func¬ 
tions  in  the  E.xecutive  Rrancli.”  f4!)  I'.S.C.A.  §  Pi-THg)  IffOC  Cum  Suiiji  ) 

Your  role  is  particularly  crucial  sinc-e  most  often  highways  c-onstrue  fed 
in  cities  affect  the  jioor  and  members  of  minoritv  groups  Highwavs  con¬ 
structed  through  ghettos  brc-cl  new  ghettos  or  only  wor.s<*n  c-ondit'ions  in 
rcMiiaining  slum  neighborhoods  besamse  of  the  paucity  of  low  income'  liousing 
fit  for  human  haliitatiori.  The  ramifications  of  the  direct  inter-relationship 
between  the*  housing  problems  of  the  jioor  and  highway  construction  in  c  ities 
must  now  be*  faced  by  the  federal  government,  state  governmc'iit  and  loc-U 
government.  AVe,  therefore,  recpiest  that  you  seek  the  President’s  support  fcir 
the  propo.sals  outlined  on  page*  0  of  our  lc*tter  to  the  I’resiclent. 

7.  Support  the  creation  of  a  “.lolnt  AVorkable  Program”  to  coordinate  ‘ind 
cover  tioth  urban  renewal  and  federally  assisted  highway  construc-tion  pro 
grams.  Only  liy  haying  .such  a  “Joint  AVorkable  Program”  can  one  realistif-ally 
hope  for  coordination  of  the  goyernment’.s  urban  actiyities  and  enforc-enien't 
of  federal  rc-gulations  relating  to  .such  actiyitie.s.  The  direct  interrelationship 
Iretween  urban  renewal  and  highway  con.struction  must  be  actually  considered 
in  planning. 

8.  SchcHlule  an  appointment  for  us  to  meet  with  you  in  early  September 

to  fully  di.scuss  Camden’s  future  and  the  ideas  we  haye  put  forward  affectimr 
urban  development  in  general.  ^ 

Sincerely, 


Rev.  Doxald  Griesmax.x. 
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Camdex,  'S.-T.,Jul!/  IS,  1967. 

Mr.  Alan  Boyd, 

Kccrrtary,  Department  of  TranHportutinn. 

Department  of  Transportation,  Wastimpton,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Boyd:  On  February  15.  1!K>7,  the  ('aiiulen  ('ivil  RiKhts-Miuisteriniu- 
Xeifllihorhood  Group.s  ('oalition  wrote  to  President  Johnson. 

In  that  letter  (a  copy  of  which  is  enclosed)  .several  crucial  problems  relatiiii'. 
to  Camden’s  IVorkable  Program  and  relocation  problems  created  l)y  federallyl 
assisted  highway  construction  were  rai.sed.  Recommendations  for  legislativej 
and/or  executive'  action  were  made  to  the  President  on  page  (>  of  that  letter.  Wei 
have  received  no  meaningful  or  signiticant  re.sponse  on  the  issues  raised  concerning, 
Camden's  Workable  Program.  "SVe  have  received  no  pertinent  resiH)nse  concerning; 
the  matters  raised  about  highway  construction  financed  in  whole  or  in  part  liy, 
federal  funds  and  relocation  problems  caused  by  such  highway  consrtuction.  Cor-. 
respondence  from  the  Commerce  Department  and  your  Department  has  failed 
to  deal  with  the  substance  of  the  proposals  made. 

Pages  five  to  eleven  of  the  enclosed  copy  (»f  the  letter  of  February  15  ixiint  out 
in  detail  the  proi)lenis  i)eople  in  Camden  faced  due  to  the  con.struction  of  two  new 
highways  and  a  connector  linking  them.  These  highways  cut  through  low  income 
neighl)orhoods.  They  are  l)eing  constructed  without  any  meaningful  attempt  on 
the  part  of  the  Cit.v  of  Camden,  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  or  the  Fnited  States 
Government  to  provide  decent  low  income  housing  units  for  the  displacees  to 
move  into.  Instead  of  .slum  conditions  being  eliminated,  new  slums  are  being 
created.  Conditions  in  what  remains  of  the  ghettos  are  deteriorating  rapidly. 
Gvercrowding  is  a  chronic  problem.  Absentee  property  owners  and  speculators 
are  permitting  their  property  to  rot. 

The  effects  of  the  highway  construction  are  being  felt  throughout  the  city. 
In  I’arkside.  a  moderate  income,  predominantly  Negro  section  of  Camden, 
families  are  being  forced  to  subdivide  their  apartments  and  houses  in  order 
to  provide  shelter  for  relatives  and  friends  who  are  being  di.splaced.  If  this 
process  continues,  and  it  will  have  to  unless  Camden  obtains  a  sudden  and  suli- 
stantial  infusion  of  decent  low  income  housing  for  the  bidk  of  displacement  is 
yet  to  come,  this  residential  area  of  Camden  w.ill  become  a  slum  and  if  it  becomes 
a  slum,  it  will  help  to  perpetuate  the  myth  that  Negroes  and  Puerto  Ricans 
create  ghettos.  Conditions  such  as  these  reveal  the  direct  inter-relationship 
between  matters  of  transportation  and  urban  development. 

In  the  legi.slation  which  established  the  Department  of  Transportation.  Con¬ 
gress  provided  that:  “The  Secretary  and  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  I 
Development  shall  consult  and  exchange  information  regarding  their  re.spective  | 
transportation  policies  and  activities;  carry  on  joint  planning,  research  and  | 
other  activities :  and  coordinate  assistance  for  local  transportation  projects,  j 
They  shall  jointly  study  how  federal  iKdicies  and  programs  can  assure  thatj  | 
urhan  transportation  systems  most  effectively  serve  both  national  transporta-  i 
tion  needs  and  the  comprehensively  planned  development  of  urban  areas.  They  ! 
shall,  within  one  year  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  and  annually  there-  i 
after,  report  to  the  President,  for  submission  to  the  Congress,  on  their  studies  i 
and  other  activities  under  this  subsection,  including  any  legislative  re<'om-  ■ 
mendations  which  they  determine  to  be  desirable.  The  Secretary  and  the 
Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  .shall  study  and  rei)ort  within 
one  year  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  to  the  President  and  the  Congress 
on  the  logical  and  efficient  organization  and  location  of  urban  mass  tran.s- 
portation  functions  in  the  Executive  Branch.”  (49  U.S.C.A.  §  1653(g)  196Ci 
Cum.  Supp. ) 

The  coordination  of  the  activities  of  your  Department  in  providing  means 
of  transportation  with  the  activities  of  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  in  attempting  to  help  provide  a  decent  life  for  all  urban  dwellerf 
is  critical.  We  do  not  believe  that  anyone  can  gain  a  complete  picture  if  ht 
looks  at  matters  .solely  from  the  perspective  of  his  own  Department  and 
particular  interest,  and  therefore,  we  hope  in  carrying  out  the  directive  ol 
Congress  that  you  and  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  will: 
l>ool  yoTir  knowledge  and  resources  to  show  to  each  othei’,  the  President,  tlu 
Vice-President,  the  Cabinet,  and  the  Congress  the  drastic  effects  which  high 
way  construction  has  on  people’s  lives,  particularly  on  the  urban  poor,  wher. 
needs  created  or  aggravated  by  highway  construction  are  not  met  by  con 
comitant  action  designed  to  satisfy  these  needs. 
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Since  writing  President  Jolinson  in  PYbruary,  we  have  hecoine  convinced 
tliat  there  is  a  vital  need  for  a  “Joint  Workable  Program"  to  coordinate  and 
cover  l)oth  urban  renewal  and  federally  assisted  highway  construction  pro¬ 
grams.  Only  by  having  such  a  “Joint  Workable  Program”  can  one  realistically 
hope  for  coordination  of  the  governments  urban  activities  and  enforcement 
of  federal  regulations  relating  to  such  activities. 

From  the  broad  per.siiective,  we  believe  that  your  Department  has  a  critical 
role  to  play  in  determining  the  future  patterns  and  modes  of  mobility  of  all 
the  people  living  in  this  country.  Consultation  with  experts  in  urban  planning 
has  made  us  i)egin  to  (piestion  whether  continued  construction  of  super¬ 
highways  does  provide  the  solution  to  the  transportation  needs  of  this  nation. 
We  are  heginning  to  believe  that  highways'  are  creating  great  hardships  and 
anguish  for  the  poor  in  our  cities,  and  thereby  adding  to  urban  deterioration  ; 
that  they  are  failing  in  their  purpose  to  facilitate  mobility  of  people;  and 
that  they  are  helping  a  signiticant  number  of  Americans  to  avoid  seeing  and 
contributing  to  the  solution  of  the  deepening  crisis  in  Urban  America.  The 
massive  traffic-tie-ups  which  plague  every  city  could  he  telling  us  that  cars 
are  not  the  right  means  to  get  people  to  and  from  work.  Highways  have  also 
created  the  anomalous  situation  in  which  middle  and  upper  class  whites  are 
aide  to  eat  and  sleep  in  the  suburbs  while  they  return  to  and  depend  upon 
the  city  for  their  work  and  the  cultural  stimulation  provided  by  museums, 
the  theatre,  the  night  clubs,  the  movies,  the  sport.s  events,  etc.  All  these  things 
raise  tough  questions  concerning  the  future  of  the  car  in  American  society, 
particularly  when  we  bring  into  consideration  the  economic  significance  of 
that  automotive  industry. 

We  ;isk  Mr.  Secretary  ; 

1.  That  you  support  the  recommendations  made  on  page  six  of  the  letter 
<tf  February  l.o,  1!I07.  and  that  you  seek  the  support  of  the  President  and 
the  Congress  for  those  proposals. 

2.  That  you  support  the  creation  of  a  "Joint  Workable  Program"  and 
that  you  seek  the  support  of  the  President  and  the  Congress  for  it. 

:>.  That  you  schedule  an  appointment  for  us  to  meet  with  you  in  early 
Septemher  to  discuss  the  problems  of  highway  relocation  and  possible 
alternate  means  and  methods  to  satisfy  the  needs  of  both  the  people 
affected  by  urban  redevelopment  and  the  future  transportation  needs  of 
this  country. 

Sincerely, 


Rev.  Doxali)  Griesm.vxx. 


!  Senator  Muskie.  I  want  to  say  I  appreciate  your  willingness  to 
come  here  and  talk  to  us  despite  tlie  fact  that  you  have  been  discouraged 
from  talking  in  the  past.  "VVe  do  want  to  hear  this  story,  we  do  want  it 
^  to  be  part  of  the  incord  of  this  committee,  and  we  are  desirous  of  acting 
upon  what  you  have  told  us. 

Father  Griesmann.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Muskie.  Senator  Baker  i 

Senator  Baker.  1  liave  nothing  further  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  except 
I,  too,  want  to  thank  you  for  underscoring  in  a  dramatic  way  the 
difficulties  that  arise  from  otherwise  routine  and  orderly  automatic 
procedures  that  require  the  adjustment  of  grievances  and  the  allevia¬ 
tion  of  dislocations  that  come.  I  know  of  these  problems  from  a  first 
■hand  example  of  my  own  state  of  Tennessee.  I  feel  that  we  are  fortunate 
in  this  committee  in  having  a  man  of  the  sensitivity  of  Senator  Muskie, 
our  chairman,  writing  an  agenda  and  preparing  these  hearings  .so  we 
jnay  intelligently  approach  this  problem. 

I  do  thank  you. 

Father  Griesmann.  Thank  you.  Senator. 

Senator  Muskie.  Father,  one  further  thing:  I  understand  that  cer¬ 
tain  agreements  with  apjuopriate  agencies  have  been  developed  as  a 
result  of  these  hearings.  Would  it  be  possible  for  you  to  submit  a 
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detailed  report  of  those  appearances  witli  us  so  we  inay  take  an  ap¬ 
praisal  of  the  situation  ? 

Father  Griesmanx.  Yes,  I  have  left  with  you  today  some  of  the  re¬ 
sponses  to  our  grievances  and  some  of  the  negotiable  points  we  ha\e 
had.  The  task  force  in  Camden  is  still  "oing  to  town  because  they 
have  received  so  much  flak  from  the  housing  authority,  they  cannot 
get  into  their  files  and  so  on.  As  soon  as  the  task  force  report  is  re¬ 
ceived,  I  will  see  to  it  that  a  copy  of  it  is  forwarded  to  this  committee. 

So  far,  you  have  everything  that  IIUI)  has  developed  with  us.  I 
must  point  out  that  HUD  came  up  with  i;}  points  which  I  have  filed 
with  you.  '\Ye  were  going  to  meet  with  the  city,  with  the  mayor  and 
the  business  administrator  and  the  housing  authority  that  attempted 
to  leave  us  out  of  the  meeting.  But  they  took  in  the  Greater  Camden 
movement,  who  are  our  citizens  advisory  council,  and  Mr.  Becket 
of  HITD,  regional  officer  in  charge  of  the  task  force,  said  to  us,  we  are 
only  going  to  do  business  with  those  we  contract  with.  We  pointed 
out'  that  the  Greater  Camden  movement  was  not  one  of  those  they 
contracted  with.  Only  after  35  people,  some  of  whom  are  here  today, 
threatened  to  barge  into  that  room,  could  we  even  get  in  to  hear  what 
was  going  on,  let  alone  offer  suggestions. 

One  of  the  suggestions  offered  is  now  just  about  a  fact  accomplished 
with  a  relocation  review  board,  a  proposal  for  which  is  in  the  report 
hereto.  If  we  had  been  left  out,  we  would  not  have  learned  what  was 
discussed  in  that  room.  HI^D's  refusal  at  the  regional  level  to  obey 
the  laws  and  to  enforce  the  laws  in  the  city  of  Camden  and  then  to 
allow  us  into  meetings  is  extremely  peculiar  to  us.  I  wanted  that  men¬ 
tioned,  too. 

Senator  Muskie.  You  may  be  sure  that  we  will  ask  for  an 
explanation. 

IMay  I  say  finally  that  I  know  many  in  this  room  have  come  here  this 
morning  from  Camden  with  you.  I  am  delighted  that  they  have.  I 
hope  that  they  may  get  some  small  measure,  at  least,  of  reassurance 
that  at  least  this  committee  is  concerned  with  this  Di-ohlem  and  in¬ 
terested  in  doing  something  about  it. 

Thank  you,  F ather. 

Father  Griesmaxn.  Thank  you.  Senator. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you,  INfr.  Sharp.  Thank  all  of  you. 

The  committee  will  be  in  In-ief  recess  while  we  await  our  next  wit¬ 
nesses  from  the  Southern  Christian  Leadership  Conference.  I  under¬ 
stand  they  will  be  here  in  a  matter  of  a  very  few  minutes. 

(Short  recess.) 

Senator  IVItrsKiE.  Come  to  order,  please. 

Miss  lYright,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  welcome  you  and  your  groui)  here 
this  morning.  This  was  not  a  planned  part  of  this  hearing,  as  you 
know,  I  thought  circumstances  seemed  to  combine  to  make  this  highly 
appropriate.  So  we  realize  you  do  not  have  pi'ej^ared  statements,  but 
we  appreciate  your  interest  in  using  this  opportunity  to  tell  us  of 
some  of  the  things  that  are  on  your  mind.  You  may  handle  it  in  your 
own  way,  identifying  each  of  the  people  present  so  that  the  record 
will  be  complete. 
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TESTIMONY  OF  MISS  MAKIAN  WRIGHT:  ACCOMPANIED  BY  MRS. 

LELA  MAE  BROOKS.  SUNFLOWER,  MISS.;  MRS.  BARBARA  AR¬ 
SENAULT,  BERKELEY,  MICH. ;  VINCENT  NEGRON.  BROWNSVILLE. 

N.Y;  GEORGE  FRANCIS,  PASSAMAOUODDY  INDIAN  RESERVATION, 

PERRY,  MAINE;  AND  THOMAS  WILLIAMS,  JACKSON,  MISS. 

yi  iss  Wright.  Senator  Muskie  and  Senators  on  the  committee,  we 
are  very  hapiiy  for  this  opportunity  to  he  here  liefore  you  this 
morning. 

I  just  want  to  warn  the  stenog-rapher  tliat  I  speak  extremely  rap¬ 
idly  and  at  any  time  she  does  not  get  me  she  should  just  signal  and 
1  shall  trv  to  slow  down. 

My  name  is  Marian  Wright.  I  am  from  Jackson,  INIiss.  I  have  been 
jiracticing  law  in  ^Mississippi  for  4  years  with  the  Legal  Defense  Fund 
of  the  NAACP.  I  have  with  me  this  morning  people  who  are  partici¬ 
pating  in  the  Poor  People's  Campaign.  Beginning  at  my  left  is  i\Ir. 
Vinnie  Negron  from  New  York  City;  seconcl  from  the  left  is  Mrs.  Bar¬ 
bara  Arsenault,  a  welfare  mother  from  Berkeley,  Mich.;  next  to  me 
is  Mrs.  Lela  iMae  Brooks  fi'om  Sunflower  County,  Miss.  On  my  right 
is  Mr.  Thomas  'Williams  from  Jackson,  Miss.,  a  welfare  recipient.  On 
my  extreme  right  is  Eepresentative  George  A.  Francis  from  Sena¬ 
tor  ^luskie's  State  of  Maine.  He  is  from  Perry,  Maine. 

All  these  people,  I  hope,  as  soon  as  I  make  a  general  summarizing 
statement,  will  speak  for  approximately  5  to  7  minutes  each,  depend¬ 
ing  on  how  much  or  what  they  want  to  say. 

I  have  not  studied  your  bill.  Senator,  with  a  fine  tooth  comb.  I  am 
\ery  haiipy  just  to  hear  the  word  “coordination'’  come  out  again.  I 
commend  you  for  your  effort  in  this  direction.  There  are,  howeA'er, 
ceifain  points  we  want  to  make  to  see  if  we  cannot  get  some  considera¬ 
tion  by  this  committee. 

Part  of  the  problem  in  this  country  is  that  there  are  not  enough 
resources  ]uit  into  the  causes  of  the  poor.  The  other  half  of  the  jirob- 
lem  of  dealing  with  the  poor  is  that  those  programs  that  exist  are  not 
really  reaching  the  poor. 

One  in  Mississippi  and  in  Alabama  and  Arkansas  and  rural  Georgia 
cannot  I'eally  tell  the  difference  between  State  and  Federal  Govern¬ 
ments.  Jdie  sad  fact  is  that  in  this  day,  Ji/o  years  after  the  1964  Civil 
Bights  xVct,  and  many,  many  years  after  decisions  requiring  equality 
under  the  14th  Amendment,  the  fact  is  that  the  Federal  Government 
is  still  the  single  largest  supiiorter  of  segregation  and  discrimination 
in  this  country.  And  that  is  a  disgrace.  It  comes  from  weak,  ineffec¬ 
tive  enforcement  of  existing  laws.  It  comes  from  weak,  ineffective 
review  of  existing  jirograms.  And  we  have  to  sto])  pouring  money  doAvn 
the  same  channels  which  are  not  solving  the  problems.  I  do  not  know 
how  many  3^ears  it  is  going  to  take  us  to  learn  that  the  old  traditional 
approaches  are  not  doing  the  job.  Yet  we  persist  in  iiutting  millions 
more  every  ^^ear  in  the  same  bad  jirograms. 

Several  things  I  think  need  to  be  done.  One  of  the  things  that  strikes 
me  from  a  cursory  reading  of  this  bill  is  that  there  is  yer3'  little  or  no 
provision  for  citizen  participation.  I  think  we  have  heard  in  the  last 
couple  of  \’ears  the  desire  of  the  people  to  have  some  part  in  the  de¬ 
cision  making  processes  of  this  Government.  "We  cannot  talk  about 
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urban  renewal  in  the  ^uise  of  continuing  white  metrojwlitan  control 
of  the  inner  city.  People  have  to  have  a  voice  in  what  happens  in  their 
lives.  It  seems  to  me  basic  that  there  be  2)rovisions  for  public  hear¬ 
ings  Ix^fore  urban  renewal  plans  are  in  fact  put  into  force.  Before  de¬ 
cisions  are  made  that  these  pople  have  to  move,  these  [>eople  should 
have  a  chance  to  know,  discuss,  and  have  the  rationale  provided  by 
the  Federal  Government  and  have  some  inj^ut  into  the  (xovermnent 
decision.  I  woidd  strongl}-  urge  that  any  law  that  is  passed  now  that 
affects  residents  of  the  inner  city  and  |X)or  residents  include  a  mecha¬ 
nism  where  they  can  have  some  input  about  a  planned  program  be¬ 
fore  it  occurs.  Now,  1  don't  think  that  is  present  in  current  law. 

Second,  what  is  needed  and  what  always  amazes  me,  we  complain 
day  after  day  and  year  after  year  about  the  misappropriation  and  the 
mal workings  of  Federal  programs  and  always  we  hear  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies,  there  is  nothing  Ave  can  do.  That  is  baloney.  We  are  giv¬ 
ing  money  to  employment  agencies — 100  percent;  in  Avelfare,  80  per¬ 
cent,  and  Ave  can  go  cloAvn  the  list  of  grant-in-aid  programs.  Yet  Ave  say 
there  is  little  Ave  can  do  to  correct  corrupt  practices  to  correct  Avhat 
this  counti’y  does  Avith  that  money.  In  fact,  the  ansAver  of  the  Federal 
Government  is  that  our  only  sanction  is  the  drastic  sanction  of  cutoff 
and  that  is  such  a  horribly,  politically  difficult  thing  to  do,  therefore, 
Ave  cannot  do  anything.  My  ansAver  to  that  is  one,  I  think  the  Federal 
GoA’einment  can  use  the  threat  of  that  sanction  more  effectively.  If 
they  keep  using  that  as  an  excuse,  it  seems  to  me  the  Congress  should 
come  up  Avith  a  realistic  set  of  intermediate  sanctions  so  if  the  States 
are  not  using  the  progi’ams  in  the  Avay  they  are  intended,  direct  im¬ 
mediate  action  can  be  taken.  If  SunfloAver  County,  Miss,  is  not  using 
the  funds  in  its  program  in  a  Avay  that  is  commensurate  Avith  HEW 
guidelines,  the  money  should  be  cutoff.  There  should  be  sanctions  so 
that  jAaificular  people  in  particular  parts  of  the  State  are  dealt  Avith. 

I  think  AA^e  liaAX  to  look  at  intermediate  sanctions  and  quick  and 
effective  sanctions  to  insure  that  Federal  programs  are  going  to  AA'ork 
the  Avay  they  are  Sfupposed  to.  I  avouIcI  urge  this  upon  you. 

The  third  thing  is  that  there  is  very  little  effective  coordination.  One 
of  the  things  I  Avant,  I  AA’ant  to  see  something  in  this  bill  about  Avho 
in  fact  is  going  to  do  the  coordination  and  Avhat  kind  of  uniform  con¬ 
siderations  and  guidelines  are  there  for  them  to  do  this  coordination. 
One  of  the  lacks  in  the  Federal  Goveniment,  I  think  has  been  the  lack 
of  clear,  unifonn,  regulations  and  guidelines  Avhich  the  public,  poor 
and  rich,  haA^e  access  to.  All  of  us  hear  about  titles,  all  of  us  hear  about 
the  Federal  gTants  being  made,  but  nobody  knoAvs  in  most  of  these 
cities  hoAv  in  fact  title  I  money  is  being  spent. 

In  iMississippi,  I  knoAv,  because  I  Avorked  on  it,  that  title  I  funds 
are  being  used  to  reinforce  the  dual  school  system.  "What  is  the  proce¬ 
dure  for  doing  something  about  that  ? 

One  is  if  people  kne.Av  the  intent  and  hoAv  the  money  is  l>eing  spent, 
then  they  coidd  protest.  There  has  to  be  some  provision  for  ])ublicizing 
Avhat  programs  are  intended  to  do.  lYe  have  not  yet  Avorked  out  an 
effective  mechanism.  This  has  not  got  to  be  in  a  technical  legal  lan¬ 
guage.  It  seems  to  me  Ave  haA^e  to  knoAv  Avhat  title  I  is  supposed  to  do 
and  Avhat  Congress  Avants  to  do  in  simple  enough  language  that  IMrs. 
Brooks  can  read  it. 
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I  think  people  have  to  know  what  resources  their  county  is  using 
tliat  is  provided  l)y  the  Federal  Government.  Somehow  we  have  to  pro- 
\  ide  means  for  publicizing  the  intent  and  substance  of  programs  by 
the  Federal  Government. 

Fotufldy,  there  has  to  be  a  mucli  more  etl'ective  review  system  and  it 
seems  to  me  that  has  to  be  spelled  out,  or  at  leiust  in  guidelines.  One  of 
the  problems  is  that  in  the  school  area,  while  the  Federal  Government 
will  promulgate  guidelines,  it  will  still  go  down  and  negotiate,  indi- 
\"idual  school  district  by  school  district,  so  everybody  assumes  that 
all  the  Federal  guidelines  are  negotiable.  In  fact,  they  are.  That  is  what 
makes  poor  ])eople  mad.  Either  we  are  going  to  have  guidelines  or 
we  are  not — I  would  urge  that  there  be  uniform  gaiidelines  that  iii  fact 
are  followed,  that  enough  money  be  allocated  to  have  the  personnel 
to  do  that ;  fifth,  that  the  poor  people  be  involved  in  the  system.  It  does 
not  do  any  good  for  the  Federal  Government  to  call  up  and  say  we're 
coming  to  review  your  hospital  on  Tuesday  moniing  at  10  o'clock. 
"When  the  reviewing  team  comes,  everything  will  look  good  and  beds 
will  be  rearranged. 

After  the  officials  leave  the  beds  Avill  be  put  back  and  everybody 
will  be  back  where  thev  were. 

It  would  seem  a  more  effective,  sensible  review  system  has  to  be 
worked  out.  1 1  seems  one  of  the  Avays  to  do  this  is  to  haa^e  the  poor  people 
Avho  arc  there  on  an  everyday  Avorking  basis  and  see  these  programs  to 
liaA'e  roles  as  evaluators  and  reAueAvers.  That  is  not  spelled  out.  I  Avould 
like  to  haA'e  some  consideration  of  that. 

The  last  thing  I  think  one  has  to  talk  about  seriously  is  there  has  to 
be  some  planning  on  the  part  of  Federal  agencies.  I  am  amazed  at 
hoAV  AA'e  continue  using  MDTA  to  train  people  year  after  year  and 
having  the  training  geared  to  jobs  that  still  do  not  exist.  Again,  there 
has  to  be  much  better  coordination.  We  keep  talking  about  it.  In  fact, 
it  is  not  done.  We  still  luvA'e  MDTA  training  too  feAv  Avelders  and 
Ingalls  Shipbuilding  Co.  in  the  State  of  Mississippi  going  out  of  the 
State  to  look  for  AA-elders.  It  seems  a  sensible  matter  to  make  this  job 
study  before  you  decide  Avhat  are  you  going  to  train  people  for.  Yet, 
year  after  year  after  year,  Ave  pour  millions  of  dollars  doAvn  the  drain 
to  train  people  for  jobs  that  do  not  exist.  It  seems  to  me  that  just  very 
basic  fundamental  coordination  programs  that  aa'c  talk  about  all  the 
time  but  in  fact  neA’er  occur  liaA^e  to  be  taken  seriously  uoav  and  some¬ 
thing  has  to  be  done  about  it. 

The  last  thing,  there  simply  has  to  be  an  end  to  discrimination  in 
Federal  programs.  There  are  almost  no  black  faces  in  any  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  grant-in-aid  programs  in  many  of  the  Southern  States.  In  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  I  can  count  on  the  fingers  of  one  hand  the  number  of  Xegroes 
in  anything  other  than  janitorial  positions  in  the  em])loyment  security 
]u'ogram,  for  instance,  Avhich  is  100  percent  federally  funded,  in  the 
AA’elfare.  department,  the — you  can  just  go  doAvn  the  line.  This  is  a 
disgrace.  Peo]Ale  Avonder  Avhy  in  the  Avorld  peojde  noAv  protest  against 
the  Federal  GoA'ernment.  People  dread  going  to  these  agencies,  be¬ 
cause  they  knoAY  they  are  not  AA'anted  and  they  are  not  going  to  l)e 
helped. 

It  seems  to  me  the  place  to  start  is  internally.  I  Avould  like  to  see 
some  consideration  giA’en  to  effectiA’e  enforcement  of  title  VI  tomorroAV. 
We  all  get  the  story  of  Avhy  the  jobless  are  not  helped — agencies 
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say,  I  am  sorry,  we  don't  have  the  jiei'sonnel  to  do  it.  Somehow,  we 
are  f^oiiig  to  liave  to  brin^  the  needs  of  the  poor  people  together  with 
employment  needs  and  the  nondiserimination  retpurements  of  title 
VI  and  make  it  work  and  make  it  work  soon. 

I  want  to  make  jnst  one  last  word,  just  in  a  genei’al  vein,  abont  the 
Poor  People's  Campaign,  1  think  these  peoi)le  will  speak  for  them¬ 
selves.  1  know  a  lot  of  ])eople  have  expressed  concern.  It  is  an  integrated 
group.  They  are  coming  here  in  nonviolence  and  it  amazes  me  that 
])eople  still  can  come  to  the  Congress  to  ask  yon  to  do  what  \’on  persist¬ 
ently  refu.se  to  do  3’ear  after  j-ear  after  year. 

I  came  out  of  law  school  a  very  bright,  eager  young  woman  readv 
to  change  the  world.  I  tell  you,  if  one-third  of  what  is  going  on  with 
these  poor  peojile  in  Mississippi  is  true  generally  in  America,  the 
coiintiy  is  in  serious  trouble.  I  came  out  with  a  firm  belief  in  law  and 
institutional  changing.  After  school  case  after  school  case,  I  have  still 
after  4  years  in  Mississippi,  found  4  })ercent  of  the  Negro  cliildren  in 
white  schools,  96  percent  of  those  children  in  still  terribly'  iineiiual, 
Negro  segregated  schools.  "We  cannot  do  the  job  alone  without  strong 
Federal  enforcement  and  I  think  we  have  seen  that  it  is  not  there. 
Something  has  to  be  done  about  that. 

I  cannot  stand  much  longer  seeing  babies  with  bloated  bellies  and 
babies  coming  to  Headstart  schools  who  cannot  stay  awake  because  of 
hunger.  If  this  Government  cannot  feed  its  people,  what  can  it  do  ? 
If  this  Government  is  not  moved  after  documentation  over  a  year's 
jDeriod  of  severe  maniitrition  in  all  our  cities,  all  our  States,  what  in 
the  world  can  we  do?  People  ought  not  to  continue  dying  like  this. 

We  are  getting  a  whole  lot  of  problems  and  a  whole  lot  of  questions 
about  violence.  I  am  suspect  of  Congress  and  I  am  suspect  of  peo])le 
in  this  country  who  continue  to  worry  about  violence  that  ma}'  be 
caused  b}'^  poor  people  coming  to  Washinglon,  while  forgetting  the 
chances  of  violence  if  people  continue  to  be  treated  as  they  are.  How 
can  you  worry  about  being  inconvenienced  so  much  when  a  child  is 
inconvenienced  b}^  having  to  walk  7  or  10  miles  to  school  without  shoes. 
That  is  inconvenience. 

How  can  we  continue  to  be  so  terribly  concerned  about  what  violence 
may  occur  when  we  are  not  equally  concerned  about  the  violence  of  a 
rat  eating  a  child  to  death,  as  happened  in  North  Carolina  2  weeks 
ago?  How  can  we  continue  to  harp  on  the  possible  violence  this  Pool- 
Peo])le's  Campaign  may  cause  while  forgetting  the  A’iolence  of  peo]}le 
having  to  live  day  after  day  after  day  with  rats  and  roaches  and  in 
fact,  the  poor  themselves  are  the  gi'eatest  A-ictims  of  crime. 

We  have  to  begin  to  get  realistic.  The  fact  that  these  people,  after 
all  they  have  gone  through,  can  still  have  the  faith  to  come  here  and 
ask  you  to  do  the  very  reasonable  things  that  they  are  going  to  ask 
you  to  do  and  much  of  what  they  have  asked  of  the  various  agencies : 
and  we  will  be.  happy  to  furnish  you  copies  of  those,  three-fourths  of 
Avhich  the  agencies  have  the  present  and  current  poAA’er  to  do — and  in 
fact  the  law  says  they  are  supposed  to  have  been  doing  for  v^ears.  They 
have  not  been  doing  it.  It  seems  to  me  we  have  to  look  at  these  things 
in  a  hard  fashion  and  say  the  people  are  simply  asking  that  the  pro¬ 
grams,  that  Congress  has  already  passed,  function  as  they  are  supposed 
to  function.  I  think  we  have  to  go  a  long  AA'ay  to  making  the  executive 
branch  function  this  way. 
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Second,  I  think  when  we  are  looking  for  work;  when  the  trainin_i>‘ 
is  not  adequate  to  prepare  ns  for  those  jobs,  the  (\)ngress  has  to,  witli 
an  open  mind,  hear  the  pleas  of  people  who  want  to  work.  The  poor 
do  not  like  welfare  any  more  than  you  like  it.  We  are  simply  here  to 
say  we  want  jobs  but  you  cannot,  it  seems  to  us,  say  to  them  when  they 
say,  we  come  to  look  for  work,  we  are  not  going  to  let  you  work.  They 
are  here  as  a  last  resort.  They  are  desperate. 

One  of  the  things  that  is  striking  me  a  lot  is  the  growing  bitterness 
of  the  young  peojne.  I  think  I  am  tinding,  even  in  my  old  age,  and  I 
found  that  the  SNCC  kids  in  Mississippi  found,  that  many  people  have 
illusions  that  riots  cannot  occur  in  the  South.  SNCC  is  already  passe, 
among  the  13-,  14-,  and  15-year-old  kids.  These  are  kids  who  have 
grown  up  in  the  civil  rights  movement,  who  have  picketed,  they  have 
gone  to  jails,  who  have  gone  to  schools  despite  the  violence,  who  have 
seen  their  political  candidates  lose,  who  have  heard  us  in  the  law 
area  sort  of  say,  we  cannot  change  it  legally  and  who  have  seen  us  fail 
year  after  year  after  year  and  see  themselves  worse  otf  than  they  ever 
were.  There  is  very  little  we  can  say  to  them  now. 

What  is  even  worse  to  see,  I  think,  is  the  perception  of  these 
children.  I  want  to  tell  you  very  briefly  the  kind  of  things  little  kids 
in  Mississippi  are  writing  today  which  frighten  me,  but  which  I  think 
reflect  the  hypocrisy  in  this  country  which  I  think  has  to  be  changed. 
I  have  told  this  story  two  or  three  times  and  I  like  it  a  lot,  but  I  think 
it  points  up  what  is  wrong  with  the  way  the  country  is  working. 

This  was  done  in  1964  in  a  Freedom  school  by  a  little  girl.  It  was 
a  parody  on  Cinderella.  She  called  it  Cindy  Lillie.  Cindy  Lillie  said 
she  lived  in  McComb,  Miss.  Every  year  in  McComb,  there  was  a  great 
big  ball  in  the  armory.  Somehow  the  little  girl  heard  the  ball  was  given. 
It  was  given  by  the  Ku  Klux  Klan.  Every  year,  she  begged  her  mum¬ 
my  to  go  to  the  ball  because  she  saw  all  the  people  going  all  dressed 
up.  Every  year,  her  mother  would  say,  maybe  next  year,  Cindy  Lillie, 
you're  not  old  enough,  or  you  don’t  have  the  clothes  this  year.  Year 
after  year,  Cindy  Lillie  persisted  and  year  after  year,  her  mother  had 
an  excuse.  Finally,  when  she  was  a  little  bit  bigger,  she  was  so  per¬ 
sistent  that  her  mother  could  not  gave  any  excuse  in  the  world.  So  she 
thought  and  she  said,  you  don’t  have  any  escort  . 

Cindy  Lillie  said,  “Oh,  yes;  I  do,”  and  you  must  remember  this 
was  1964,  she  said,  “Prince  Ohanning  Bobby  Kennedy  is  going  to 
take  me  to  the  ball.”  Her  mother  said,  “It  is  very  doubtful,”  but  Cindy 
Lillie  said,  “No,  he  promised  me.” 

So  comes  the  night  of  the  ball  and  an  hour  before  it  was  to  start 
up,  Cindy  Lillie  got  a  telegram  from  Prince  Charming  that  he  could 
not  make  it.  Her  mother  said,  “I  told  you  so.” 

But  Cindy  Lillie  said,  “That  is  all  right,  I  can  go  anyway.”  So  off 
she  went  down  to  the  armory  in  McComb,  Miss.,  with  her  little  invita¬ 
tion.  She  stuffed  the  14th  amendment  in  her  purse  and  also  the  Civil 
Bights  Act. 

She  came  'to  the  armory  and  heard  all  the  laughter  and  the  music 
inside  and  she  knocked  on  the  doors.  They  did  not  open  it.  She  kept 
knocking  and  finally  these  other  guests  came  by  so  Cindy  Lillie  went 
in  with  them.  She  saw  the  man  at  the  door.  He  gruffly  said,  “What  it 
it  you  want,  little  girl  ?” 

She  said,  “I  came  to  the  ball,  I  was  invited.” 
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I lo  said,  ‘•'Where  is  your  invitaitioii  ?” 

She  was  ^ettin<r  a  little  uervo^is,  l)ut  she  pulled  out  the  Idth  aiueud- 
ineut.  He  said,  ‘H'his  is  no  good.” 

She  said,  “I  have  souiething  else.”  She  })ulled  out  the  Civil  Rights 
Act  of  19()4.  He  said  “That  is  no  good,  either.” 

Then  she  got  a  little  more  desperate  and  she  pulled  out  the  Voting 
Rights  Act  of  1!)()5  and  she  handed  that  to  him. 

'the  man  said,  “Sorry,  lady,  where  do  you  think  you  are  ?” 

He  began  to  pass  these  laws  around  and  began  to  point  out  (hndy 
Lillie  and  everybody  in  the  ball  began  to  laugh  and  laugh,  ('indy 
r/ill  ie  stood  there  and*  she  began  to  cry  and  cry. 

This  little  girl,  about  eight  or  nine,  in  iNIississippi  wrote  this  story 
about  3  yeai’s  ago.  Three  years  ago,  tlie  Cindy  In  I  lies  were  crying  in 
]\lississi)>pi.  Today,  they  are  kicking,  they  are  figliting,  as  well  they 
may.  Cnle.ss  the  laws  of  this  Congress  that  pass  and  wliich  have  to  1)8 
passed  are  going  to  get  people  into  the  balls  of  this  society,  into  the 
jol)s,  into  the  houses,  out  of  the  hunger,  into  the  schools  sx)  that  they 
can  get  decent  lives,  we  are  going  to  be  in  more  trouble  than  e\'er 
before. 

Now,  either  you  are  serious  about  it  or  you  are  not.  The  key  point 
I  think  you  must  recognize  as  legislators  is  that  you  cannot  continue  to 
expect  people  to  lemain  responsive  to  institutions  that  everyday,  per¬ 
sistently  and  clearly,  sb.ow  them  that  you  do  not  care  about  them. 
Teoj)le  respond  to  institutions  that  respond  to  them.  After  all,  this  is  a 
government  of  people  and  peo{)le  are  not  have  to  serve  institutions,  it  is 
the  other  way  around. 

1  think  nobody  can  deny  that  what  has  gone  on  since  1954,  with  all 
the  laws,  all  the  Federal  grant  programs,  and  the  existence  and  grow¬ 
ing  existence  of  poverty  in  this  count ly,  somebody  is  failing  because 
somebody  does  not  care. 

The  Poor  People’s  Campaign  is  here  to  say  to  you,  make  the  laws 
work.  Give  us  the  money  that  is  going  to  help  us  be  decent.  We  are 
not  asking  for  handouts.  In  this  country  we  have  the  resources,  we 
ha^  e  the  money  to  appropriate — it  is  a  matter  of  priorities  and  what 
you  choose  to  have  cut — why  must  it  always  be  the  poor  that  is  cut  ?  i 
This  is  the  last  chance,  I  think,  for  this  country  to  respond  to  the  ‘ 
quiet  and  peaceful  petitions  of  people  who  are  asking  for  very,  very 
just  solutions  to  very,  very  real  problems.  | 

Mrs.  Brooks  can  lead  otf  on  this.  i 

Senator  Muskie.  JNIrs.  Brooks  ? 

Mrs.  Brooks.  Giving  honor  to  iNIrs.  "Wright,  I  would  like  to  say  my  ' 
name  is  Mrs.  Lela  Mae  Brooks,  I  live  in  Sunflower  County,  Miss.,  ' 
which  is  a  decent  county.  i 

I  would  like  to  say  today  to  you  all,  Mr.  Eastland  has  been  to  | 
IVasliington  telling  that  we  are  satisfied  in  Mississippi.  But  I  am  Avork-  i 
ing  with  poor  people  like  myself  and  that  is  where  j)eople  are  trying  ! 
to  uet  more  social  security  and  jobs. 

I  understand  Mr.  Eastland  to  say  Ave  are  satisfied  in  Mississippi,  but 
his  plantation  people  are  not  satisfied,  because  I  have  been  on  his 
plantation,  and  I  am  not  afraid  to  say  if,  and  they  are  hungry,  too. 
Because  ])eople  AA^ent  there  to  buy  food  and  his  house  is  not  decent, 
either.  "We  Avant  you  all  to  know  that  avc  are  tired  Avaiting  for  a  decent 
place  to  live  in,  a  decent  home,  decent  food  to  eat.  We  are  tired  of  : 


wiiitiiiji-  oil  the  white  peoiilc  and  liavino-  tlieni  treat  us  like  cals,  do^’s, 
even  cows  and  ))i^s  and  things  like  that.  Some  of  the  houses  some  of 
the  people  in  Mississippi  are  living  in  in  iNIr.  Eastland’s  county,  I 
want  to  tvll  you  because  I  saw  it  with  1113'  own  ey’es,  the}’  are  not  decent 
for  dogs  to  live  in.  The}’  have  better  houses  for  tractors  and  they  have 
tractors.  We  know  you  are  responsible  for  that,  you  are  responsible 
paying  him  for  not  planting  his  cotton.  Yet  there  ai'e  people  who  are 
over  (55  years  of  age  and  can't  get  any  welfare. 

We  (loii’t  want  welfare  in  Mississippi.  We  want  money  in  our  own 
hands.  "We  don't  want  white  men  sitting  on  our  money  or  you  all 
either.  "We  are  not  going  to  beg  anymore.  We  are  not  in  Wa.shington 
to  beg. 

You  had  better  believe  (jod  Almighty  would  not  have  put  us  here 
if  he  did  not  want  us  here.  He  would  have  wiped  us  out  long  ago.  We 
get  assassinated  all  the  t  inie. 

M  e  want  jobs,  we  want  to  get  decent  pay  for  them  and  we  want 
us  not  being  able  to  work  on  welfare.  Jbit  we  don't  want  welfare.  MY 
want  money  in  our  hands.  MY  w’ant  to  build  our  own  houses.  MY 
don't  want  to  be  born  in  a  shack  and  die  in  a  shack. 

MY  want  Mr.  Eastland  to  know  the  people  are  not  satisfied  in 
Mississippi.  They  are  not  satisfied  all  over  the  United  States  and  we 
are  looking  for  an  answer.  M"e  are  not  going  to  wait  for  another 
hundred  years. 

1  want  you  to  know  we  are  not  going  to  take  any  crap,  eating  food 
with  bugs  in  it.  MY  are  tired  of  using  commodes  and  having  the  sewage 
ditch  run  by  the  front  door.  If  you  think  it  is  not  true,  I  have  asked 
a  man  to  come  from  Indianola,  Miss.,  to  look  at  it. 

Do  you  think  we  like  that  tilth  ?  No.  You  would  not  want  your  wife 
and  cliildren  to  inhale  it.  How  would  you  feel  today  with  no  food  to 
eat,  with  people  on  welfare,  with  1:^  and  14  people  in  the  housed  MY 
ha\'e.  most  plantations  up  there  and  one  pei'son  in  the  house  working. 
Then  they  take  our  house  rent.  They  come  and  take  our  automobiles 
and  t  hen  we  can't  go  to  the  doctor. 

They  told  us  in  1964,  they  said  they  were  going  to  give  us  free 
lunches  for  the  children.  MY  [)ut  them  in  the  white  schools;  they  said 
they  are  going  to  cut  and  whip  our  children.  M’^hy  do  you  want  to 
whip  our  black  kids  and  not  expect  us  to  whip  a  white  child.  1  told 
them  to  keep  their  hands  off  of  our  black  children. 

You  all  are  going  to  have  to  realize  we  built  MYshington,  we  built 
these,  buildings  and  we  must  have  money,  we  must  live  decently  and 
I  Avant  you  all  to  know  it  today  face  to  face,  because  1  am  not  friendly. 
I  am  a  mad  lady  and  am  mad  because  I  do  not  have  a  decent  place 
for  my  childi’en  to  lay  down.  They  can't  get  a  decent  education.  You 
say  we  are  not  qualified.  How  did  we  raise  y'all  ?  I  am  not  raising  any 
more  white  babies  for  you.  I  am  not.  1  am  not  working  any  more  for 
$3  a  day,  from  sun  to  sun.  Then  they  tell  us — you  come  by  here  telling 
}ne  I  get  $50  a  month  disability  and  they  tell  me  my  gas  bill  is  $26 
a  mouth  and  buy  $50  a  month  food  stamps?  I  am  sorry.  MY  are  not 
coming  here  to  beg.  MY  are  asking — we  don't  Avant  anything  from 
you  all.  You  all  go  to  Avork  and  stai't  sitting  doAvn  like  A\’e  did.  I  say 
you  can  go  to  Avork  in  the  cottonfields.  MY  are  not  going  to  do  it  any¬ 
more.  on  Ivetter  believe  these  younger  children  are  not  going  to  take 
it  and  Ave  are  not  ffoino- 1  o  either. 
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So  please  hear  us  and  hear  us  now  and  donh  be  a  long  time  doing  it, 
please. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you,  Mrs.  Brooks. 

M  iss  Wright.  Mrs.  Arsenault. 

Mrs.  Arsenault.  I  am  INIrs.  Barbara  Arsenault,  residing  in  Kesur- 
rection  (Tty.  That  is  why  I  have  such  a  bad  cold.  I  hot)e  you  can 
understand  me. 

I  live  in  Berkeley,  INIich.,  which  is  a  suburb  of  Detroit.  I  have  five 
children.  I  am  an  ADD  mother.  I  used  to  live  in  Maine,  but  the  wel¬ 
fare  t)rograms  were  so  poor  that  we  moved  to  Michigan.  It  is  a  little 
richer  State,  I  suppose. 

I  am  here  as  an  ADD  mother.  My  five  children  are  on  AD(\  I  do 
not  work.  I  do  not  intend  to  work.  I  am  not  interested  in  a  job.  I  have 
five  children  to  raise.  If  I  raise  them  properly,  it  will  repay  the  cost 
of  keeping  me  at  home  on  AD(h 

It  is  very  hard.  It  is  a  subsistence  living.  I  do  not  Iniy  food  stamps 
because  I  cannot  afi'ord  them,  $44  twice  a  month,  cash  on  the  line,  for 
$fi()  worth  of  stamps — I  cannot  buy  less  and  I  cannot  get  $44  up  except 
for  things  like  rent,  flooded  sewers,  broken  furnaces — first-class  emer¬ 
gencies  ai’e  the  only  thing  I  can  find  $44  for  twice  a  month.  If  voii 
miss  the  food  stamps  three  times,  you  are  ineligible.  I  mean  they  are 
a  joke. 

Tdiis  is  a  Federal  program  and  the  administration  is  just  fierce.  I 
wouder  who  is  getting  them. 

I  work  with  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  as  a  commissioner, 
a  representative  of  the  poor.  I  have  seen  a  lot  since  I  got  there.  I  think 
a  lot  of  your  problems  with  Federal  programs  are  local  resistance.  You 
have  to  use  Federal  influence.  Federal  law,  Federal  muscle  to  put  these 
programs  to  work  where  they  are  needed.  I  have  worked  with  title  I,  I 
have  worked  with  ITeadstart,  I  have  worked  with  a  lot  of  the  big 
programs,  the  better-known  ones.  I  have  seen — I  do  not  know  where 
the  money  goes,  but  we  cut  money  out  of  this  program,  we  cut  children 
out  of  it  so  we  can  put  a  few  children  in  it  here. 

I  count  children.  I  know  that  4  percent  of  those  on  public  assistance 
can  work.  The  rest  are  children  or  mothers  like  me  who  know  they 
are  needed  to  raise  them,  or  disabled  or  aged  people.  Yet  I  know  that 
most  of  the  poor  are  not  on  ADC,  they  are  not  on  welfare,  they  are 
not  receiving  any  assistance. 

I  am  here  because  I  was  sent  here,  because  half  of  the  country  sent 
us  here  to  represent  all  of  the  poor.  All  we  are  doing  is  asking  you  to 
let  a  few  more  kids  in  on  the  welfare  programs,  on  the  ADC  ]U‘ogram. 
It  is  not  the  best.  It  is  a  little  over  $5  a  week  for  food  for  each  person. 
It  is  not  much.  I  do  not  think  many  people  here  could  live  on  it.  lYe 
learn  how.  But  at  least,  it  is  something. 

I  am  thinking  of  the  children  with  the  bloated  bellies.  I  am  thinking 
of  the  kids  with  diseases  and  no  way  of  buying  the  food  that  it  would 
take  to  cure  them.  A  lot  of  sickness  is  caused  just  by  malnutrition. 

I  wish  that  you  would  hear  just  one  thing  from  me.  This  is  a  poor 
little  heap  of  poor  people.  We  on  public  assistance  are  on  the  top  of  that 
poor  little  heap.  It  is  way  down,  but  it  is  still  higher  than  most.  I  wish 
you  would  help  lift  the  rest  of  them  up  to  that  little  level. 

I  would  like  to  say  something,  too,  about  the  Poor  People  Campaign. 
I  feel  like  a  little  sliver  of  ice  on  the  top  of  an  iceberg.  Half  the  conn- 
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try  is  beliiiid  this.  People  have  been  feediiia:  on  us.  People  have  been 
clothing  us,  ])eople  have  been  bringing-  us  into  their  homes  for  baths. 
’\^^e  have  been  waking  ui)  all  over  your  cities,  finding  our  clothes 
ironed. 

I  love  a  cup  of  tea;  I  have  a  jar  of  instant  tea  from  one  lady,  tea 
bags  from  somebody  else.  Somebody  else  paid  the  bill  to  get  me  here. 
.V  whole  crowd  of  somebodies  are  mindinn-  mv  children  so  that  I  could 
come. 

This  Poor  Peoi:)les’  INIarch  is  integrated.  I  live  right  down  there  in 
Kesurrection  City.  "We  shi\'er  together,  we  eat  together,  we  work  to¬ 
gether.  We  are  having  a  beautiful  experience  in  brotherhood.  It  works; 
it  works  beautifully.  I  would  like  you  to  take  a  look  at  it. 

This  is  what  we  are  talking  about  when  we  are  talking  about  inte¬ 
gration — people  together.  IVho  cares  what  color  tliev  ai'e?  And  it  is 
working  doAvn  in  Resurrection  City.  Please  listen  to  that,  that  beauti¬ 
ful  thing  down  there  is  just  the  top  of  the  movement  that  stretches 
from  coast  to  coast. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  IVIx’skie.  Thank  von  very  much,  iNIrs.  Arsenault, 
iss  'Wright.  Mr.  'Williams  has  just  pleaded  that  he  is  not  feeling 
well.  He  has  had  two  heart  attacks  and  he  lias  not  brought  his  pills  this 
morning.  He  has  asked  not  to  testify.  He  is  a  man  on  welfare  because 
of  disability  and  he  has  an  income  of  $84  a  month.  Ifis  basic  reason 
for  being  here  is  just  to  tell  you  how  difficult  it  has  been  to  get  on  the 
food  program  in  Mississippi.  He  still  has  not  succeeded,  and  against 
the  administrative  redtape,  the  lack  of  coordination,  the  inability 
to  gx't  into  programs  that  are  designed  to  help  him  is  just  something 
that  continues  to  break  the  poor  down.  So  he  asks  you  to  excuse  him. 

The  Chief  will  talk  now;  Chief  Francis. 

Mr.  Fr.vxcis.  Senators,  my  name  is  Representative  George  Francis 
of  the  Passamaquoddy  Tribe  in  INIaine.  I  have  two  ]>roblems;  one  is 
whiskv  and  the  other  is  bills.  Ten  years  ago,  when  I  returned  from 
Detroit — I  am  retired  from  Ford  IMotor  Co.  and  worked  there  40 
years — I  returned  10  years  ago  and  the  condition  there  has  never 
changed.  I  left  there  in  1909 — went  home — and  the  same  conditions 
exist  up  there  in  regard  to  liquor.  I  have  been  fighting  the  State  for  10 
years,  and  I  hai'e  never  gotten  no  place  with  them.  I  went  before  the 
two  Governors,  I  went  before  the  liquor  commission,  and  the  liquor 
commission  said,  why  do  you  not  clean  it  up  ?  I  was  Governor  of  the 
tribe  at  the  time. 

1  said,  do  you  want  me  to  clean  it  up  on  27  cents  a  day  ?  That  was  my 
salary  as  a  Governor. 

So  I  was  called  to  Augusta  here  about  6  weeks  ago.  I  had  a  hearing 
before  the  liquor  commission  and  I  told  them  at  the  hearing  that  water 
during  the  winter  time,  half  the  houses  did  not  have  any  water,  but  we 
had  plenty  of  liquor.  So  the  commissioner  came  to  see  me  and  asked 
me,  what  am  I  going  to  do  down  in  '\'\hishington  ?  And  I  said  I  was 
going  to  try  to  get  some  help  on  liquor  problems. 

He  said,  do  not  do  that,  because  the  State  will  lose  our  welfare. 

I  said,  well,  they  have  lost  everything  now;  what  can  they  lose? 

Xow,  they  have  taken  the  milk  away  from  children  just  3  weeks  ago 
and  have  taken  the  hospitalization  and  medical  care  from  all  of  the 
Indians  only  in  the  case  of  an  emergency.  Those  are  the  things  we  do 


330 


not  know  wliat  is  ijoino-  on.  Everybody  is  afraid  to  say  anytliin'’-.  1  am 
the  only  one  on  the  whole  reservation  that  is  able  to  get  up  and  say 
something,  because  ])eople  are  off  the  reservation  or  out  of  the  State. 

We  have  had  a  lot  of  publicity  through  the  l^oston  i)apers.  the  New 
York  ])apers ;  they  cut  us  out  of  the  Maine  papers,  blaidced  us  right 
out.  They  do  not  allow  rei)orters  to  come  on  there  no  more.  I  do  not 
know  why. 

Several  of  your  'Washington  officials  were  uj)  there  2  weeks  ago  last 
Saturday  on  the  housing  problem.  We  had  a  letter  from  New  Yoi'k 
out  there  which  wanted  to  get  us,  wanted  to  get  houses  for  us.  ITow 
can  we  buy  a  home  when  our  yearly  average  income  is  They  e.x- 
])ect  you  to  buy  a  home  on  that.  That  cannot  be  done.  But  they  are  try¬ 
ing  to  force  housing — this  is  not  the  Federal  Government,  I  do  not 
think  that  that  has  anything  to  do  with  it. 

But  I  cannot  find  head  or  tail  who  is  l)ehind  all  this,  causing  the 
housing  problem.  They  figured  we  wanted  to  build  oO  houses  on  each 
reservation — there  are  two  reservations — which  is  impossible  for  them 
to  make  those  payments.  They  cannot  even  keep  up  the  interest  alone. 
If  they  do  get  houses  on  it,  who  is  going  to  pay  the  interest  on  the 
houses?  Eighty  percent  of  those  people  up  there  cannot  even  pay  their 
electric  light  bills,  because  I  know ;  I  pay  them.  I  think  they  owe  me 
about  $2,000  now  in  electric  light  bills  I  have  paid  in  the  past,  and 
I  will  never  get  back. 

So  10  years  ago,  they  had  a  housing  i)roject  broua:ht  up  there  and 
the  housing  project  cost  iis  $80,000  for  11  homes.  Up  to  now,  those 
houses  have  cost  us  over  $200,000  because  those  houses  were  built  on  a 
swamp.  I  told  them  at  that  time — I  was  not  the  Governor  at  the  time. 
I  told  them,  you  cannot  build  houses  on  a  swamp. 

Well,  they  just  took  me  for  granted  that  I  did  not  know  nothing. 
But  6  months  after  those  houses  were  built,  the  foundation  went  one 
way  and  the  house  went  the  other  way.  So  they  spent  almost  $46,000 
to  put  the  houses  back  together  again. 

Now,  the}''  did  that  twice  already.  Now,  they  have  to  do  it  again. 
That  is  why  I  am  fighting  this  housing  project  up  there.  We  do  not 
want  to  be  taken  again  for  $100,000. 

I  cannot  find  anybody  who  will  tell  me  what  is  backing  this.  That  is 
one  reason  I  came  down  here.  I  am  going  to  the  Housing  Authority 
to  see  who  is  really  behind  it.  I  know  that  FHA  came  up  there  2  weeks 
ago  Saturday,  and  they  said  they  had  nothing  to  do  with  it.  Before, 
up  to  that  time,  they  were  behind  us.  Now  they  fell  out.  Now  I  would 
like  to  find  out  just  what  to  do  and  who  is  behind  all  this.  This  is 
just  nothing  but  a  money  scheme,  that  is  all  it  is. 

Now,  I  had  a  problem.  We  have  a  trust  fund  up  there  for  $212,000 
which  we  do  not  get  no  interest  out  of  the  trust  fund.  The  interest  is 
taken  away  from  us;  I  do  not  know  why.  Our  stumpage  on  the  land 
is  $150,000  a  year.  That  is  $25,000  we  are  supposed  to  get  that  would 
build  at  least  five  houses.  In  10  years,  you  would  have  them  all  built 
on  your  own  money.  But  they  will  not  do  that. 

Those  are  things  that  I  really  came  down  for,  to  find  out  why  they 
are  holding  our  trust  fund  and  taking  our  interest  money  awav  from 
us. 

Thank  you. 

Miss  Wrioht.  Mr.  Neuron. 
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Mr.  Nk(;r()x.  My  name  is  Vincent  Xegron.  1  am  from  Brownsville, 
Brooklyn,  N.Y.  1  represent  an  organization  called  C'usa,  Christians 
and  Jews  for  Social  Action,  in  Brooklyn.  I  am  vice  president. 

I  would  like  to  speak  specitically  to  the  housing  problem  we  have 
in  Brownsville,  Brooklyn.  Many  of  you  here  have  probably  heard 
and  read  about  the  500  empty  buildings  we  have  in  our  community 
and  about  the  10  to  ilO  buildings  a  day  coming  down.  The  relocation 
department  there  is  not  doing  its  job,  for  the  simple  reason  that  it 
relocates  people  into  another,  adjacent  area  which  is  also  a  ghetto 
ai’ea.  The  welfare  department — let  me  verify  a  little  thing. 

Brownsville  is  85  percent  welfare  recipient.  So  you  take  an  individ¬ 
ual  family,  you  put  it  into  the  East  New  York  section,  which  is  the 
adjacent  area  of  Brownsville,  into  another  ghetto.  The  welfare  depart¬ 
ment  puts  the  individual  family  into  this  a]jartment  which  is  just 
as  bad  as  the  one  that  has  already  been  vacatecl,  or  that  has  emergency 
vacating  orders  to  be  out.  The  individual  does  not  want  them  and  is 
then  put  into  a  hotel  in  the  city  of  New  York. 

Then  you  have  a  family  of  nine,  you  have  kids,  you  have  school 
that  the  kids  have  to  attend,  and  they  miss  maybe  2  or  3  or  even  d 
months  of  school,  for  the  simple  reason  that  they  are  traveling  and  they 
have  to  ask  for  a  transfer,  and  you  know  it  is  not  stable,  living  in  a 
hotel. 

Now,  you  have  the  urban  renewal  areas  in  Brownsville.  You  have 
people  knocking  down  our  buildings  and  moving  people  into  another 
area  again,  another  ghetto  area,  putting  them  again  into  another  di¬ 
lapidated  building  with  rats  and  roadies  again.  Then  the  people  are 
promised  to  be  moved  back  into  these  projects:  that  is  not  done. 

We  have  spoken  to  Chairman  Walsh  from  the  housing  authority 
in  Brownsville;  we  have  siioken  to  Mayor  Lindsay,  we  have  spoken 
to  everybody  down  there.  We  have  spoken  to  F’rank  R.  Collier,  com¬ 
missioner  of  relocation  down  there. 

We  ask  that  the  city  of  New  York  and  the  Senators  down  here  look 
into  this  and  then  build  houses  at  the  same  moment  that  you  knock  one 
down,  to  build  a  brand  new  one  right  next  door  to  it  or  to  do  something, 
because  what  you  are  doing  is  moving  people  from  one  place  to  another 
and  creating  a  ghetto  in  another  area.  You  cannot  move  people  from 
one  house  into  another  house  which  is  in  the  same  condition. 

Last  year,  we  had  two  babies  die  of  pneumonia.  And  remember  the 
heat  problem  we  had?  AVe  had  two  babies  die  of  pneumonia.  If  you 
remember,  you  may  have  read  it  in  the  paper,  the  Times,  the  Good 
Shepherd  Center  housed  more  than  1,000  people  in  their  church  so 
that  the  people  would  not  freeze  over  there  because  of  inadequate 
heat.  The  landlord  cut  out  on  us  and  left  us  in  these  empty  buildings. 
And  then  the  city  takes  it  over  and  the  city  is  a  worse  landlord. 

I  do  not  have  to  tell  you  this,  because  we  have  been  demonstrating  for 
the  past  2  years.  We  have  been  nonviolent  in  Brownsville.  We  have 
not  had  no  riots  yet.  Not  one  yet.  Now,  a  month  ago,  2  months  ago,  25 
buildings  went  up  in  flames.  Nobody  got  hurt,  thank  God. 

But  ladies  and  gentlemen,  let  me  tell  you  right  now,  if  this  keeps  up 
in  Brownsville,  we,  the  people  of  Brownsville  must  do  something. 
If  the  Senators  here  and  the  Congress,  anybody,  you  people  cannot 
heed  to  the  message  that  we  are  giving  you  down  here  today,  I  feel 
sorry  for  this  country. 

it.5-n20 — os - 22 
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I  uni  ii  Puerto  Kieun  Ijioru  in  the  United  States,  and  I  wanted  to  "o 
hack  to  Puerto  Kico.  When  1  went  to  Puerto  Rico  for  a  visit,  1  found 
out.  that  you  are  there  also.  You  have  taken  over  also  the  Puerto  Rican 
country. "it  was  an  ag-ricultural  country.  Now  it  has  become  an  indus¬ 
trial  country.  So  it  looks  like  we  are  stuck  with  the  United  States. 

If  we  are  stuck  with  the  United  States,  brother,  we  are  going  to 
light  you  also  in  this  country. 

All  I  am  going  to  say  is  I  wish  you  people  would  take  a  walk,  just 
a  walk,  to  the  Poor  Peoples'  movement.  I  have,  in  my  own  houses.  I 
have  18  people  from  my  own  neighborhood,  just  the  poor  ])eople 
here.  We  are  building  our  own  house  over  there.  I  want  to  tell  you  it 
looks  better  than  anything  we  have  in  Brownsville.  We  have  something 
better  than  anything  in  Williamsburgh,  which  is  middle  class. 

We  are  going  to  stay  there.  That  is  all  I  have  to  say.  If  you  have 
anv  questions,  ask. 

M  iss  Wright.  There  are  two  or  three  things  from  these  discussions 
which  I  shall  point  out.  Again  from  a  cursory  reading  of  the  bill,  do 
you  see  any  reason  why  you  cannot  include  in  the  law  that  people  are 
not  to  be  removed  in  urban  renewal  until  adequate  housing  has  been 
guaranteed  to  them  and,  in  fact,  these  people  have  been  relocated  in 
adequate  housing^  It  seems  to  me  again  the  thing  that  strikes  me 
about  the  whole  bill  is  how  few  social  as  opposed  to  technical,  values 
are  included. 

A  city  planning  friend  of  mine  tells  me  how  much  goes  into  planning 
a  zoo — ^the  animals  must  have  the  right  temperature,  they  must  have 
the  right  atmosphere.  They  have  to  have  everything  of  the  right 
size  so  that  the  animals  can  grow  and  be  happy  in  the  zoo.  We  do  not 
give  that  much  consideration  to  people. 

It  seems  to  me  we  are  concerned  about  highways.  Why  is  it  that  we 
cannot  write  a  law  that  people  shall  not  be  moved  from  one  slum  to 
another  until  adequate  housing  can  be  found  for  the  people  and  they 
in  fact  shall  be  moved  into  adequate  housing  before  an  urban  renewal 
program  can  come  into  force?  1  do  not  see  any  problem  with  that.  It 
seems  to  me  that  is  the  minimal  protection  that  we  can  gi\'e  to  these 
people. 

The  second  thing  that  worries  me  a  lot,  which  is  good  in  theory  but 
not  in  actual  practice,  is  your  emphasis  on  trying  to  get  more  State 
responsibility  and  you  talk  about  having  to  consult  with  and  get 
a[)})roval  of  the  local  governmental  agencies  before  instituting  Federal 
jirograms.  That  is  very  well,  and  I  would  like  to  see  that,  assuming  you 
have  very  strong,  built-in  guidelines  that  the  States  must  follow  and 
comply  with,  and  assuming  you  have  procedural  systems  for  review 
built  in.  One  of  the  things  I  would  like  to  ask  is  that  a  review  system 
include  adequate  hearing  procedures,  because  it  seems  to  me  that 
Agriculture,  flEW,  and  a  few  other  agencies  of  the  Government  do 
not  have  clear  hearing  procedures.  I  have  asked  for  hearings  at  the 
1 1  FAY — a  few  years  ago — and  we  have  gotton  no  res|X)nse.  Some 
say  that  there  is  no  hearing  procedure  for  the  public  ;  some  say  there 
is  but  it  is  so  unwieldy  that  they  avoid  using  it  where  possible.  ' 

Why  cannot  we  write  in  clear  hearing  procedures  so  that  people  can 
bring  up  violations  of  programs? 

Lastly,  because  the  political  pressure  is  so  often  so  difficult  to  deal 
with,  wh}"  cannot  we  have  a  system  for  judicial  review  of  certain  pro- 
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^i-ains  if  we  feel  ceifaiu  laws  are  l)ein^'  \'i()lated  in  a  substantial  fash¬ 
ion^  I  would  like  to  see  built  into  the  bills  the  rio-lit  to  judicial  review 
and  a  clear  hearing  procedure. 

'Fhe  third  point  1  would  like  to  make  is  while  we  are  talking  about 
consulting  in  the  States,  one  of  the  problems  is  that  many  of  the 
States  and  localities  unfortunately  have  still  not  come  to  the  place 
where  they  are  going  to  take  responsibility.  In  Mississippi,  we  are 
sutl'ering  because  of  money  the  State  loses  from  Federal  programs. 
If  we  had  the  unemployed  fathers  program  in  welfare  in  Mississippi, 
we  would  be  a  lot  better  off  than  we  are.  It  is  not  a  solution,  but  it 
would  keep  a  number  of  people  from  starving.  The  States,  particularly 
in  the  South  simply  have  not  shown  their  willingness  to  take  advan¬ 
tage  fully  of  Federal  programs  by  putting  up  a  State  matching  share, 
oi'  to  carry  those  programs  out  in  a  way  in  which  they  are  intended. 

I  would  like  to  see  a  ditferent  kind  of  bypass  mechanism  built  in 
whereby  if  States  and  localities — you  luu'e  written  it  positively  as  I 
have  read  it — must  agree  to  take  these  things  assuming  they  meet  cer¬ 
tain  requirements.  I  would  also  like  to  see  it  say  that  if  the  State  and 
locality  have  not  seen  tit  to  take  advantage  of  this  ])rogram,  the  Fed¬ 
eral  (lovernment  should  have  the  option,  in  areas  of  greatest  need,  to 
go  ahead  and  carry  on  the  program  directly.  "We  might  think  about 
that. 

I  know  it  is  complicated,  but  again  in  the  food  area,  I  have  argued 
with  the  Agricidture  Department  that  they  have  the  authority  to 
initiate  community  distribntion  programs  if  the  State  I'efuses  to  do 
it.  They  refuse  to  do  it  in  most,  if  not  every  instance.  That  is  our  big 
fight  with  them.  That  is  why  I  think  that  should  be  left  in  there,  that 
if  the  States  refuse  to  do  their  duty,  the  F'ederal  Government  should 
act  under  certain  clear  cut  conditions. 

I  would  like  to  join  with  our  other  speakers  here  in  the  invitation 
to  come  out  and  see  Resurrection  City.  I  would  like  to  say  again,  you 
are  Senators  with  votes.  IVe  are  here  to  ask,  and  I  think  Mrs.  Arsenault 
is  correct,  that  the  compulsory  'work  program  for  mothers,  should  be 
I'epealed.  MT  are  here  to  say  that  the  freeze  is  not  the  answer  to  pov¬ 
erty.  We  want  that  repealed. 

IVe  are  here  to  say  that  we  want  to  work.  It  seems  to  me  that  this 
( 'ongress,  if  it  wants  to,  can  put  together  an  adequate  jobs  bill.  I  know 
the  problems  of  appropriations,  and  I  know'  again  that  there  are  other 
ways  you  can  cut  it  if  you  want  to.  We  need  the  job  bill.  People  want 
to  work.  It  seems  to  be  minimal.  This  Congress  should  respond  to  that 
very  just  demand. 

You  hear  the  ]:)roblems  the  chief  talked  about  of  hoiising.  People 
here  say  they  want  decent  housing.  There  is  a  housing  bill  pending 
before  you.  You  people  can  do  that.  All  of  us  are  aware  of  the  atmos- 
])here  in  this  country  today.  But  again,  you  are  leaders.  I  think  there 
are  many  w'ays  you  can  mold  the  opinion  of  this  country.  You  have  a 
sup])lemental  appropriation  for  summer  jobs  and  Heaclstai't  pending 
in  conference;  it  is  minimal.  'When  you  are  talking  about  that,  you 
are  talking  about  avoiding  oO-percent  cuts  in  Mississippi  programs 
fi'om  last  year's  level  of  programing  for  needy  Headstart  children. 

I  disagree  w'ith  the  priority  that  says  w'e  should  cut  out  jobs,  30 
percent  in  Mississippi,  so  that  people  can  be  thrown  out  of  jobs  this 
wintei’  and  have  to  come  up  and  take  money,  the  same  money  you  are 
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tryins  to  save  for  the  suiniuers.  Yon  liave  to  feed  children  in  Missis¬ 
sippi  now.  Is  it  so  niireasonable  to  say  that  out  of  a  ^ross  national 
prodnct  of  $800  billion  a  year,  yon  cannot  come  np  with  $75  or  $100 
million  supplemental  so  that  the  kids  who  are  in  Headstart  and  getting 
one  more  meal  a  day  can  continne  to  get  that  one  more  meal  ^  We  are 
here  simply  asking  that  we  not  see  any  more  of  onr  children  die 
because  of  hunger. 

AVe  want  food  stamps  that  people  can  afford.  There  are  many  adjnst- 
ments  that  can  be  made  to  get  the  people  in  these  counties  into  that 
program.  There  is  mnch  the  Federal  Government  can  do  to  get  emer¬ 
gency  relief  programs  into  the  neediest  counties  bnt  since  they  always 
claim  they  lack  anthority,  it  seems  to  me  minimal  that  this  Gongi'ess 
shonld  be  able  to  say  that  it  is  important  to  this  conntry  that  people 
do  not  go  hnngi’y  and  enable  us  to  get  food  programs  into  almost  400 
counties  where  food  programs  do  not  exist. 

AVe  come  and  go  to  hearings  and  talk  and  talk.  I  should  point  out 
that  it  is  not  enough  that  we  come  here  this  morning  and  be  graciously 
received.  AA^e  want  to  see  how  you  vote.  You  must  realize  the  faith  of 
these  people  is  almost  at  an  end.  That  they  can  continue  to  talk  to 
])eople  like  you  will  depend  on  wdiat  you  in  fact  do  and  do  immediately. 
It  is  not  as  if  we  were  coming  to  pressure  you  and  make  you  do  some¬ 
thing  right  away.  AYe  have  been  saying  the  same  thing  now  for  5,  (>,  7, 
8  years.  You  simply  have  not  responded.  AAY  are  saying  please  res])ond 
or  else  we  will  simply  have  to  begin  to  lash  out,  because  there  is  no 
choice. 

You  tell  people  you  can  either  shut  up  and  hopefully  die,  or  give  up, 
or  to  fight,  either  with  guns  or  with  fires  or  anything  else. 

I  do  not  think  any  one  of  you  would  think  nonviolence  was  a  terribly 
great  thing  if  you.  Senator  Baker,  could  not  feed  your  child  at  night. 
I  think  you  -would  do  everything  yoii  could  in  the  world  to  feed  him, 
when  reasonable  methods  fail. 

If  you.  Senator  Muskie,  had  no  decent  home  for  your  family  to 
live  in  or,  as  Mr.  Scott  from  Baltimore  so  eloquently  in  this  committee 
hearing  said,  had  shared  your  apartment  with  the  rats  and  roaches 
every  night,  you  would  do  what  you  could  to  change  that.  If  you  could 
just  begin  to  empathize  with  the  desperate  misery  the  poor  live  with 
every  day,  evaluate  your  own  judgment  and  come  up  with  a  different 
kind  of  response  from  yourself  as  leaders,  for  if  you  are  leaders,  you 
ought  to  lead. 

I  do  not  think  this  Congress  has  been  known  for  its  leadership  in 
the  last  several  years.  I  hope  we  can  maintain  faith  in  what  we  think 
is  a  good  system,  but  the  system  simply  has  to  adjust  to  include  other 
people  who  are  not  included  in  it,  or  else  it  will  be  attacked  from 
outside  as  well  as  inside. 

AAY  thank  you  for  the  chance  to  come.  AVe  hope  you  will  come  to 
Besurrection  City. 

Senator  iVIusKiE.  Miss  AAT’right,  may  I  say  just  a  few  words?  First 
of  all,  the  discussion  comes  to  matters  which  are  unrelated  to  the  bill 
before  us,  but  we  will  come  to  that.  AVe  appreciate  your  constructive 
suggestions  on  this  bill,  and  I  assure  yoit  we  will.  I  cannot  j^redict 
how  other  membei's  of  the  committee  will  respond  to  specific  recom¬ 
mendations,  but  I  think  the  committee  will  be  most  responsive  as  a 
wlmle  to  suggestions  you  have  made. 
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1  tliink  it  has  been  helpful  to  us  as  Senators,  also,  to  hear  what  you 
have  to  say  about  other  h'ederal  programs.  1  am  not  a  member  of 
most  of  the  other  committees  which  are  involved  in  these  projjrams, 
although  I  am  a  member  of  the  Housing  Subcommittee.  So  it  is 
helpful  to  get  this  insight  that  you  have  given  us  in  these  several  states. 

With  respect  to  some  of  Chief  Francis'  problems,  1  shall  under¬ 
take  to  get  in  touch  with  the  appropriate  State  agencies  to  see  how 
heli)ful  I  may  be  in  that  direction. 

^Ve  welcome  you  all  here.  We  understand  that  you  are  not  satistied 
with  the  oppoitunity  to  be  heard.  Nevertheless,  it  is  imi)ortant  you 
ha\'e  that  opportunity.  We  have  been  most  happy  to  give  you  that 
oi)poitunity  before  this  committee  and  these  two  Senators  this 
morning. 

AVith  that,  I  hope  that  I  will  get  down  to  Resurrection  City,  ami 
expect  to. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

e  will  i-ecess  until  10  a.m.,  tomorrow. 

{Whereupon,  at  llid.o  a.m.,  the  hearing  recessed,  to  reconvene  the 
following  day,  AVednesday,  Alay  22, 1968,  at  10  a.m.) 
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orloiiglrf,  cdhiT  .with  gmKonwijthfir^  of  anything  cl^ai'’  4- 
■  I  do  not  I hhtk  any  one  of  yon  aoiild  fhink'nonrinh^'e  wa««  trrrihiy 
grmt  rhhigif  yon/o^wtntop  Bak#r,oo\rl4Twii  ••Mlday-jaigi^ 

1  fhmh'too  woi^ld  do  eTorytivhigyoti  itmjM  in  the  xvorhlwf'wl  hiadi 
^w])Ou  r^JtAohAbla  itiHlirotte  iftiL  *.■*'  * 

If.  yrnn  Seitaior  Mbak^.  lK>d  no  <Us»iH  fvome  for  yowf  faml^  ^oJ 
liva  in  or.  •«»  ^ff4  IScottt  from  Il&ltloiorrrf)  «^lfxjucntlyi  hi  tbs  cunnnittt^ 
hMrimr  «aid,  had  tharod  yonr  wpwrttmint  wMi  tdsk'pota  ar^ 

every  II i^ii,  yott  would  do  what  yon  t’W)lddoctiaii|!»i]ioi«^tfT4Mv^T>d 
jutiiWmio  vuipntlMW#  wltb  HK»*(V«i¥r«tv  miaary  tl»  pitotr*'Hro  Vvitli 
event  day.  t*val«.'day<i^o«r}i  npd  cooKi  up  with,  »  ditfj&rai;^ 

kind  of  ifsf/oitae  fiSoria  yoniwHf  iin  liMi<lens,  for  if  you^nn?.  liaulert,  yem 
ooght  to  lead.  '  ^.  ;  ‘  ‘ 

1  <l<i  i.<rt  tiirok  tlii*  (.knigpow  Inia  two  kouwn  for  its  kadrodup  in 
the  Ust  several  yeers.  I,  hnfo  wu  cun.rrbiin^ia  faith  in'  whabwa  rldnV 
» •!  gnotl.iiyiiKioi.  Inrt  tho  ifyii«ijm  slm^dy  has  to  itdRunt  to  ii«»h»44s^^5|S 
piaqjpH  who  itm  noi^lodod  ia  lU-  «ir  vclhe  it  will  he- 
out-ude  af  well  na  \Aside. 

\V>  tliank.yon  forVJie  ch4tfic»  h»  c*>m«t  Wa  hofw  .you  will  eonie 
HiKMitrei’t ion  City.  *  .'.y-  oi 

'^vejnitor  Mt<SMjiv,*<Mi8s  Wright,  may  1  srt’v  jr»t  a  few-  w'or4»< 
of.iilf,  th^  dieon^ah  oomea  ( » mnttaiVf  which  nra  unrelateilHo  tlie  Jbi}^ 
in'fOiy  *14-^  irtit  wo  Witt  ooine  u»  that.  Wo-apjimjato  your  'iauifjraiKtiral 
i‘Uf'£t<vRtl»nfc  on  this  bin,  md  I  assnre  yon  wr  will  I  etmQob^pr^itytf 
hW"-  'tCh^v  «»einhier?i  of  lh<«  (MtintUiyo  >nU  reepoitd  to 
UH;^dH(M>«uk  bn<  f  think'  the  i:Oiiii>iiXioes>  will  lio  nuMt  rcepon^vr  **  c* 
eliok  ti)  K{)gn/rMlon0  y>in  hairtt  mado.'  | 
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WEDNESDAY,  MAY  22,  1968 

I".S.  Senate, 

SuBCOMMiriTCE  ON  Intt:r(;overnmentai.  Keeations 

OF  THE  Commit'it:e  on  (ton  ernment  Operations. 

D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  recess,  at  10:25  a.m.,  in  room 
-1221,  New  Senate  Office  Duilcling,  Senator  Edmund  S.  iNIuskie  (chair¬ 
man),  presiding. 

Present :  Senators  Muskie,  Baker,  and  Hansen. 

Staff  members  present:  Charles  M.  Smitli,  staff'  directfir:  Robert  E. 
Beri’y,  minority  counsel ;  E.  Winslow  Turner,  general  counsel ;  Lucinda 
T.  Dennis,  administrative  secretary. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  committe  will  be  in  order.  I  think  we  will 
shortly  be  granted  an  exception  to  permit  us  to  hold  hearings  in  spite 
of  the  fact  the  Senate  is  in  session  this  morning.  If  not,  we  will  ha\  e 
to  discontinue,  but  in  the  meantime,  let  us  proceed. 

Our  tii-st  witnesses  this  morning  repi-esenting  the  National  Urban 
I^eague  are  Mr.  Wendell  G.  Freeland,  member  of  the  board  of  trustees, 
and  Ml'S.  Murice  Jefferies,  community  organizer,  neighborhood  de¬ 
velopment  center  and  program,  Washington  Urban  League. 

Mr.  Freeland,  won't  you  proceed  in  your  own  way. 

TESTIMONY  OF  WENDELL  G.  FREELAND,  MEMBER  OF  THE  BOARD 

OF  TRUSTEES,  NATIONAL  URBAN  LEAGUE,  ACCOMPANIED  BY 

MRS.  MURICE  JEFFERIES,  COMMUNITY  ORGANIZER,  NEIGHBOR¬ 
HOOD  DEVELOPMENT  CENTER  AND  PROGRAM,  WASHINGTON 

URBAN  LEAGUE 

Mr.  Freeland.  Senator,  the  National  Urban  League  appreciates 
this  inHtation  and  opportunity  to  appear  before  the  sulx-ommittee 
and  add  to  your  body  of  knowledge  the  information  and  ei'idence  the 
league  has  gatherecl  over  its  years  of  experience  from  the  many 
affiliates. 

This  statement  was  originally  prepared  by  the  Washington  office 
last  week  and  we  had  only  87  affiliates,  but  we  had  a  meeting  in  In¬ 
dianapolis  of  the  board  of  directors  and  we  brought  in  three  new 
urban  league  branches,  on  in  Lexington,  Ky.,  one  in  Albany,  Ga., 
and  the  other  in  Nashville,  Tenn.,  so  we  now  have  90  affiliates  in  the 
United  States. 
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I  ;un  a  iiiernl)er  of  tlie  national  board  of  trustees  and  former  presi¬ 
dent  of  tlio  Urban  Leaji'ue  of  Pittsburgh.  As  you  undoubtedly  know, 
the  leao-ue  lias  lieen  operatina'  for  some  58  years  to  secure  equal  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  Xegro  citizens  and  other  minorities.  It  is  nonpartisan  and 
interracial  in  both  its  leadership  and  staff. 

I’he  national  office  is  XeAV  York,  and  "Whitney  Young,  I  suppose,  is 
our  No.  1  product  as  our  executive  director. 

"We  have  a  trained  professional  staff  operating  in  day-to-day  activi¬ 
ties  in  using  the  techniques  and  disciplines  of  social  work  in  perform¬ 
ing  services  of  the  league.  The  professional  staff'  numbers  more  than 
800  einployees  whose  o]>erations  are  reinforced  by  some  8,000  volun¬ 
teers  who  apply  expert  knowledge  and  experience  to  the  resolution  of 
racial  problems  and  racial  relations. 

I  am  among  the  8,000  volunteers  with  much  experience,  but  little 
expert  knowledge. 

The  proposed  legislation  which  you  have  introduced  will  insure  tlie 
fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities  lietween  levels  of  the 
government  in  order  to  improve  the  operation  of  our  federal  system. 
At  the  time  this  legislation  was  introduced  in  the  first  session  of  the 
OUth  Congress,  there  were  some.  320  Fedex’al  grants-in-aid  designed  to 
assist  the  State  and  local  governments.  These  were  administered  by  16 
departments  and  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government.  It  should  be 
noted  that  more  than  75  of  these  220  grant-in-aid  progTams  have  been 
enacted  since  1961. 

Tliere  are  obvious  problems  and  there  will  be  obvious  problems  for 
those  responsible  for  the  administration,  and  also  for  those  the  pro¬ 
grams  are  designed  to  serve. 

The  consolidation  of  programs  as  proposed  in  title  YI  seems  to  us 
to  be  one  of  the  ways,  or  one  of  the  approaches,  which  will  solve  some  of 
these  problems.  In  any  single  area  of  concern,  there  are  so  many  dif¬ 
ferent  programs  that  the  average  citizen  soon  becomes  lost  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  maze,  and  is  thereby  deprived  of  the  right  of  supporting  services. 

Ilut,  more  importantly,  he  loses  confidence  in  the  institutions  of 
gON’ernment,  and  I  think  this  is  what  we  are  seeing  throughout  the 
country  today.  For  example,  in  the  manpower  field  alone,  there  were 
some  57  programs  for  vocational  and  job  training  last  year.  In  Pitts¬ 
burgh,  there  are  so  many  programs  for  job  training  we  really  do  not 
know  where  we  can  find  the  people  to  be  trained  or  where  we  can  put 
them,  or  which  office  they  should  go  to. 

The  unso}xhisticated,  poorly  educated  jobseeker  is  expected  to  be¬ 
come,  overnight,  educated  and  sophisticated  and  select  the  plan  that 
best  suits  his  experience  and  needs.  Today,  because  of  the  time  limita¬ 
tions  and  Ixecause  of  the  interest  of  the  ITrban  League,  I  would  like  to 
talk  most  of  all  about  title  YIII,  which  deals  primarily  with  uniform 
relocation  assistance. 

This  title  deals  fortliri,«htly  Avith  the  jxroblems  Avhich  have  been  of 
primary  concern  to  the  National  ITrban  League  for  a  long  time,  and 
indeed,  still  confront  us  today  on  a  daily  basis. 

The  establishment  of  a  uniform  policy  for  the  ‘‘fair  and  equitable 
treatment  of  owners,  tenants,  and  other  persons  displaced  by  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  real  property  in  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs'’ 
would  be  one  of  the  greatest  services  this  bod}"  could  render  to  the  rank 
and  file  of  American  citizenry. 
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1\)  the  hoiiieowniiiij:  ghetto  dweller  or  ghetto  businessinaii  or  tenant, 
sneh  a  nnilied  policy  would  have  the  greatest  possible  meaning. 

'Die  way  we  are  now,  those  who  are  least  prepared  to  battle  the 
strong  arm  of  established  government  as  re})resented  by  the  eminent 
domain  })roceedings  are  also  those  who  lose  most  under  onr  present 
relocation  programs.  All  too  often  these  people  know  little  or  nothing 
alK)nt  relm-ation  payments,  advisory  assistance,  or  assurance  of  availa¬ 
bility  of  standard  honsing.  The  same  is  true  of  the  ghetto  businessmen 
who  are  diplaced  or  forced  to  discontinne  business  l)ecause  of  local  or 
State  relocation  programs. 

Most  know  nothing  about  the  programs  presenth"  designed  to  pro¬ 
vide  an  orderly  transition  "with  a  minimum  of  inconvenience.  Tliou- 
sands  of  individuals  are  aifected  each  year  liy  such  Government  proj¬ 
ects  as  urban  renewal  and  highways — a  great  many  are  minorities 
living  in  slum  areas.  According  to  your  own  statement  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs  are  estimated  to  displace  ap¬ 
proximately  111,000  families  and  individuals,  18,000  businesses  and 
nonprotit  organizations,  and  4,000  farm  operators  each  year. 

While  these  programs  sometimes  work  hardships  on  individuals  who 
are  not  poor,  the  practice  has  been  to  concentrate  on  the  poorer  areas, 
and  I  think  this  is  because  the  residents  of  those  areas  are  least  likely 
to  have  the  political  power  or  the  know-how  to  beat  city  hall  down¬ 
town. 

Even  where  highway  and  urban  renewal  programs  are  administered 
fairly,  there  is  a  great  need  for  advisory  assistance.  As  you  ha\  e  said 
in  introducing  this  legislation,  and  1  quote,  “The  poor,  the  nonwhite, 
the  elderly,  and  the  small  busin&ss  people  all  need  intensive  counseling 
to  prepare  them  for,  and  to  help  them  carry  out  their  move.” 

The  major  ])roblems  we  face  today  with  relocation  was  tersely 
Slimmed  up  by  Newsweek  i-ecently  in  its  “Negro  in  America”  special 
edition.  The  editor  said : 

“Urlian  renewal,  which  was  designed  to  rehnild  decaying  city  centers,  has  in 
practice  all  to  often  meant  Xegro  removal ;  in  Atlanta,  for  instance,  07,000 
people  were  displaced  by  the  leveling  of  slums  and  only  11  iiercent  were  relocated 
in  public  housing.’’ 

The  problem  is  further  compounded  b}^  the  fact  that  “unequal  treat¬ 
ment”  often  results  from  the  limitations  of  programs  themselves,  even 
when  they  are  administered  fairly.  Two  families  living  side  by  side 
could  receive  drastically  different  benefits  and  assistance  simply  be¬ 
cause  they  were  displaced  by  different  programs. 

1  think  the  record  shows  that  a  federally  aided  urban  renewal  proj¬ 
ect  would  give  to  a  homeowner  moving  costs  up  to  $2U().  The  person 
next  door  owning  his  own  home  under  the  federally  aided  highway 
program  would  receive  $200  only  if  the  Stale  has  authorized  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  Federal  relocation  program. 

Inconsistencies  for  payments  for  business  moving  expenses  are  even 
greater.  The  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  allows  expenses  only  up  to 
$3,000,  while  dislacement  by  a  federally  aided  urban  renewal  project 
entitled  the  businessman  up  to  $25,000  for  moving  costs. 

I  would  like  to  relate,  if  1  may,  some  of  the  relocation  experiences 
the  urban  leagaie  has  encountered  in  some,  of  its  affiliates. 

The  Urban  League  in  Detroit,  for  example,  has  conducted  several 
studies  which  could  prove  useful  to  this  suhcommittee.  Air.  Itoy  Wil- 
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liains,  tlio  housing  specialist  for  the  Detroit  Urban  League,  is  to  make 
available  to  you  certain  information.  In  a  “survey  of  the  quality  and 
availability  of  housing  listed  by  the  Detroit  hlousing  Commission,” 
the  urban  leagne  found  that  a  majority  of  houses  fall  in  one  of  three 
categories.  They  were  (1)  substandarcl,  (2)  too  expensive,  or  (3)  al¬ 
ready  occupied  by  someone  else. 

A  common  complaint  in  Detroit  is  that  housing  which  is  torn  down 
by  the  Housing  Commission  is,  in  many  cases,  better  than  the  housing 
into  which  the  residents  are  forced  to  move. 

In  New  Orleans,  though  there  is  no  urban  renewal  authority,  there 
are  still  many  problems  for  those  who  must  be  relocated.  The  housing 
<lirector  in  the  New  Orleans  office  says  that  the  “main  villain  has  been 
the  interstate  highway  program  which  provides  absolutely  no  reloca¬ 
tion  assistance.” 

I  would  note  here  that  many  of  the  aspects  of  the  highway  program 
to  get  people  around  cities  and  into  cities  faster — out  of  the  cities 
and  into  the  suburbs — ^are  the  result  of  the  flight  from  the  cities  and 
the  flight  from  the  problems  of  the  cities  by  the  white  community. 

Other  difficulties  arise,  of  course,  in  New  Orleans,  from  closing  down 
of  properties  because  of  code  enforcement.  For  instance,  when  the 
slum  lords  closed  their  tenements  there  usually  are  no  relocation  efforts 
by  the  city  government  because  no  urban  renewal  funds  are  available 
in  New  Orleans. 

In  Elkhart,  Ind.,  we  ai’e  told  that  the  people  who  are  replaced  by 
urban  renewal  are  not  always  included  in  the  local  public  housing 
program.  This  is  primarily  because  many  of  these  individuals  are 
welfare  clients  and  city  officials  limit  the  number  of  “minimum  rent¬ 
als”  admitted  to  public  housing. 

It  is  sort  of  a  quota  system,  as  it  were. 

In  Fort  Wayne,  Ind.,  urban  renewal  plans  for  the  Hanna-Creighton 
area  were  announced  in  1961.  Of  the  490  families  living  in  the  area 
90  of  them  are  still  waiting  to  be  relocated.  Relocation  services  were 
generally  considered  inadequate  in  relocating  the  other  400  families. 
There  is  an  inadequate  supply  of  replacement  housing  for  no-income 
tenants. 

In  another  area  of  Fort  Wayne,  the  city  exercised  the  right  of 
eminent  domain  to  clear  aw’ay  housing  to  make  space  for  a  commercial 
concern.  Several  families  were  forcefully  evicted.  Presently,  there 
are  five  families  still  living  in  the  area  awaiting  the  outcome  of  a  legal 
suit  to  obtain  a  fair  price  for  their  homes. 

In  Cle'^^eland,  the  renewal  programs  have  caused  the  coining  a  new 
phrase.  “Urban  Renewal  equals  human  misery.”  Television  station 
WJW,  in  an  editorial,  states : 

Since  the  heginning  of  nrban  renewal  in  1957,  hnnclrecls  of  poor  Clevelanrt 
families  have  been  Inillclozed  out  of  their  homes.  Though  the  city  has  poured 
millions  into  urban  renewal,  it  has  I)arely  lifted  a  Anger  to  And  new  housing 
for  displaced  families. 

The  Little  Hoover  Commission  Report  found  that  urban  renewal  in 
Cleveland  has  been  “grossly  neglected”  and  challenged  city  officials  to 
adopt  a  more  positive,  more  humane  attitude  in  relocating  men,  women, 
and  children  who  are  uprooted  from  their  homes  by  the  action  of  city 
hall.  The  Commission  said  that  in  one  renewal  project,  “1,700  families 
were  forced  from  their  homes,  and  as  far  as  the  city  knows,  1,200  of 
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tlicso  fainilies  clisiippeared  from  the  face  of  tlie  earth  hecause  no  pro¬ 
visions  were  made  for  them.” 

From  Miami  we  have  another  repoit  that  tlie  “State  lload  l)ej)art- 
ment,  in  removing  people  for  higliwa}'  constrnetion,  did  not  g'ive  suffi¬ 
cient  notice  of  relocation  assistance  to  those  dis[)laced.  The  State 
legislature  did  not  pass  the  necessary  laws  to  implement  relocation  })ay- 
numts,  so  this  money  was  not  available  to  displaced  persons.” 

Since  May  1967,  the  Miami  Turban  Renewal  Agency  has  been  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  relocation  of  displaced  persons  and  has  made  con¬ 
siderable  progress  toward  its  goals.  The  fact  remains,  however,  that 
the  agency  does  not  have  the  funds  for  relocation  payments. 

Report  after  report,  Mr.  Chairman,  from  our  local  affiliates  tell  the 
same  story — in  too  many  cases  urban  renewal  means  “removal  of  low- 
income  Xegroes”  and  in  too  many  instances  this  removal  is  accom- 
plished  without  the  benefit  of  assistaiu'e  ]:)ayments  or  advisory  assist¬ 
ance  in  terms  of  finding  decent,  sanitary,  alternative  housing. 

We  also  have  re])orts  from  Dayton;  Elizabeth,  N.J. ;  South  Bend, 
fnd.;  Champaign,  111.;  Omaha,  Nebr. ;  New  Brunswick,  N.J. ;  Flint, 
Mich. ;  and  San  Diego,  Calif.  All  of  these  are  having  similar  difficulties 
ill  working  for  the  relocation  of  individuals  displaced  by  Federal  and 
fedei'ally  assisted  programs. 

From  the  foregoing  you  can  see  that  one  of  tlie  most  glaring  prob¬ 
lems  relating  to  the  various  grants  programs  is  that  relocation  policies 
are  both  inconsistent  and  inequitable.  The  common  thread  which  runs 
throughout  the  repoi-ts  we  have  received  can  be  summed  up  in  four 
statements ; 

1.  There  is  an  inadequate  policy  for  making  assistance  payments 
and  providing  advisory  assistance ; 

if.  There  is  no  positive,  affirmative  assistance  in  locating  decent, 
safe,  sanitary  housing  comjiarable  to  that  being  vacated  by  disi:)laced 
persons,  or  more  desirably,  better  than  that  being  vacated  by  displaced 
liersons ; 

In  most  cases,  there  is  a  lack  of  adequate  notice  befoi’e  being- 
forced  to  move;  and 

4.  There  tends  to  be  an  unwillingness  of  local  officials  to  comply 
witli  the  “sihrit  of  the  law"  in  providing  assistance  to  the  displaced. 

Ivct  me  digress  from  the  prepared  statement  and  point  out  that  in 
Pittsburgh,  which  is  so  proud  of  its  Golden  Triangle  and  its  new 
arena,  when  there  was  the  Housing  Authority  of  tlie  Gity  of  Pitts¬ 
burgh,  a  se})arate  public  cor]‘)oration,  which  was  the  I’esponsible  agent 
for  relocation  at  the  beginning  of  the  program  of  urban  redevelopment 
and  renewal — the  FTousing  Authority  at  that  time  accepted  this  respon¬ 
sibility.  It  had  an  obligation  to  accept  the  individuals  who  were  eligible 
for  ])ublic  housing,  but,  once  that  responsibility  had  been  accepted  we 
found  many  instances  of  early  eviction  of  people  who  should  hav’e 
remained  in  housing  authority  projects  but  who  were  undesirable  as 
far  as  the  housing  authority  administration  was  concerned. 

The  letter  of  the  law  was  “obey  the  spirit.’’  These  problems  are 
not  new. 

’riiree  years  ago  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  issued  a  report  on  “Relocation :  Ihiequal  treatment  of  people 
and  businesses  displaced  by  governments.” 
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In  tlint  report,  the  Commission  analyzed  governmental  policies  and 
practices  in  relocation  cases  at  all  levels  of  Government.  One  of  the 
report's  basic  conclusions  was  that  persons  and  businesses  dis]')laced 
by  Federal,  State,  and  local  level  by  public  works  and  other  programs, 
are  entitled  to  assistance  and  relocation,  and  this  title  extends  to 
lessees  and  tenants  as  well  as  to  owners  of  homes  and  businesses. 

The  Xational  Urban  Lea^'ue  concurs  in  this  conclusion  and  offers 
the  following  recommendations  to  implement  the  Commission's 
findings : 

1.  Provide  for  the  full  cost  of  relocation  of  persons  or  bu.sinesses 
disj^laced  by  Federal,  State  or  local  public  improvement  programs; 

2.  Monitor  the  enforcement  of  re^idations  to  insure  that  all  dis¬ 
placed  persons — owners  and  tenants — are  g:iven  advisory  assistance 
and  the  services  needed  to  find  decent,  alteniative  bousing;  and 

3.  Kequire  proof  of  available  alternative  bousing  before  the  release 
of  Federal  ^2;rants-in-aid  funds. 

Among  the  nine  major  findings  of  the  Commission’s  study,  two  are 
extremely  important  and  of  special  interest  to  the  National  Tb'ban 
League,  and  are  worthy  of  note  here : 

1.  “The  worst  problem  in  relocating  families  and  individuals  is  the 
sbortaffe  of  standard  substitute  housing  for  low  income  groups.” 

2.  “Nonwhites  have  the  most  difficult  relocation  problems  of  all 
popidation  groups.  This  comes  from  their  general  lower  economic  and 
educational  status :  the  impact  of  urban  renewal  and  code  enfoi’cement 
programs  on  neighborhoods  where  they  are  concentrated;  and  public 
and  private  practices  that  restrict  their  access  to  housing.” 

These  findings  by  the  Commission  support  the  statements  I  have 
made  here  today.  Negroes  and  other  minorities  are  placed  under  a 
sort  of  legalized  “double  jeopardy.'’  This  double  jeojiardy  consists  of 
the  inadequate  policies  of  the  Government  which,  at  best,  overwhelms 
those  at  the  low  end  of  the  economic  totem  pole,  and  the  all-too- 
frequent  failure  of  local  officials  to  even  advise  the  poor  about  the 
limited  benefits  and  assistance  provided  by  law. 

"We  commend  this  subcommitee  for  the  comprehensive  legislation 
it  has  proposed  to  deal  with  the  problems  of  relocation  payments  and 
assistance  available  to  persons  and  businesses  displaced.  The  National 
Urban  League  believes  the  bill,  S.  698,  to  be  extremely  important  and 
timely.  "While  by  our  very  nature  Ave  can  add  little  technical  knowledge 
to  the  proposed  legislation,  I  belieA^e  that  some  thought  must  be  given 
to  the  relationship  of  past  practices  to  the  Nation's  most  critical 
problem. 

Much  has  been  said  and  Avritten  in  recent  years  and  days,  and  even 
hours,  I  suppose,  about  riots,  civil  disorders,  ciAul  disobedience,  and 
breakdoAvn  of  laAv  and  order.  But  not  A'ery  much  has  been  said  about 
justice.  Not  much  is  being  done  to  mend  strained  relations  Avhich 
threaten  to  rend  the  Nation  into  “tAvo  societies,  one  black,  one  Avhite — 
separate  and  unequal.” 

The  past  practices  of  Government  at  the  State,  local,  and  Federal 
levels  in  regard  to  relocation  liaA^e  strongly  tightened  the  noose  of  the 
Avhite  community  around  the  black  gliettos  in  America.  "While  Ave 
beef-up  our  police  departments  and  train  our  National  Guard  units 
in  our  long-range  plans  for  improving  the  center  cities,  conditions  that 
sparked  the  disorders  in  the  ])ast  are  groAving  Avorse. 
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Tlu'  population  of  oiu-  ghetto  is  growing  at  a  fantastic  rate.  500,000 
more  ])eop]e  will  be  living  in  the  ghettos  of  America  by  the  end  of 
this  year,  as  compared  with  the  beginning  of  the  year.  By  1985,  which 
is  not  too  remote  for  those  of  us  who  look  to  that  year  as  being  possible 
in  onr  existence,  the  Negro  population  in  our  central  cities  will  increase 
by  7:3  per  cent. 

In  concluding,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  suggest  that  meaningfid 
action  must  be  taken  to  avoid  even  more  destructive  civil  disorders  in 
the  months  and  years  ahead — disorders  which  will  surely  be  costly 
in  terms  of  human  lives  as  well  as  the  loss  of  public  and  private 
pro[)erty. 

This  is  not  to  deny  that  some  movement  has  been  made.  Indeed,  we 
have  made  movement.  IVe  have  made  advances  through  social  legisla¬ 
tion  sucli  as  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act,  the  Civil  Rights  Acts,  the 
IManpower  Development  and  Training  Act,  and  even  some  aspects  of 
the  urban  renewal  highway  construction  bill. 

But  the  racial  trap  still  widens. 

lY  hat  we  need  is  a  national  commitment  to  seek  a  solution  to  the 
country's  problems — a  sense  of  national  urgency  that  we  have  not  seen 
before. 

For  the  poor  people,  many  of  whom  are  in  this  city  today,  there  is 
a  ‘"light  at  the  end  of  a  tunnel"  and  they  are  running  fast  to  reach  the 
atHuent  society  which  they  believe  lies  at  the  end  of  the  tunnel.  Their 
race  to  the  end  of  the  tunnel  is  a  determined  race  and  it  will  not  be 
stopped  by  repression — not  even  in  the  form  of  concentration  camps 
or  detention  centers.  ^Xe  must  meet  the  demands  for  human  dignity — 
tlie  clarion  cry  for  a  share  in  the  American  dream. 

We  believe  the  provisions  of  S.  698,  not  only  the  particular  title  to 
which  I  have  devoted  most  of  my  time,  but  other  sections,  are  a  step 
in  the  right  direction.  This  bill  and  other  progressive  legislation  may 
extend  hope  to  the  despairing  and  faith  to  the  cynic.  If  it  does,  this 
bill  and  this  committee  will  have  rendered  a  major  service  to  the 
Nation. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much,  JMr.  Freeland.  We  will  hear 
from  ill's.  Jetferies  now,  and  after  that  we  will  have  a  few  questions. 

ill's.  Jeffekies.  I  am  Miirice  Jefferies,  community  organizer  of  the 
neighborhood  development  center.  We  are  located  only  a  few  lilocks 
from  here  in  the  Northwest  One  Urban  Renewal  area.  I  started  at  the 
center  in  1965  as  a  neighborhood  worker.  I  am  also  a  displaced  person 
of  the  Northwest  One  Urban  Renewal  area,  and  I  was  hired  to  work 
Avith  my  neighbors  and  friends  around  urban  reneival  projects  in  this 
community. 

The  neighborhood  development  center  seri'es  the  area  that  is  North- 
AA'est  One  ITrban  Renewal.  Directly  across  from  our  center  is  the  route 
of  the  center  leg  freeway,  and  about  tivo  blocks  north  of  our  center  is 
the  ShaAv  urban  reneAval  area ;  so  all  around  us  some  type  of  public 
Avork  is  going  on. 

I  have  submitted  to  the  committee  copies  of  my  testimony  “Pierce 
Street:  An  Urban  ReneAval  Experience,  Tavo  YTars  Later.”  Because  of 
its  length,  I  Avill  only  read  or  speak  to  some  of  its  contents. 

The  neighborhood  advisory  council  of  the  Urban  League  Neighbor¬ 
hood  Development  Center  published  a  report  in  August,  1966  relating 
to  the  experiences  of  families  relocated  from  Pierce  Street  in  the 
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Xorthwest  One  Urban  Kenewal  area  in  Wasliin^ton,  D.C.  The  report 
was  prefaced  by  a  lunnber  of  recoininenclations  to  the  coininunity  and 
nrjtrecl  appropriate  a^ijencies  and  persons  to  make  modifications  in  cni'- 
rent  relocation  procedures  and  i^rogTams. 

Mnch  of  the  effort  expended  by  the  commnnify  orc:anizafion  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  neighborhood  center  during  the  2  yeai’s  since  the  report 
was  released  has  been  devoted  to  the  implementation  of  these  recom¬ 
mendations.  ITow  well  both  the  community  and  the  urban  renewal 
agency,  the  Redevelopment  Land  Agency,  have  succeeded  in  making 
modifications  is  summarized  in  the  following  statements. 

One  recommendation  to  RLA  was  to  increase  effective  use  of  social 
services  to  meet  family  and  employment  problems. 

Interpretation  of  regidations  relating  to  eligible  project  costs  denies 
local  agency  permission  to  provide  direct  services  relating  to  relocation. 

Unsuccessful  attempts  have  been  made  by  the  local  agency  and 
community  groups  to  get  District  goverument  agencies  to  provide  new 
neighborhood  services  for  Northwest  One  residents.  Moreover,  there 
has  been  a  gradual  curtailment  of  services  provided  by  the  auti-poverty 
program.  Since  1966,  the  neighborhood  employment  service,  located  iu 
the  area,  has  been  shut  down.  The  neighborhood  legal  service  office  was 
merged  with  one  in  another  part  of  town;  and  the  housing  office  which 
conducted  a  code  enforcement  program  has  been  closed.  Of  the  remain¬ 
ing  antipoverty  programs,  only  three  provide  direct  services  to  resi¬ 
dents — 1  day  care  center,  a  credit  union,  and  a  family  counseling  unit, 
all  of  which  serve  an  area- wide  population  of  30,000. 

Residents  have  been  demandinir  new  social  services  during  the 
entire  period  of  family  relocation.  They  have  made  appeals,  presented 
testimony,  appeared  at  budget  hearings,  and  issued  reports  to  the 
Board  of  Commissioners  and  the  City  Council,  the  Urban  Renewal 
Operations  Committee,  the  communitv  renewal  program,  the  Boaial 
of  Recreation,  the  Department  of  Sanitation,  the  Department  of 
Licenses  and  Inspections,  the  Board  of  Education,  the  Police  Depart¬ 
ment.  the  Department  of  Public  Health,  and  USES-DC.  Additionally, 
an  inquiry  has  been  made  of  the  National  Capital  Housing  Authoi’ity 
to  discover  whether  the  Agency  can  provide  any  social  services  to 
residents  who  hold  priority  rights  to  return  to  new  public  housing 
in  Northwest  One.  The  Agency  regulations  apparently  bar  such 
“advance”  social  services.^ 

Another  recommendation  made  by  the  community  was  to  provide 
more  assistance  in  obtaining  documents  needed  for  public  housing. 
“Illegal  tenancy”  ^  was  a  i^roblem  relating  to  documentation  which 
was  discovered  in  the  fall  of  1967  when  the  site  was  being  evacuated 
for  the  coustruction  of  the  first  moderate  income  housing.  Several 
families  who  claimed  they  had  lived  in  the  project  area  for  several 
years  but  who  were  not  included  among  the  Agency’s  list  of  surveyed 
families  and  individuals  were  reported  to  be  denied  relocation  bene¬ 
fits.  They  were  termed  “illegal  tenants”  because  they  were  presumed 
to  be  living  in  acquired  properties  without  authorization. 

Additional  evidence  of  incompleteness  of  original  survey  informa¬ 
tion  was  revealed  in  late  1967  as  prospective  lists  of  tenants  were 
being  contacted  to  apply  for  housing.  Almost  a  dozen  families  who 


1  Congressional  revloTv  recommended. 


•were  able  to  present  evidence  of  tlieir  prior  tenancy  vere  denied  first 
right  of  refusal  because  the  Agency  had  no  record  of  them. 

Another  recommendation  called  for  a  staging  plan.  A  staging 
])lan  providing  a  construction  timetable  was  prepared  and  {)resenfe(l 
for  community  consideration  in  September  19(>().  One  pur])ose  of  the 
plan  was  to  provide  tangible  evidence  to  residents  that  they  did  not 
have  to  move  out  of  the  area  in  advance  of  construction  timetables. 
In  May  1967,  the  Agency’s  policy  on  demolitions  was  shar])ly 
challenged  by  the  community,  resulting  in  a  new  agreement,  with 
steps  outlined  to  guard  against  panic  moves  by  residents  and  to 
maintain  and  improve  the  quality  of  the  life  of  the  community  during 
redevelopment.  A  second  purpose  of  the  staging  plan  was  to  help 
residents  identify  with  and  participate  in  planning  for  new  low-  and 
moderate-income  housing  to  which  they  would  hold  first  priority 
to  return. 

The  staging  plan  was  not  adopted  as  binding  but  as  a  plan  subject  to 
revisions  which  would  better  serve  needs  of  residents.  The  following 
modifications  in  the  staging  plan  have  been  supported,  but  not  yet 
achieved,  by  the  communitj^ ; 

(a)  A  new  elementary  school  building  (estimates  of  classroom 
shortages  run  to  1,000  seats). 

(&)  One  of  the  housing  complexes  to  include  an  early  childhood 
center  (])reschool  through  first  or  second  grades). 

(c)  The  shopping  center  to  include  at  least  one  community-owned 
business. 

(d)  Switch  a  public  housing  and  moderate-income  housing  site  to 
allow  a  construction  speed-up. 

(e)  Provision  of  some  new  and  rehabilitated  units  as  sales  housing 
(13  units  scheduled  to  be  ready  July  1968). 

(/)  Extension  of  boundaries  of  the  renewal  project  to  include  the 
approved  section  of  the  center  leg  freeway  so  as  to  provide  air 
rights  housing  over  the  freeway  and  additional  housing  beside  the 
right  of  way. 

(ff)  Speed-up  the  beginning  date  of  a  community  facilities 
building. 

(/i)  Creative  develojnnent  of  open  spaces  for  recreation  use. 

( 1)  A  public  swimming  pool. 

Another  recommendation  included  in  the  Pierce  Street  report  was 
to  reserve  a  pool  of  standard  rehabilitated  housing  to  be  demolished 
in  the  final  stage. 

A  pool  of  standard  rehabilitated  housing  was  not  provided.  Present 
legislation  tends  to  bar  urban  renewal  agencies  from  improving 
housing  designated  for  demolition. 

The  community  was  successful,  however,  in  getting  the  Department 
of  Highways  and  Traflic  to  invest  in  the  1967  rehabilitation  of  a 
34-imit  building  which  was  scheduled  to  be  demolished  in  1970  to 
accommodate  the  center  leg  freeway.  (This  area  is  scheduled  to 
become  a  part  of  Xorthwest  One.) 

I  would  like  to  add,  sir,  that  I  think  it  is  very  important  for 
citizens  to  be  allowed  to  live  near  or  in  the  project  site  in  onsite 
housing.  We  have  had  a  chance  to  help  with  the  planning  in  our 
community.  I  seiwed  on  the  board  of  directors  of  Sursum  Coi’da, 
the  first  nonprofit  housing  organization  to  build  here;  and  assisting 


346 


ill  the  coninuiiiity  and  woikin**’  with  ueiglibors,  we  have  had  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  lielp  them  ])]an.  Their  original  plans  that  they  had  brought 
to  the  community  have  changed  an  awful  lot.  Before  they  began 
construction,  we  had  an  ojipoi-tunity  to  show  their  architects  our 
lack  of  closest  s|)ace,  lack  of  storage  space,  and  washroom  facilities, 
and  all  types  of  things  that  were  actually  needed  into  a  home  rather 
than  just  a  space  or  a  room  for  a  bed  and  a  dresser. 

Among  other  recommendations  made  in  lOtifi  was  one  to  ins[)ect 
all  private  relocation  housing  before  occupancy. 

Improvement  in  inspection  [irocedures  ha\e  been  made,  but  gen¬ 
erally  are  not  satisfactory.  The  Biceuse  and  Inspection  Housing 
Division  often  does  not  respond  promptly  to  insjiection  requests,  and 
delays  in  inspecting  properties  sometimes  result  in  rental  of  units  to 
another  ])rospective  renter.  The  Agency  conducts  preinspection  by  its 
own  staff  to  make  judgments  about  conditions  of  properties.  (Some 
landloi'ds  do  not  list  with  the  Agency  nor  will  some  rent  to  relocatees 
because  they  do  not  want  their  properties  insjiected.) 

AVe  also  recommended  to  RLA  that  the  Agency,  verify  rents  and 
]jay  rent  supplements  to  maintain  gross  rents  at  a  maximum  of  25 
percent  of  income. 

Some  progress  has  been  made.  The  number  of  onsite  locations  is  be¬ 
lieved  to  have  reduced  substantially  the  number  of  Xoidliwest  One 
families  who  would  pay  excessive  rents  in  ]Drivate  housing.  No  new 
studies  are  available  which  invalidate  the  Pierce  Street  figures  that 
50  percent  of  families  relocated  pay  more  than  25  percent  of  income 
in  rent ;  that  40  percent  of  families  relocated  pay  over  30  percent ;  and 
that  20  percent  of  families  relocated  pay  over  50  percent  in  private  ! 
housing. 

Families  or  individuals  living  in  areas  of  urban  renewal,  freeways,  ' 
school  sites  and  other  public  work  areas,  suffer  more  than  one  disgrace.  ' 
Because  of  lack  of  relocation  housing,  our  center  area  has  all  the  above 
mentioned  and  we  live  in  fear,  confusion,  and  apathy.  Homeowners  : 
who  are  living  in  the  Northwest  One  area  find  it  very  difficult  to  rebuy 
a  home  for  the  amount  they  were  paid.  IMany  of  them  were  eligible 
families  who  were  living  on  social  security.  They  could  not  meet  other 
high  payments,  and  the  amount  of  money  that  they  had  excluded  them  : 
from  public  housing. 

Families  with  children  can  answer  ads  in  the  paper  when  they  see  a 
house  for  rent.  Once  you  answer  the  ad — and  you  have  children  under 
14  years  old — ^they  say  they  do  not  want  you  in  the  property  even  if 
you  can  afford  the  property.  I  have  five  children  and  a  mother-in-law. 
In  fact,  there  are  eight  of  us  in  our  family,  and  I  know  the  difficulty  in 
just  trying  to  get  a  different  home  to  live  with  your  family.  If  you  can  ; 
afford  to  ])ay  the  rent,  they  do  not  want  the  children,  and  who  wants 
to  move  from  low  standard  housing  to  another  low  standard  house? 

Even  if  they  are  small  families,  maybe  a  husband  and  wife  Avith  one 
child,  AA'ho  Avould  not  particularly  like  to  live  in  an  apartment,  but 
cannot  afford  maybe  a  two  or  three  bedroom  house,  they  cannot  find  i 
any  place  in  the  District.  People  are  just,  you  know,  almost  just  giving 
up  looking  and  Awalking  and  ansAvering  ads  and  calling,  and  as  a  re- 
sidt,  many  people  lie  to  get  into  homes.  '\Aniere  the  inspections  are  made, 
sometimes  the  landlords  find  out  and  the  family  Avill  ha\^e  to  moA^e. 
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Some  of  tlie  families  I  lia\e  worked  with  in  Northwest  One  has 
made  at  least  three  nio\-es  since  they  left  the  site  in  1905.  Some  have 
mo\-ed  since  1900,  and  so  on. 

There  have  been  many  families  that  split  np  because  of  nrban  re¬ 
newal.  They  were  lixdng  already  in  overcrowded  conditions,  they  coidd 
not  find  a  house  maybe  as  larg'e  that  the}'  conld  atford,  so  maybe  a 
dauo-hter  or  a  son  in  their  late  teens  wonld  move  into  another  place, 
ii'ivino-  the  mother  and  father  a  chance  to  move  into  a  home. 

As  a  result,  this  money  is  taken  out  of  the  home  and  they  are  strng'- 
^linir  with  the  hit'll  rents,  plus  the  utilities.  In  substandard  honsino-  the 
utilities  are  .so  hi<i'h  that  many  of  us  find  ourselves  in  nrban  renewal 
areas  tryinjj:  to  make  a  decision  :  what  will  we  pay  this  month,  our  utili¬ 
ties  or  our  rent.  Yon  cannot  live  without  heat  in  the  wintertime,  and 
because  of  the  openness  of  theliome  you  find  fhe  renf — the  utilities  very 
hig'h.  1  myself  have  had  to  purchase  100  g'allons  of  oil  a  week.  This  av¬ 
eraged  around  $70  a  month.  This  is  very  high  money  for  a  family  even 
if  the  husband  and  wife  can  work. 

1  woidd  like  to  mention  a  little  bit  here  about  public  housing.  Living 
ai'rangements  appear  to  be  a  continuing  major  cause  of  ineligibility  for 
families  trying  to  get  into  public  housing.  This  includes  nonmarriages, 
as  well  as  inclusion  in  the  family  unit  of  persons  not  related  by  blood 
marriage.  National  Capital  Housing  Authority  will  accept  common 
law  marriage,  but  refuses  to  extend  eligibility  to  familes  whose  heads 
are  barred  from  a  legal  relationship — i.e.,  one  partner  separated  from 
l)Ut  legally  married  to  another — although  they  have  been  living  in  a 
stable  relationship  for  a  long  period  of  time. 

Also,  the  interpretation  of  regulations  bars  elderly  people  of  op¬ 
posite  sex  who  are  living  in  a  companionship  or  housekeeping  arrange¬ 
ment.  It  is  believed  that  a  substantial  number  of  old  people  are  barred 
from  housing  for  the  elderly  because  of  this  ruling. 

The  inclusion  in  family  units  of  persons  not  related  by  blood  or 
marriage  has  served  to  disqualify  some  families.  This  may  include 
children  and  elderly  single  persons  as  well  as  mentally  or  physically 
handicapped  or  incompetent  persons. 

We  have  one  family  that  is  not  eligible  because  it  includes  a  lady 
who  had  been  a  ward  of  St.  Elizabeths  Hospital.  She  has  to  live  with 
someone.  This  lady  is  not  related  to  the  family  so  she  is  not  eligible. 
Take  children,  for  instance,  a  child  that  you  have  not  legally  adopted, 
but  you  have  probably  had  since  infancy.  You  cannot  be  moved  into 
public  housing  since  you  are  not  related.  These  kinds  of  problems  seem 
so  simple  to  the  individual,  but  when  it  comes  down  to  actually  apply¬ 
ing  for  public  housing  and  filling  out  the  papers,  this  is  another 
problem. 

A  further  recommendation  to  the  urban  renewal  agency  was  to  help 
families  raise  incomes. 

Helping  families  receive  benefits  to  which  they  are  entitled  (welfare 
and  social  security)  and  supplementing  incojnes  through  part-time 
employment  does  not  solve  problems  of  individuals  and  families  with 
incomes  too  low  to  qualify  for  public  housing.  Among  persons  to  be  re¬ 
located  from  the  path  of  the  Center  Leg  Freeway  and  from  the  older 
section  are  some  whose  lack  of  earnings  will  bar  them  from  public 
housing.  Northwest  One  now  has  a  number  of  families  and  individuals 
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living  in  acquired  properties  who  for  a  variety  of  reasons  are  not  eli¬ 
gible  for  nor  are  able  to  afford  any  type  of  decent  housing. 

So  here  we  will  have  people  going  from  one  room  to  another  room,  j 
and  all  kinds  of  problems.  Estimates  show  that  10  to  15  percent  of 
city-wide  dislocatees  are  too  poor  for  public  housing. 

I  would  like  to  add,  sir,  this  little  paragraph  from  the  Pierce  Street 
Eeport :  “The  families  from  Pierce  Sti’eet  do  not  gain  from  urban  re¬ 
newal  in  their  block,  and  yet  it  is  they  who  have  paid  the  price.  Statis¬ 
tics  alone  cannot  express  the  story  of  these  people,  the  anxiety,  the  fear, 
the  days  spent  in  official  run-arounds,  the  breaking  up  of  families,  dis-  | 
placement,  and  the  helplessness  that  accompany  this.  These  elements  j 
must  be  added  to  the  cost.  Does  the  community  have  a  right  to  impose  i 
these  burdens  on  those  living  in  the  paths  of  improvement  for  the  : 
greater  public  good?  Does  the  price  the  poor  pay  for  being  so  poor  ' 
have  to  be  so  high  ?” 

Thank  you. 

Senator  Muskte.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mrs.  Jefferies.  This  is 
excellent  testimony,  and  we  are  especially  appreciative  of  your  very 
specific  and  concrete  recommendations.  It  is  all  too  often  that  we  get 
peojile  who  express  concern  about  the  problems,  but  do  not  help  us  to 
work  out  the  specific  details.  Your  experience  on  Pierce  Street  has  lieen 
an  invaluable  source,  and  I  think  they  are  very  practical  and  concrete 
suggestions. 

Then  you  have  additional  statements  or  other  statements  that  have 
been  prepai’ed  ? 

Mrs.  Jefferies.  Yes,  these  statements  are  some  that  we  thought 
would  be  helpful.  They  include  the  Pierce  Street  Eeport,  issued  in 
August,  1966  our  proposal  for  interim  housing  in  Northwest,  and  a 
proposal  for  school  site  selection.  We  have  taken  or  have  a  policy  here 
on  school  site  selections  which  we  thought  would  be  of  interest. 

Senator  Muskie.  These  will  all  be  included  in  the  record. 

Mrs.  Jefferies.  Thank  you  very  much. 

(The  materials  referred  to  will  be  included  in  the  appendix  of  these 
hearings. ) 

Senator  Muskie.  There  have  been  several  other  suggestions  offered 
in  the  course  of  the  hearings,  and  I  might  pose  a  few  of  them  to  the  both 
of  you  to  get  your  reactions.  I  could  anticipate  some  of  your  answers, 
but  we  might  just  as  well  put  them. 

One  is  that  we  ought  to  require  that  the  housing  where  the  dis¬ 
placed  will  be  relocated  be  available  before  approval  of  renewal  pro¬ 
grams  so  that  the  renewal  areas  remain  habitable  to  families  that  are 
relocated.  I  assume  that  you  both  approve  of  this? 

Mr.  Freeland.  Yes. 

Senator  Muskie.  It  is  implicit  in  some  of  Mrs.  Jefferies  suggestions. 

INIrs.  Jefferies.  This,  also,  we  have  discussed  in  the  proposal  for  the 
school  site  selection.  We  have  one  school  site  where  the  families  were 
moved  out,  and  on  this  very  site  they  have  moved  in  families  from  five 
other  school  sites  at  the  same  time  they  were  trying  to  get  the  families 
out.  The  community  feels  strongly  that  homes  should  be  built  before 
they  demolish  homes  for  another  school  site,  and  also  the  same  for 
urban  renewal.  We  feel  that  there  should  be  a  home  for  a  home. 

The  reloc-ation  plan  to  me,  has  been  very  lackadasical  sort  of  thing 
and  they  cannot  produce  the  relocation  homes  that  they  sa}"  they  have 
available  in  the  city. 
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Senator  ^Ixtskie.  The  impression  1  cot  from  yonr  description  of 
relocation  programs  in  the  city  is  that  it  is  a  sort  of  hit  or  miss  thing, 
that  it  may  or  may  not  produce  results? 

Mrs.  Jetfertes.  Eight,  and  if  you  are  a  relocatee  eligible  for  public 
housing,  there  seems  to  be  a  good  chance  that  wlien  a  unit  is  available, 
xmu  will  get  one  if  you  are  eligible.  If  you  are.  not  eligible  for  public 
housing  then  your  chances  are  pretty  slim. 

Senator  Mijskie.  What  happens  to  the  people  whose  income  is  too 
low  to  make  them  eligible  for  public  housing?  What  do  they  do? 

Mrs.  Jefferies.  Well,  they  try  to — we  have  tried  to  help  them,  as  we 
mentioned,  get  part  time  jobs  or  something,  which  is  not  always  the 
case.  They  usually  end  up  in  a  room,  in  with  relatives,  this  type  of  thing, 
and  sometimes  they  move  into  substandard  homes  that  they  cannot 
afford  to  pay  for.  These  families  or  individuals  cannot  even  afford 
the  $12  or  $15  a  week  for  a  room. 

Public  housing  would  be  much  cheaper - 

Senator  Mfskte.  The  net  effect  is  the  overci’owding  of  existing 
housing,  unless  plans  are  made  for  additional  development? 

^Irs.  Jefferies.  That  is  very  true. 

Senator  Muskie.  Would  you  concur  in  that  ? 

IMr.  Freeland.  I  do.  In  fact,  if  you  look  at  the  statistics  of  reloca¬ 
tion,  you  will  find  that  many  people  are  relocated  two  or  three  times 
out  of  slum  area  Eo.  1  into  an  area  which  becomes  slum  area  Xo.  2 
and  then  into  area  No.  3.  This  is  one  of  the  reasons,  I  suppose,  that  some 
of  the  statistievs  are  so  alarming,  because  we  are  talking  about  the  same 
individual,  the  same  family  several  different  times. 

Senator  Mijskie.  If  we  were  to  require  the  condition  of  Federal 
funding  that  the  housing  problem  of  all  people  displaced  be  solved 
before  the  project  moves  forward,  how  adequate  would  our  funding 
of  urban  renewal  and  highway  programs  at  the  present  time  be  ?  Do 
you  have  any  estimate  on  that  ?  I  assume  that  this  would  slow  down 
these  programs. 

Mr.  Freeland.  It  would.  But  one  of  the  problems  at  the  local  level, 
of  course,  is  that  as  soon  as  the  Federal  Government  says  there  is  money 
available  the  agencies  rush  to  get  it,  and  I  think  that  this  “hit-and- 
miss”  proposition  has  been  going  on  for  too  long,  not  just  in  relocation 
and  housing  problems,  but  in  many  other  areas  of  Government  activi¬ 
ties,  and  I  think  that  the  primary  responsibility  in  the  housing  should 
be  the  use  of  some  of  these  dollars  and  cents,  and  also  some  of  these 
dollars  and  cents  available  from  private  sectors  for  the  provision 
of  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  housing  for  those  people  who  are  to 
be  displaced.  Symbols  are  important  to  people,  and  the  builder  is  a 
sjunbol  of  destruction,  and  if  there  is  no  symbol  of  construction,  the 
lack  of  confidence  in  a  Govermnent  and  society  just  increases  and  is  one 
of  the  root  causes,  in  my  opinion,  of  much  of  the  disturbances  in  many 
of  the  core  cities  of  America. 

In  my  own  community  in  Pittsburgh,  an  area  which  had  been 
planned  to  death  literally  (of  coui’se,  all  of  the  plans  are  no  longer 
in  the  books  today) ,  the  people  said  no  more  bulldozers,  and  I  honestly 
believe  that  the  people  of  that  community  in  the  city  of  Pittsburgh 
will  stand  in  front  of  a  bulldozer  until  they  find  homes  for  the 
people  who  may  be  displaced. 
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Senator  ]\Iuskie.  Now  the  fact  is,  of  course,  that  there  are  a  lot 
of  these  pi’ojects,  highway  and  urban  renewal,  and  otlier  public  proj¬ 
ects,  that  were  planned  for  these  areas  because  they  were  eyesoi-es, 
not  only  because  of  the  reasons  that  you  gave  in  your  testimony.  Tlie 
people  in  these  areas  are  the  people  least  forceful  to  city  hall.  But 
the  community  wants  to  eliminate  these  eyesores.  These  eyesores  them¬ 
selves  are  a  reflection  of  inadequate  housing. 

Afr.  Freeland.  (Correct. 

Senator  Muskie.  What  are  the  }x)ssible  sources  of  housing,  as  you 
see  it  ?  Public  housing,  we  have  been  told  over  and  over  again  in  the 
Housing  Subcommittee  of  the  Banking  Committee,  is  not  tlie  answer. 
Bent  supplements  are  a  very  experimental  part  of  the  administration 
program,  entirely  innovated  to  the  local  need  of  housing.  Rehabili¬ 
tation  of  housing  is  another  program  that  has  been  started.  Obviously, 
we  need  a  greatly  expanded  program.  What  are  the  possible  directions 
in  which  we  might  move  to  expand  the  housing  supply  for  low  income 
people  ? 

]\Irs.  Jefferies.  Sir,  long  before  we  get  there  with  the  urban  re¬ 
newal  program  as  such,  I  would  like  to  see  us  move  first  to  inform 
people  in  the  community  as  to  just  what  urban  renewal  is. 

Our  area  was  declared  urban  renewal  in  October  of  1063,  but  when  it 
arrived  in  1965  people  wanted  to  know,  what  is  urban  renewal,  who 
is  RLA.  There  is  such  a  little  bit  of  knowledge  in  the  community. 

Now,  being  fearful  of  inspectors  and  people  that  might  see  that 
you  are  evicted,  naturally  when  a  man  comes  to  my  door  I  would  say 
I  only  have  three  children,  or  my  mother-in-law  does  not  live  with 
me;  and  as  a  result,  they  are  illegal  tenants  when  RLA  acquires  the 
property.  So,  I  think  you  need  to  think  about  these  services  that 
should  go  into  the  urban  renewal  type  of  area  that  would  help  the 
families  prepare  themselves  for  utban  renewal,  and  then  you  can 
actually  be  able  to  hnd  out  the  housing  needs.  Then  people  will  have 
confidence  in  the  agencies  and  begin  to  confide  in  them  and  let  them 
know  the  truth. 

Now,  in  order  to  rent  a  house,  the  landlord  will  want  to  know  how 
much  money  you  make  a  week.  Now,  if  the  house  is  $100  a  month,  I 
am  going  to  certainly  say  my  husband  makes  $100  a  week.  He  might 
only  make  $75,  but  unless  I  say  this,  he  will  not  rent  me  the  house. 
So,  as  a  result,  I  am  living  in  the  house  that  I  really  cannot  afford. 

Now,  when  the  Government  begins  to  take  all  of  the  information 
down  and  sees  this,  or  in  planning  for  a  home  for  me,  here  is  a  lady 
tliat  can  pay  $100  a  month,  when  actually  I  can  only  pay  $50,  and 
this  type  of  thing,  so  I  think  the  services  should  go  in  long  before 
the  planning  for  actual  homes  and  so  forth  are  developed. 

Senator  Muskie.  But  if  your  experience  is  any  indication,  once  you 
have  got  a  house,  once  you  have  surveyed  the  need,  you  are  going 
to  find  a  need  for  housing  that  is  not  met  by  the  community  without 
tlie  urban  renewal  projects  and  without  the  highway  projects. 

Mrs.  Jefferies.  That  is  true,  sir. 

Mr.  Freeland.  Senator,  I  feel  that  in  answer  to  the  first  question, 
that  two  things  are  absolutely  vital.  Euphemistically,  it  is  described 
in  my  statement  as  public  and  private  practices  restricting  the  access 
of  Negroes  to  housing.  The  Kerner  Commission  calls  this,  in  another 
way,  the  color  tax,  and  what  one  finds  at  the  tenant  level  in  almost 
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every  hi*^  city  is  tluit  wlien  Negroes  move  into  liousiiig  wliioh  is  iivail- 
iible,  wliieli  iias  formei’ly  been  all  white,  there,  is  an  increase  in  rent. 
Now,  in  other  words,  lam  suggesting  that  until  the  jHihlic  and  private 
I)ractices  whicli  restrict  housing  supply  available  to  nonwhites  in 
Anierica  are  ceased  with  the  aid  of  legislation  presently  on  the  hooks, 
with  the  aid  of  enforcement  of  that  legislation  at  every  level,  there 
will  he  no  resolution  of  the  ))rohlem. 

Secondly,  and  more  importjint  ly,  though  I  recognize  the  eyesore,  and 
1  even  remember  the  first  Su})reme  ('ouif  decision  when  eVesoi'cs  be¬ 
come  a  factor  in  the  right  of  a  municipality  to  exercise  eminent  do¬ 
main,  these  eyesores  will  he  with  us  forever  unless  we  have  good  plan¬ 
ning,  and  I  would  say  let  us  have  the  eyesores,  hut  decent  housing, 
and  if  it  means  fewer  urban  renewal  projects,  we  just  have  fewer 
urban  renewal  projects.  The  country  must  make  a  choice.  If  it  means 
more  money  for  planning  and  develo[)ing  housing  before  the  other 
housing  is  torn  down,  that  money  must  be  made  available  or  we  must 
recognize  that  we  have  failed  in  one  of  the  most  important  areas  of 
the  American  way  of  life.  I  think  the  decision,  at  least  the  points 
about  which  the  decision  can  be  made,  are  pretty  clear.  There  must  be 
free  access  to  the  housing  market  by  Negroes,  and  too,  Cxovernment 
must  decide  whether  the  eyesores,  the  esthetic  i)roblems,  are  more  im¬ 
portant  than  the  human  problems  of  decent,  sanitai-y,  and  safe  hous¬ 
ing  for  people. 

Senator  Muskie.  Now,  what  you  two  have  said,  in  effect,  suggests 
that  the  humane  relocation  policy  cannot  be  developed  uidess  it  is 
accompanied  by  an  expanded  housing  program. 

iMr.  Freeland.  Correct, 

Senator  Mi’skie.  You  have  made  another  point  that  had  not 
ot‘curred  to  me  before,  "i'ou  say  that  as  housing  is  destroyed  to  make 
way  for  urban  renewial  and  highway  projects,  that  it  has  the  effect  of 
shrinking  the  housing  market  and  thus  aiding  or  creating  an  ujxward 
pressure  on  rent.  To  what  extent  is  this  the  case  ^ 

Mr.  F  REELAND.  I  think  that  it  Can  be  supjxorted  in  ev^ery  major  com¬ 
munity  in  America,  In  Pittsburgh,  for  instance,  just  as  an  ex'am])Ie, 
there  was  an  old  furniture  wareliouse.  No.  1  Miller  Street,  and  when 
relcKaition  efforts  were  made  in  order  for  us  to  have  a  new  civic  arena 
with  a  retractable  roof  that  never  seems  to  work — we  got  it — and  three 
blocks  away  there  is  No.  1  Miller  Street,  and  this  old  furniture  ware¬ 
house  became  a  dwelling  unit  for  about  “5  million*’ — it  seemed  “5  mil¬ 
lion”  people. 

I  mean,  I  do  not  know  how  many  people  were  in  that  building.  They 
had  little  closets  that  became  rooms,  and  the  social  services  that  were 
rendered  to  the  people  in  there  were  fantastic,  and,  of  course,  in  larger 
cities  this  is  duplicated  on  even  a  greater  scale,  but  this  is  just  one 
exam])le,  and  the  rent  was  whatever  the  market  would  bring,  as  Mrs. 
Jetferies  has  pointed  out. 

The  poor  ])eo2:)le,  black  peo]de  in  .Vmerica,  do  pay  more  of  their 
income,  percentagewise,  for  hous’ing.  This  is  the  color  tax,  and  1  am 
certain,  as  I  said,  though  I  have  no  specific  statistics,  but  these  could 
be  made  available  from  our  national  office,  and  1  know  in  the  data 
before  the  Kerner  Commission  you  would  find  the  rate  of  increase  for 
the  displaced  person  in  his  new  setting,  and  I  think  the  rate  of  increase 
is  substantial  and  it  is  prohibitive  v  hen  you  consider  the  actual  income 
of  the  persons  ustially  there. 
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Mrs.  Jefferies.  Sir,  I  feel  strongly  about  the  staging  plan.  This  is  | 
working  somewhat  in  our  area.  The  first  families  that  moved  from  | 
Pierce  Street  and  some  of  our  area  in  1965  moved  back  a  few  weeks  f 
ago  into  new  public  housing.  They  are  in  housing  on  the  old  Siblej'  |' 
Hospital  site.  This  was  something  that  we  had  to  look  forward  to,  and  ; 
the  people  in  the  community.  Now,  we  have  22  four-bedroom  town-  ! 
houses.  These  were  filled  up  with  residents  that  lived  in  the  area  that 
were  eligible  for  this  size,  and  those  that  had  moved  out.  Now  the  list  . 
is  ready  of  families  living  in  Northwest  one  area  of  elderly  individuals,  i’ 
you  know,  couples,  and  then  for  families  eligible  for  two-bedroom 
units.  So,  here  we  are  moving  people  back  into  the  area  that  has  been  | 
redeveloped  already,  and  at  the  corner  next  to  it  is  coming  out  of  the  ! 
ground :  and  just  yesterday  the  architect  said  these  units  might  be  I 
ready  by  Christmas.  So,  then  another  part  of  the  project  area  will  be  > 
completed.  !: 

Now,  in  the  beginning  we  had  one  block.  Pierce  Street,  that  had  to  j 
have  all  the  families  relocated  to  begin  this  project  site.  That  was  the  '! 
only  little  square  of  about  50  families  that  hacl  to  go.  Some  of  them  i 
were  relocated  in  the  area  on  site  and  the  others  moved  out  into  public  ;( 
housing,  or  into  some  private  homes. 

I  think  an  effective  staging  plan  would  be  very  good  to  help  relieve  < 
relocation  problems.  Somebody  would  have  to  move,  but  certainly  ' 
not  everybody.  Then  we  work  to  speed  up  the  maintenance  service,  give  j 
a  little  bit  more  maintenance ;  and  families  are  able  to  live  in  the  homes  i 
until  something  is  ready.  J 

Now,  the  homes  that  are  being  built  now  are  221(d)  (3)  homes,  and  | 
the  sponsor  will  use  the  rent  supplements  and  the  public  housing  leas¬ 
ing  program.  So  here  we  will  have  mixed  families  here  in  this  project 
area.  It  is  a  very  exciting  thing  and  we  have  worked  long  and  hard  ! 
as  a  community  to  bring  about  miany  of  these  changes  and  recommenda-  i 
tions  that  we  started  back  in  1965.  j 

In  fact,  just  a  couple  of  weeks  ago  one  was  implemented,  and  that  i) 
was  reducing  the  rent  to  25  percent  of  the  income,  and  a  couple  of  1 
months  ago  we  got  guards  in  the  area  to  patrol  the  area,  because  the  ■: 
police  services  decrease  as  families  move  out  instead  of  increasing,  and  f 
you  are  living  between  boarded  up  homes.  So,  I  really  believe  in  the  • 
st  aging  plan,  but  it  needs  work.  /' 

Senator  Mitskie.  Well,  the  staging  plan,  as  you  have  described  it, 

I  agree.  I  think  it  makes  all  the  commonsense  in  the  world.  It  is  a  j 
phasing  of  the  whole  project  to  insure  minimum  displacement  of  people  i| 
at  any  given  time.  ij 

Mrs.  Jeffries.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Muskie.  And  adjusting  that  displacement  to  the  creation  i 
of  housing  opportunities  Avithin  the  project  itself,  and  perhaps  the  !• 
temnorary  use  of  housing  within  the  area.  ■ 

]Mrs.  Jeffries.  Right,  this  interim  housing  that  we  had  here,  all  of  ' 
these  are  very  exciting  things  that  can  help  to  relieve  the  human  suifer- 
ing  in  the  urban  renewal  in  freeway  areas  and  the  area  that  Avas  !■ 
rehabilitated  which  brought  the  people  from  the  center  leg  into  this  '' 
big  building  until,  hopefully,  that  they  Avill  be  able  to  build  their  rights  ■ 
housing  in  that  particular  area.  ' 

Senator  Baker.  Mrs.  Jeffries  and  Mr.  Freeland,  I  thank  you  for  i 
your  testimony.  I  am  sorry  I  missed  yours,  Mr.  Freeland,  but  I  haA^e  ’• 
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read  parts  of  it.  I  have  one  or  two  general  questions  I  would  like  to  put, 
in  addition  to  those  that  the  chairman  lias  already  put. 

Fir.st,  Mr.  Freeland,  if  I  may,  is  the  use  of  something  like  a  staging 
program  or  its  equivalent  in  general  use  in  the  country  or  generally 
ad\’(X“uted  in  the  country  ? 

Mr.  Freeland.  I  think  it  is  advocated.  Senator,  but  I  do  not  believe 
it  is  in  general  use. 

Senator  Baker.  Do  you  think  of  any  particular  locality  where  they 
have  made  notable  progress  in  trying  to  implement  a  staging  plan  ? 

Mr.  Freeland.  This  I  do  not  have.  I  will  try  to  make  available  to 
the  committee  such  information  las  we  have  at  the  National  Urban 
League,  and  perhaps  other  agencies  that  have  been  involved  in  this 
field  also  might  supply  you  with  information. 

Senator  Baker.  Well,  I  agree  with  both  of  you  and  with  the  chair¬ 
man,  that  some  sort  of  coherent  plan  for  the  accommodation  of  those 
who  are  displaced  in  the  name  of  progress  must  be  undertaken  to  help 
in  this  dislocation  area. 

Let  me  put  the  second  general  question  to  either  of  you:  do  you 
attach  particular  significance  to  the  apparent  tendency  to  concentrate 
available  relocation  housing  in  certain  areas  versus  the  concept  of 
trying  to  disperse  it  more  generally  throughout  other  neighborhoods  in 
the  city  ?  I  am  really  trying  to  balance  the  equities  of  trying  to  preserve 
some  semblance  of  community  identity  which  would  go  with  con¬ 
centration  of  replacement  housing  versus  the  equity  of  trying  to  dis¬ 
perse  it,  thereby  creating  the  possibility  of  avoiding,  once  again,  a  con¬ 
centration  or  isolation  of  the  community  in  new  structures. 

I  wonder  if  either  of  you  care  to  connnent  on  that. 

IMrs.  Jefferies.  From  my  own  experience,  sir  (I  think  I  got  the 
question),  of  living  in  substandard  housing,  I  wanted  good  housing  in 
a  good  neighborhood  for  my  family.  So,  this  is  where  I  looked,  but  this 
is  also  where  I  could  not  afford  to  live.  I  had  no  money  to  purchase  a 
house,  and  I  could  not  afford  the  rents,  so  then  you  look  somewhere 
else.  You  know,  you  still — -your  hopes  are  still  high. 

So,  when  it  boils  down,  you  get  anything  you  can,  any  place  you  can. 

Senator  Baker.  I  understand  that,  Mrs.  Jefferies,  but  the  point  I  am 
trying  to  develop  in  a  rather  awkward  way,  I  am  afraid,  is  whether  or 
not  3  0U  see  some  merit  in  trying  to  concentrate  replacement  housing  in 
o]ie  area,  which  more  or  less  resembles  the  concentration  of  a  neighbor¬ 
hood  that  was  displaced,  or  whether  there  is  some  merit  in  trying  to 
disperse  the  replacements,  by  relocating  them  throughout  a  more 
general  neighborhood  so  there  is  not  the  tendency  to  concentrate  ? 

That  is  the  point  I  am  trying  to  make. 

Mr.  Freeland.  I  think  ideally.  Senator,  I  understand  the  thrust  of 
your  que.stion,  and  I  think  ideally  in  America  it  would  be  the  dispersal 
of  displaced  persons  in  the  general  housing  market,  and  not  another 
area  of  concentration  for  the  creation  of  another  black  ghetto. 

However  you  point  out  identity — retention  of  the  community  iden¬ 
tity — I  think  the  Negro  community  of  America  has  reached  the  point, 
at  least,  in  the  majority  of  the  large  cities,  that  they  feel  that  the  kind 
of  dis|iersement  which  is  ideal,  which  was  considered  ideal  at  least  a 
year  ago,  may  not  be  capable  of  attainment  and,  therefore,  wherever 
there  is  decent  safe  and  sanitary  housing  these  bodies  should  be  placed. 


As  you  well  know,  there  ;ire  many  arg’umeiits  for  the  exercise  of 
power  at  the  local  level  by  not  having  the  Xegro  community  dispersed, 
but  having  it  in  a  given  ward  or  political  subdivision,  so  there  can  l>e 
maximum  use  of  “ghetto  power.'’ 

Senator  B.\ker.  And  also,  if  I  may  interrupt,  there  wmdd  be  maxi¬ 
mum  utilization  and  effectiveness  of  social  services. 

Mr.  F  'KEEL.4NU.  Yes,  I  think  that  this  wmdd  be  a  relevant  point, 
too.  My  own  view,  I  have  still  not  given  up  on  the  country  in  the  .sense 
that  I  still  believe — and  the  Xational  Urban  League  still  believes  that 
integration  is  a  desirable  g<)al,  and  that  means  housing  integration  as 
well  as  integration  at  other  levels  of  operation. 

I  am  afraid  today  that  most  of  the  people  in  America  are  convinced 
that  this  goal  is  not  going  to  be  attained  very  soon  and,  therefore,  there 
must  be  some  sort  of  short-term  alternatives.  There  are  dangers  to  a 
short-term  al  tern  at  i  ve. 

Senator  Baker.  I  wonder,  though,  if  the  short-term  alternative, 
and  1  do  not  make  my  judgment  at  this  point,  but  I  wonder  if  the 
short-term  alteniative  of  responding  to  the  desire  to  maintain,  in 
elfect,  a  black  community  identity,  is  not  really  potentially  destructive 
of  long-term  objectives I  wonder  if  that  is  not  the  sti'ongest  argument 
against  the  relocation  of  replacees  in  one  locality  which  so  often,  in  fact, 
is  t  he  case 

Mr.  Freeeand.  'Well,  theoretically,  I  agree  with  yon.  Senator.  The 
short-term  alternative  is  probably  very  dangerous  to  America,  but  I  am 
a  pragmatist.  You  see,  1  am  a  Xegro  who  no  longer  lives  in  a  black 
ghetto,  and  I  consider  integrated  housing  to  be  a  rather  important 
part  of  American  life  and  1  would  consider  it  a  rather  imi)ortant  i)art 
of  American  life  for  the  i)erson  who  rents  as  v’eH  as  the  i)erson  who 
owns. 

But  I  know  the  practicalities  and  I  know  about  the  color  tax.  Unless 
we  can  deal  with  the  practicalities,  unless  we  can  reduce  the  color  tax, 
eliminate  the  color  tax — ^and  Government  can  exercise  a  role  of  leader¬ 
ship  in  this,  so  obviously  in  the  private  sector  where  the  elimination 
must  occur — unless  we  can  do  this,  I  think  we  are  confronted  with  the 
only  alternative,  and  that  is  mass  removal  or  mass  replacement  in 
another  ghetto. 

Senator  Baker.  All  right,  sir.  On  the  question  you  touched,  Mrs. 
Jefferies,  it  occurred  to  me  in  the  course  of  your  remarks  that  in  the  face 
of  the  color  tax,  increased  rentals  and  the  like,  one  general  way  of 
overcoming  this  is  to  put  more  emphasis  on  the  assistance  that  might 
be  given  families  to  purchase  rather  than  to  rent.  I  wonder  if  you 
would  agree  that  that  is  an  area  that  we  ought  to  give  more  attention 
to  ? 

Mx‘s.  Jefferies.  I  think  so.  I  think  if  more  could  buy,  this  would  help 
because  homes  that  are  for  sale  are  more  widespread,  I  would  say,  than 
homes  for  rent.  In  the  little  ghettos  like  we  live,  you  have  little  clusteis 
of  homes  one  after  another,  that  rent,  or  maybe  someone  owns  the  liot- 
tom  flat  and  rents  the  to])  floor,  just  scattered  about,  you  know,  this 
type  of  thing. 

Senator  Baker.  AVithout  getting  too  far  afield,  because  it  is  not 
a  legitimate  part  of  this  hearing,  would  you  view  favorably  a  program 
that  generally  either  substantially  lessened  or  eliminated  the  necessity 


355 


for  a  downpayment  and  might  contemplate  some  sort  of  subsidy  of 
interest  [)ayments^ 

M  rs.  dEi'FEHiKS.  Yes.  We  do  have  in  our  area  homes  that  will  l)e  for 
sale  that  we  have  worked  to  get.  Some  will  be  rehabilitated  and  sold 
to  low-income  families  with  a  small  downpayment  and  the  monthly 
})ayments  would  only  b(\  you  know,  so  much.  And  then  there  are  six 
tlemonstation  homes,  and  the  peo})le  are  interested  in  trying  to  buy,  it 
is  wonderful  to  see.  You  Icnow,  here  is  something  that  1  can  afford  to 
buy.  They  are  applying  for  these  homes  and  hoping  that  they  will  be 
one  of  the  families.  There  are  hundreds  of  families  applying  for  less 
than  :i()  homes. 

Senator  IIakeu.  Do  you  feel  that  this  approach  might  have  collateral 
beneffts  above  and  beyond  the  simple  matter  of  accommodating  re- 
placees  or  relocatees  in  sanitary,  sa  fe,  decent  housing^ 

iNtrs.  ,Jeffei!iias.  Yes. 

Senator  Bakeu.  It  might  have  some  effect  on  the  matter  of  pride 
and  ambition  and  dignity  f  hat  are  so  sought  after. 

Mrs.  dEFFEi’jEs.  1  think  so. 

Senator  Hakeu.  1  wonder,  then,  if  I  am  not  struggling  with  the  wit¬ 
nesses  for  a  plan  that  woidd  accommodate  staging  or  planning  on  a 
methodical  basis  for  the  pur|)oses  of  i-elocatees  in  the  progress  of  high¬ 
ways  and  urban  renewal.  There  is  the  pragmatic  necessity  of  providing 
tor  them  immediately,  and  as  l)est  we  can.  Generous  elements  of  the 
desirability  of  Federal  or  governmental  assistance  to  homeownership, 
which  would  carry  with  it  then  the  element  of  discretion  for  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  neighborhoods  that  might  not  otherwise  appear  if  you  build 
large  concentrated  hoiising  units  to  accommodate  relocatees  should 
be  included  in  the  plan. 

I  wonder  if  that  is  not  where  we  are  reaching.  I  wonder,  to  |)ut  it  in 
the  form  of  a  (piestion,  would  that  general  format  have  some  general 
ap})eal  for  either  or  both  of  you  i 

Mr.  Freelaxd.  T  think  it  does.  I  think  the  Government  insurance  or 
the.  combination  of  Government  and  private  guarantees  which  would 
make  available  for  Negroes  housing  that  could  l)e  purchased  is  an 
ideal  situation.  There  are  a  number  of  matters  which  are  presently 
before  the  Congress,  and  also  other  matters  that  are  before  (’ongress 
and  before  the  leadership  of  the  Nation  that  would  point  toward  this, 
and  I  would  hojie  that  these  would  receive  approval,  and  1  would  hope 
also  that  they  would  be  involved  in  the  whole  matter  of  relocation. 

It  is  a  bigger  part  of  tlie  solution,  more  than  this  particular  problem, 
the  solution  that  you  suggest,  and  I  think  it  is  a  wise  solution. 

Senator  Bakp:k.  "Well,  it  is  more  than  just  this.  Of  course,  we  find 
this  problem  in  areas  Avhere  you  do  not  have  urban  renewal  and  high¬ 
way  projects.  I  am  distressed  to  find  that  .so  often  Ave  replace  old 
slums  with  new  slums,  and  I  think  there  must  be  a  Avay  to  OA'ercome 
this  tendency. 

I  see  homeoAvnership  as  one  of  the  Avays,  and  I  wonder  if  Ave  should 
not  devote  moi’e  of  our  attention  to  making  it  easier  to  buy  a  home. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  yon.  Senator.  Thank  you,  IMr.  Freeland 
and  Mrs.  Jefferies.  I  am  sure  AA’e  could  be  further  enlightened  if  aa'c 
conld  keep  you  longer,  but  Ave  have  tAAm  other  Avitnesses  Ave  ought  to 
hear. 


Mr.  Freeland.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  Senator 
Baker. 

Mrs.  Jefferies.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Muskie.  Our  next  witness  is  an  old  friend  who  has  been 
before  this  subcommittee  before,  Clarence  INIitchell,  director  of  the 
"iVashington  bureau  of  the  NAACP. 

TESTIMONY  OF  CLAEENCE  M.  MITCHELL,  JR.,  DIRECTOR,  WASH¬ 
INGTON  BUREAU,  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  FOR  THE  ADVANCE¬ 
MENT  OF  COLORED  PEOPLE 

Mr.  Mitchell.  INIr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee.  I 
thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  appear,  and  before  I  get  to  my  state¬ 
ment  I  would  just  like  to  take  half  a  minute  tO'  say  something  which 
I  hope  will  reach  the  attention  of  some  who  were  present  yesterday  at 
this  hearing.  I  think  the  record  ought  to  show  that  you  and  Senator 
Baker  were  among  the  Senators  who  made  it  possible  for  this  country 
to  have  a  fair  housing  law,  and  you  did  it  in  a  dedicated,  workmanlike 
way.  In  some  instances  things  that  were  in  there  might  not  necessarily 
have  been  the  way  you  wanted  them,  but  they  were  there,  and  I  think 
particularly  in  Senator  Baker’s  case  it  ought  to  be  known  that  he  said 
on  the  floor  that  he  was  interested  in  getting  a  certain  amendment  in, 
but  if  he  didn’t  get  that  amendment  he  was  going  to  vote  for  the  bill 
anyway. 

Of  course,  in  your  case,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  were  down  at  the  funeral 
of  Dr.  Martin  Luther  King,  which  certainly  you  need  not  have  been 
as  a  Senator  from  INIaine,  but  you  were  there  out  of  your  desire  to 
show  your  feeling  and  sympathy  during  a  period  of  great  tragedy. 

The  other  thing  I  would  like  to  sav  is  that  I  feel  very  ancient  here 
because  the  witness  who  was  just  before  me  is  from  my  hometown  of 
Baltimore.  Although  he  is  a  rich  lawyer  in  Pittsburgh  now,  he  also 
was  one  of  my  wife's  Sunday  school  pupils  in  our  church,  and  he  was 
one  of  the  first  Negroes  to  be  in  the  99th  Squadron,  wliich  was  part  of 
the  ,Air  Force  in  World  War  II. 

He,  along  with  others,  made  us  all  very  proud  of  them,  but  inter¬ 
estingly  in  that  period,  Negro  officers  were  not  allowed  admission  to 
the  main  officers’  section  for  recreation  and  that  kind  of  thing.  He  and 
his  associates  decided  they  were  going  to  do  what  we  now  call  “take 
direct  action.”  They  went  on  into  this  place  and  they  faced  a  court- 
martial  for  doing  so. 

They  were  in  grave  danger  of  being — he  Avas  a  captain,  as  I  remem¬ 
ber,  but  in  any  event  they  Avere  in  danger  of  being  court.-martialed.  We 
OA'ercame  that,  of  course,  but  the  interesting  thing  is  they  Avent  over 
to  Europe  and  fought  for  their  country.  They  hai^e  come  back  and  are 
noAV  good  citizens.  I  think  it  is  important  in  these  times  to  knoAv  that 
the  fight  for  freedom  did  not  begin  just  yesterday,  and  there  are  am- 
rious  Avays  of  carrying  it  on. 

I  think  also  Ave  have  got  to  realize  that  we  must  abandon  this  de¬ 
featist  attitude  of  assuming  that  we  are  not  getting  anyAvhere,  and 
nothing  is  any  good.  The  fact  that  you  and  Senator  Baker  are  here 
is  an  indication  of  the  concern  of  the  elected  officials  for  trying  to  do 
something  about  the  problems  that  confront  this  Nation. 
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I  think  the  peo]>le  who  are  over  at  what  is  called  Ilesurroctioii  City 
are  exercising  a  legitimate  American  right  to  petition  for  redress. 
I  think  it  is  also  awfully  important  for  the  voice  of  the  concerned 
group  in  Congress,  like  yourself,  to  reach  out  there  to  the  Mall  so 
that  they  can  know  that  they  are  being  heaixl  and  some  of  the  things 
they  are  down  here  about  are  being  handled. 

Having  said  that,  I  will  come  back  to  my  statement  then. 

Senator  MrsKiE.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  jMitchell.  IMr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  sul)Committee, 
I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  S.  698.  It  is  my  opinion 
that  the  ]nirposes  of  this  bill  ai'e  most  impoitant.  One  of  the  elements 
I  lacking  in  many  programs  for  the  public  good  is  that  of  consideration 
of  the  rights  and  convenience  of  the  individual. 

In  the  statement  of  introduction  made  on  January  26  by  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  in  the  language  of  the  bill,  itself,  one  senses  a  desire 
of  the  chief  supporter  and  his  associates  to  make  certain  that  there 
is  a  mininunn  of  inconvenience  to  the  individual  and  maximum  pro¬ 
tection  of  his  rights  while  making  changes  that  will  benefit  the  country 
as  a  whole. 

I  wish  to  make  the  following  comments: 

1.  By  assuring  coordination  and  cooperation  in  the  use  and  admin¬ 
istration  of  Federal  grants  this  bill  will  eliminate  a  great  deal  of  waste 
and  confusion.  However,  it  should  also  give  assurance  that  the  people 
:  of  the  country  will  not  be  forced  to  sell  their  homes  just  because  it  is 
possible  to  save  a  few  dollars  by  running  a  highway  thi’ough  the 
homeowner’s  living  room  instead  of  through  some  part  of  town  where 
the  costs  of  land  acquisition  may  be  higher  or  because  of  arbitrary 
official  actions. 

There  should  also  be  assurance  that  those  who  want  to  stay  in 
places  of  business  or  continue  to  live  in  their  homes  while  broad 
:  programs  of  property  improvement  are  underway  will  have  a  reason¬ 
able  opportunity  to  do  so. 

A  classic  example  of  ai*bitrary  selection  of  a  highway  site  came  to 
us  from  Montgomery,  Ala.,  in  1966.  The  writer  of  the  complaint  said 
that  a  proposed  highway  was  planned  to  go  through  one  area  of  a 
,  community  but  the  route  was  changed,  and  I  quote  from  his  statement : 
“Go  right  through  the  middle  of  Eev.  Ralph  Abernathy’s  pai’sonage.” 

The  writer  of  the  complaint  said  a  highway  official  had  told  him 
that  using  that  particular  route  “would  get  that  preacher  out  of 
town.”  Fortunately,  the  plan  was  changed  so  that  Mr.  Abernathy’s 
parsonage  was  not  taken  but  other  desirable  homes  of  colored  persons 
1  were  taken. 

:  I  would  like  to  offer  for  the  record,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  telegram 

i  which  came  this  morning  from  Mr.  Fred  Gray,  who  is  a  lawyer  in 
I  ^Montgomery,  in  which  he  confirms  the  fact  that  the  original  plan 
j  would  have  taken  Reverend  Abernathy’s  parsonage,  right  through 
\  his  living  room.  It  was  changed  because  of  protest,  but  it  still  took 
a  large  number  of  very  good  homes  occupied  by  colored  people. 

Senator  Mitskie.  That  will  be  included  in  the  record. 

]Mr.  Mttchele.  Mr.  William  R.  iMoi'ris,  director  of  the  NAACP’s 
housing  program,  has  submitted  these  two  examples  of  indifference 
to  human  needs  in  governmental  action  that  displaces  people : 
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(a)  riip  town  ()f  Ossining,  X.Y.,  is  tlio  source  of  major  complaint 
because  a  State  liio-hway  profjram  tlireatens  to  force  approximately 
one-third  of  the  Xe<*ro  po])nlation  to  move.  He  says  rehK-ation  housing; 
is  nonexistent.  The  town’s  Workable  Proa'rain  for  Community  Im- 
jn-ovement  expired  in  lOGd.  The  lu)nsin<r  authority  is  defunct  and 
exists  only  on  ])a])er.  If  the  i)roo-ram  ])roceeds,  these  peoj)le  must 
leave  the  town  to  locate  othei*  honsintr. 

The  second  illustration  is:  in  Dunkirk,  X.Y.,  complaiints  are  beiu" 
received  that  families  are  forced  to  move  because  of  bnildiipff  code 
violations  in  rental  property.  There  is  no  relocation  housing*;  available. 

I  he  city  has  an  nrhan  renewal  pro^’ram  for  the  downtown  area.  Thei’e 
is  no  ])nblic  honsin<r  avaihd)le.  The  town  wants  to  h>cate  a  ])roject 
in  the  Xe^'ro  neic^hboi-lmod  where  overcrowding  of  the  .school  has 
already  resulted  in  businpf  of  children.  ITe  is  prc^in^  for  scattei'ed 
site  housino-  which  Senator  Baker  indicated  mitrht  be  desirable  and 
plans  are  at  a  .standst'ill. 

Ba.st  year  we  received  a  complaint  from  Soutli  Carolina  indicatinc; 
Biat  a  number  of  colored  farmers  were  bein<r  forced  to  sell  their  land. 
Some  of  them  were  elderly  and  had  no  means  to  locate  elsewhere. 

T  pon  investip-ation  it  turned  out  that  the  Government  was  expandinii: 
a  wild  bird  .sanctuary.  Although  this  is  a  very  fine  project  for 
preservino-  wildlife,  it  would  seem  that  some  arrangement  could  be 
worked  out  under  which  t>ersons  livine:  in  the  area  mip-ht  be  allowed 
to  I'emain  if  they  pivferred  to  do  so. 

As  T  understand  it,  the  Department  of  the  Tnterioi'  sometimes  Avorks 
out  arranp'ements  of  this  kind,  but  this  possibility  for  beinp-  allowed 
to  stay  was  not  revealed  to  the  j^ersons  who  were  beinc’  displaced. 

In  that  connection  also,  Wr.  Chairman,  T  would  like  to  otTer  for 
the  record  an  cxchanp-e  of  correspondence  on  this  matter  which  sub¬ 
stantiates  the  fact  that  it  was  for  a  wildlife  preseiwe  and,  in  fact, 
this  sipniticant  paraprraph  is  in  it: 

Altliongli  the  title  to  these  lands  is  now  vested  in  the  Thiited  States,  the 
P.nrean  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  is  permitting  the  owners  to  farm  the 
land  during  the  1067  crop  year  and  the  present  oecupants  to  remain  on  the 
land  until  they  can  make  arrangements  to  reloeate,  but  not  bevoiid  Deeenil)er  .31, 
1067. 

That  letter  is  dated  February  IT.  1067.  1  just  cannot  for  the  life 
of  me  sex'  how  it  is  p'o-inp  to  hurt  the  birds  to  have  some  people  li^-e 
on  the  land  after  the  Government  improves  it,  and  T  cannot  understand 
why  in  makinp  these  plans  Interior  or  other  apencies  would  not  do 
as  yo)ir  bill  snppests.  take  into  consideration  the  effect  it  is  p-oinp 
to  have  on  humans  who  are  in  the  area. 

Senator  IMuskie.  That  correspondence  ivill  be  included.  Xow,  that 
date  is  in  the  past.  Do  yon  know  what  has  happened  ? 

Mr.  Mrrc’iiELi..  T  do  not,  except  that  the  date  of  cutoff  has  been 
reached  and  T  assume  that  they  are  no  lonper  there.  I  tried  to  pet  one 
of  them  on  the  ]jhone  this  morninp,  or  at  least  a  per.son  who  knows 
about  it  on  the  phone  this  morninp,  and  T  was  unable  to  reach  him,  so 
I  could  not  pet  it  up  to  date,  as  T  did  on  the  INIonpomery  situation.  ^ 

Mr.  i\BTriiELi..  In  readinp  the  bill  T  have  the  impression  that  there  is 
a  need  to  nnike  some  of  the  safepuards  mandatoiT  and  this  is  one  reason 
why  I  suppest  this:  for  exaripile.  1  would  chanpe  the  word  “should”  ' 
in  line  19  on  pape 52  to  “shall.” 


On  i)age  nO,  I  woiild  reword  lines  IT  llirongh  -I?)  by  eliininuting  the 
phrase,  “if  consistent  with  project  requirements.-’  1  would  add  a  pro¬ 
vision  re(piiring  a,bsolnte  assurance  of  rehousing  before  displacement. 
1  would  include  the  same  protection  in  lines  22  through  24  on  page  oC). 

2.  The  bill  contains  a  number  of  suggestions  on  assisting  liome- 
owners,  tenants,  and  owners  of  small  business  in  getting  out  of  the 
areas  that  are  to  be  used  for  various  kinds  of  im})rovement.  As  I  have 
said  before,  in  some  instances  ‘‘should"  is  used.  It  is  my  opinion  that 
the  word  “shall'’  is  necessary.  For  example,  line  8  on  page  50  and  lines 
5  and  9  on  pages  52  seem  inadecpiate  for  ])rotection  of  some  persons. 

Also,  1  thiidv  that  we  need  to  give  moi'e  attention  to  the  possibility 
of  allowing  owners  to  stay  in  some  areas  that  are  being  improved.  For 
example,  the  construction  of  an  underpass  and  the  widening  of  the  100 
block  of  Massachusetts  Avenue,  Northwest,  in  Washington  have  caused 
a  considerable  amount  of  demolition  that  has  adversely  affected  the 
businesses  in  the  area. 

In  one  case,  the  ownei-  of  a  di’ugstore  has  Ireen  in  the  community  for 
many  years.  His  property  is  obviously  valuable.  It  would  seem  that 
every  consideration  should  be  given  to  making  it  financially  attractive 
for  this  kind  of  businessman  to  stay  and  benefit  from  whatever  im¬ 
provement  there  is  in  the  area. 

I  might  say  that  my  knowledge  of  the  potential  value  of  that  prop¬ 
erty  comes  from  the  fact  that  our  office  for  many  years  was  located  at 
100  Massachusetts  Avenue,  and  at  the  time  we  first  became  tenants  we 
could  have  purchased  it  for  $14,000,  but  we  do  not  like  to  own  prop¬ 
erty  as  an  organization  and  did  not  purchase  it.  Subsequently,  it  was 
sold  to  someone  on  the  death  of  some  of  the  owners  for  $30,000,  and  it 
is  my  understanding  that  the  last  sale  of  the  property  amounted  to 
something  in  excess  of  $70,000. 

Now,  it  seems  to  me  that  somebody  must  realize  that  is  going  to  be  a 
very  valuable  spot.  The  drugstore  to  which  I  refer  is  in  that  same 
general  area,  and  it  seems  to  me  something  ought  to  be  done  to  see  that 
a  businessman  like  tliat  can  stay  in  the  area  if  he  wants  to  stay  there. 
Fortunately,  he  is  still  holding  out.  I  do  not  know  how  long  he  will  do 
it,  but  in  any  event,  I  think  we  should  not  leave  it  to  chance.  I  think 
legislation  ought  to  guarantee  it. 

A  filling  station  operator  in  the  area  finally  gave  up  his  business 
because  the  roadway  construction  severely  reduced  the  volume  of  his 
trade.  In  that  case  a  little  assistance  might  well  have  pei-mitted  him  to 
hold  on  until  the  work  was  completed.  At  that  time  the  location  will  be 
excellent. 

Mdien  this  construction  started,  it  was  difficult  for-  people  to  get  into 
his  station  and  he  tried  to  hold  out  as  long  as  he  could,  but  eventual!}" 
he  had  to  give  up  and  somebody  else  took  it  over. 

On  the  whole,  S.  G98  contains  safeguards  that  would  correct  the 
Avorst  kinds  of  abuses  that  now  alHict  those  who  are  displaced  by 
various  public  ])rojects  or  Government  assisted  private  programs.  Hoav- 
eA'er,  there  are  some  serious  problems  Avhich  are  not  coA^ered  by  the 
relocation  provisions  of  title  VIII.  For  example,  the  proviso  beginning- 
on  line  22,  page  36,  does  not  seem  to  help  the  homeoAvner  Avho  will  not 
get  enough  money  from  the  sale  of  his  dAvelling  to  permit  him  to  buy 
in  a  different  area. 
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You  may  know  a  Mrs.  Muri)hy  who  was  in  the  same  kind  of  a  situ¬ 
ation  I  liave  just  mentioned.  Well,  I  know  a  Mrs.  Perkins  who  is  in 
the  same  kind  of  a  situation  that  I  have  just  mentioned.  She  is  a  lady 
who  I  guess  is  about  70,  owns  a  little  two-story  house  in  a  neighbor¬ 
hood  which  is  not  too  attractive,  but  her  home  is  well  taken  care  of  and 
very  nice.  When  the  urban  renewal  gets  into  that  area  and  buys  her 
house,  even  if  she  gets  as  much  money  as  the  bill  makes  it  possible  for 
her  to  get,  it  will  not  be  enough  for  her  to  move  to  another  home  and 
become  an  owner,  which  means  that  this  elderly  lady,  who  has  all  her 
life  l>een  an  independent  homeowner  and  taxpayer,  will  not  be  able  to 
do  it  unless  we  find  some  way  to  make  more  money  available. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  administration  testified,  1  think  it  was  last 
week,  recoimnending  that  up  to  $5,000  be  available  in  addition  to 
the  fair  market  price  to  cover  just  this  kind  of  situation. 

I  take  it  you  would  be  receptive  to  that  suggestion. 

Mr.  ISIiTOHEim.  Indeed,  I  would.  1  think  that  up  to  $5,000  in  that 
situation  might  very  well  be  adequate.  I  would  say  that  a  comparable 
dwelling,  a  dwelling  comparable  to  the  kind  she  now  occupies,  proba¬ 
bly  would  cost  in  that  market  at  around  $8,000  or  $9,000,  which  would 
mean  that  she  would  get  her  price  from  the  Government  and  presuma¬ 
bly  up  to  $5,000  m  addition.  There  might  be  a  little  left  over  that  is  not 
taken  care  of. 

But  I  have  another  suggestion  in  here  that  might  fill  that  gap. 

Senator  Baker.  If  the  chairman  will  yield,  and  Mr.  Mitchell  will 
permit,  there  is  also  testimony  taken  at  those  hearings  that  considera¬ 
tion  should  be  given  to  the  test  of  replacement  value  as  distinguished 
from  fair  market  value  of  the  facility  taken.  It  seems  to  me  that  that 
may  be  a  more  equitable  approach  to  the  matter  than  the  allocation 
or  the  allowance  of  an  arbitrary  additional  “moving  cost."  Once  again, 
I  have  an  open  mind  on  this  but  I  think  we  have  got  to  recognize  the 
fact  that  in  the  case  of  involimtary  displacement  the  replacement  is 
the  significant  cost  rather  than  the  fair  market  value  of  the  property 
taken,  and  some  consideration  should  be  given  to  it. 

Mr.  Mitchell.  Oh,  I  think  that  is  so  true.  There  was  a  case  here 
in  the  IVashington  area  where  an  elderly  gentleman  owned  some  prop¬ 
erty  that  was  needed  by  private  development  and  he  held  out,  even 
though  he  just  had  a  little  shack,  so  he  got,  I  think,  nearly  $100,000  in 
the  end.  Well,  if  we  were  in  a  private  operation,  obviously,  the  owner 
could  hold  out  and  get  what  he  wanted. 

I  think,  as  you  have  indicated,  that  equity  would  suggest  that  we 
do  something  which  at  least  makes  it  possible  for  the  displaced  person 
not  to  suffer  because  he  gets  the  fair  market  value  of  his  house,  but 
cannot  purchase  a  similar  place  for  that  amount  elsewhere.  Also - 

Senator  Hansen.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  interrupt,  let  me  say 
first  of  all  that  I  am  very  much  interested  in  your  testimony,  Mr. 
Mitchell.  I  might  add,  parenthetically,  I  subscribe  to  the  statement 
made  by  Senator  Baker.  It  seems  to  me  that  that  is  the  test  that  should 
be  applied,  and  not  the  application  of  the  fixed  amount  on  top  of  what 
otherwise  might  be  available. 

But  if  we  are  thinking  about  trying  to  put  a  person  back  into  the 
status  that  he  was  in  prior  to  the  exercise  of  the  rights  of  eminent 
domain,  I  think  we  have  got  to  be  concerned  with  the  replacement. 
On  that  basis,  have  you  any  idea  as  to  the  impact  that  these  programs 
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have  liad  insofar  as  placing  a  person  in  a  position  to  go  out  and  to  ac¬ 
quire  the  property  so  to  he  in  substantia  11}’  as  good  a  position  as  he 
was  prior  to  the  taking  ? 

Mr.  Mii'Chell.  I  would  say,  Senator  Hansen,  that  I  do  not  know 
of  any  case  where  an  individual  has  moved  from  a  dwelling  because 
of  ui’ban  renewal  or  redevelopment  or  some  other  kind  of  a  pro¬ 
gram  and  has  been  able  to  get  enough  money  as  a  result  of  the  sale  to 
})urchase  free  and  clear  another  place  to  live  or  conduct  a  business,  so 
that,  so  far  as  I  know,  and  admit  1  do  not  know  the  whole  story, 
but  1  do  have  some  extensive  first-hand  knoAvledge,  I  do  not  know  of 
any  instance  where  an  individual  has  been  put  in  the  same  position 
that  he  was  as  to  occupancy  and  ownership  after  he  has  been  dis¬ 
placed,  even  though  he  has  received  compensation. 

Senator  Hansen.  I  just,  have  one  further  question.  I  suspect  that  a 
person  having  to  make  this  transition,  havmg  been  forced  against  his 
wishes  to  sell  his  home  or  his  business,  woidd  find  that  he  is  also  con¬ 
fronted  with  a  number  of  other  costs  when  he  tries  to  reestablish  him¬ 
self  in  another  area — the  cost  of  moving  his  family,  his  furniture,  and 
trying  to  Imild  up  a  new  clientele. 

1  think  it  would  be  helpful  to  the  committee  if  we  had  some  reading 
based  upon  an  accumulation  of  experiences  that  would  spell  out  all 
the  prolilems  confronting  people  who  arc  forced  to  move.  Would  you 
not  share  my  feeling  on  that,  Mr.  Chairman  ? 

Senator  Meskie.  Yes,  to  the  extent  that  that  information  has  been 
accumulated  and  is  analyzed. 

Senator  Hansen.  'Whatever  there  is,  and  I  have  no  way  of  knowing, 
but  I  think  it  would  help  to  present  a  total  picture  for  us. 

i\Ir.  JMitciiell.  I  agree.  Senator  Hansen.  I  would  think  it  would 
do  two  thmgs :  first,  it  ought  to  be  in  the  hands  of  the  various  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies  who  have  been  handling  these  transactions,  and  if  it  is 
not  in  their  hands  it  means  that  they  have  not  been  giving  the  people 
the  service  they  ought  to  have  given.  If  it  is  in  their  hands,  I  think  it 
will  show  pretty  much  what  I  have  said,  and  it  would  be  a  very  reliable 
figure. 

It  might  cause  a  lot  of  people  to  understand,  again,  the  importance 
of  this  bill.  So  I  hope  - - - 

Senator  Muskie.  I  would  have  my  doubts  that  there  is  available  in 
Government  agencies  anything  that  would  reflect  the  statement  you 
have  made,  Clarence,  that  you  cannot  recall  an  instance  in  which 
anyone  has  been  made  whole. 

If  any  Government  agency  had  such  a  dociunent  and  statistic,  it 
simply  has  been  remiss  in  not  presenting  it  to  the  Congress  before. 

Senator  Baker.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  say  in  that  same  general 
respect,  I  have  an  idea  that  the  administrative  agencies  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  could  supply  this  information.  The  Government  could  supply 
information  on  the  practice  of  making  one  offer  for  the  acquisition 
of  the  property,  and  then  reducing  th^  offer  if  the  landowner  elects 
to  litigate.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  Government  is  dealing  in  a  most 
cavalier  manner  in  situations  when,  say,  an  arbitraiy  amount  of 
$10,000  is  offered  for  voluntary  acquisition,  the  landowner  does  not 
accept  it,  and  they  reduce  the  offer  or  the  tender  to  say,  $6,000  upon 
going  to  court. 


362 


This  certainly  is  not  in  keeping  ^vitll  the  idea  of  the  equitable  etl'ort 
to  make  the  displacee  whole.  Now,  I  wonder  if  the  chairman  wonld 
he  willing  to  ask  ai)propriate  agencies  to  supply  us  information  to 
the  extent  of  that  practice.  I  know  of  my  own  knowledge  that  it  does 
exist. 

Mr.  Mitciifxl.  I  do,  too. 

Senator  Baker.  I  wonld  be  very  interested  in  finding  out  how 
extensive  it  is  in  those  concerned  with  highway  projects,  with  urban 
renewal  projects,  with  other  projects,  including  the  Cor])S  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  not  to  single  them  out  specifically,  but  along  with  others  who 
are  involved  in  the  acquisition  of  pro])erties  and  the  displacemeid  of 
people  by  eminent  domain. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  think  there  are  probably  other  lines  of  inquiry 
that  could  accompany  the  two  you  two  Senators  have  suggested, 
and  I  woidd  ask  the  staff  to  do  that  with  the  Department — I  do  not 
know  to  what  extent  the  De})artment  of  Trans])ortation  might  have 
documentation  of  the  practices  of  the  various  State  highway  com¬ 
missions,  but  to  the  extent  that  they  are  in  a  ])Osition  to  provide 
information  we  ought  to  explore  it  along  these  lines  and  others  that 
occur  to  you. 

Senator  Baker.  I  am  sure,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  they  do  have  be¬ 
cause  they  reserve  the  right  to  pass  on  the  transaction  the  amount  of 
the  original  tender  offered  and  the  amount  of  money  actually  ten¬ 
dered  in  court  according  to  various  procedures  for  eminent  domain. 
I  am  certain  those  two  are  available,  and  I  think  that  might  give 
us  some  reasonable  information  on  the  picture. 

Mr.  Mitchell.  I  think  that  would  be  true  of  many  of  the  States 
and  cities  also  and,  probably,  to  a  much  worse  degree  than  the 
Federal  Government. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  had  not  thought  of  it,  but  I  do  not  think  that 
I  Avould  be  disposed  to  quarrel  at  all  with  the  general  statement 
that  you  have  made.  Senator  Hansen  ? 

Senator  Hansen.  It  could  be  that  this  additional  facet  of  inter¬ 
est  has  already  been  explored.  But  if  it  has  not,  what  are  the  rules 
and  guidelines  that  apply  in  the  passing  of  title  with  the  exercise 
of  eminent  domain  insofar  as  tax  liability  is  concerned?  Are  there 
certain  times  Avithin  which  a  reinvestment  can  be  made?  Has  that 
question  been  explored  ? 

Mr.  Mitchell.  There  is  a  provision  in  this  bill  which  I  beliei’e 
is  designed  to  try  to  meet  that  problem  in  that  the  extra  amounts 
Avhich  are  gi\^en  are  not  to  be  considered  as  taxable  income.  I  do 
not  recall  the  section,  but  I  assume  that  is  Avhat  the  framers  of  the 
legislation  had  in  mind. 

Senator  Hansen.  Does  it  make  any  difference  whether  or  not  that 
aAvard  is  reinvested  in  other  income-producing  property  on  a  whole  ? 

]Mr.  Mitchell.  There  is  a  requirement,  as  1  recall,  that  it  must 
be  in  property  AA'here  you  acquire  the  fee,  or  a  99-year  lease,  and 
that  either  is  a  home  in  the  case  of  a  homeoAvner,  or  a  business  in  the 
case  of  a  businessman,  as  covered  by  this  bill,  Avhich  I  think  is  a  A’ery 
good  provision. 

Also  the  “substantial  economic  injury”  clause  in  lines  20  and  21 
on  page  40  may  Avell  preA^ent  many  small  operators  from  getting  the 
kind  of  assistance  they  Avould  need  in  a  iieAv  area.  Elderly  and  eA^en 
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some  middle-aged  homeowners  and  small  business  operators  may  have 
difficulty  getting  funds  to  make  inn)rovements  required  as  a  con¬ 
dition  of  remaining  in  an  area  of  renewal  or  j)ublic  imi>rovement. 

And  here  is  that  suggestion,  Mr.  Chairman,  1  referred  to  which 
1  think  might  till  a  gap  between  the  $5,000  conditional  sum  and  the 
amount  that  the  individual  is  able  to  get  himself. 

I  would  like  to  suggest  consideration  of  establishing  a  revolving 
fund  capable  of  making  high-risk,  long-term,  low-interest  loans  to 
such  persons.  It  is  my  opinion  that  such  a  fund  would  require  a 
Government  subsidy  but  it  would  be  better  to  spend  for  this  kind  of 
program  than  to  convert  a  former  homeowner  into  a  renter  or  to 
change  a  small  businessman  into  a  relief  client. 

3.  The  bill's  provisions  for  identifying  and  policing  Federal  moneys 
going  to  the  States  are  very  much  needed.  I  note  that  in  the  bill  it  is 
])ermitted  that  the  State  need  not  set  up  a  separate  bank  account  for 
these  funds.  I  do  not  know  whether  there  is  any  fiscal  reason  for  that, 
but  1  certainly  would  hope  that  if  it  did  not  have  a  separate  bank  ac¬ 
count  for  these  Federal  moneys  there  would  be  some  way  of  keeping 
them  clearly  separated  from  State  funds  in  some  kind  of  a  separate 
account. 

One  hears  a  great  deal  about  how  much  the  Federal  Government  is 
taking  from  the  States,  but  little  about  what  is  sent  back.  In  addition, 
it  is  very  difficult  to  get  an  accurate  rimdowm  on  just  how  much  Federal 
money  comes  into  a  State  and  the  i^urposes  for  which  it  is  to  be  spent. 

The  States  should  be  required  to  make  this  kind  of  information 
readily  available  to  the  public  at  all  times.  The  State  should  be  re¬ 
quired  to  publish  that  amount  of  money,  the  purposes  and  that  sort 
of  thing  at  least  once  a  year  in  some  kind  of  a  publication  where  peo¬ 
ple  would  see  it.  The  people  of  our  country  should  know  as  much 
as  jmssible  about  the  programs  that  are  tinanced  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

In  some  communities  it  is  very  hard  to  get  information.  Last  week,,, 
for  example,  I  received  a  call  from  Mississippi  that  residents  in  a 
place  called  Senatobia — I  do  not  know  whether  that  is  a  spot  for 
Senators  or  not — but  in  any  event,  they  were  being  asked  to  sell  their 
property  for  a  federally  assisted  program,  but  they  did  not  know  what 
the  program  was. 

I'^nfortunately,  it  is  typical  that  officials  of  some  communities  do 
not  believe  that  people  atfected  by  public  programs  have  a  right  to 
know  all  the  facts. 

4.  The  bill  provides  for  technical  assistance.  This  is  especially  im¬ 
portant  among  persons  who  have  good  intentions  and  great  dedication, 
but  no  particular  experience  in  carrying  out  certain  programs.  At 
times  it  seems  that  the  supply  of  technicians  is  not  keeping  pace  with 
the  need  for  such  services.  I  believe  that  we  must  give  more  thought 
to  developing  a  supply  of  technicians  in  all  fields. 

I  also  believe  that  there  must  be  some  way  of  resolving  conflicting 
[  advice  which  i^ersons  receive  from  the  Federal  Government.  Not  long 
I  ago  I  was  asked  to  intervene  in  a  dispute  over  use  of  the  waiters  of 
the  Chesapeake  Bay  for  sewage  disposal.  Apparently,  this  involved  at 
least  three  ditt'erent  agencies.  To  some  extent  they  gave  conflicting 
views  on  whether  use  of  the  Bay  would  result  in  a  health  hazard  to, 
,  beachfront  property. 


9r)-r.2(5 — 6S 


24 


364 


With  tlie  jxmat  stress  on  cleaninir  np  waterways,  it  is  diftieiilt  to  see 
wliy  any  a<rency  of  the  Federal  Government  would  assist  in  niakinc 
the  Chesapeake  Bay  a  part  of  a  sewage  disposal  system  hut  apparently 
this  is  what  happened.  The  experts  also  decided  that  it  would  not  he 
a  health  hazard  to  beaches.  I  was  unable  to  make  a  copy  of  this,  iNfr. 
Chainnan,  but  I  woidd  a])preciate.  with  the  committee’s  permi.ssion  to 
offer  for  inclusion  in  the  record,  whei’ever  you  think  it  is  appropriate, 
a  release  dated  INIarch  0,  1907,  from  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
stressing  the  importance  of  cleaning  up  estuarine  waters,  and  of 
course  the  Chesapeake  Bay  is  a  body  of  water  with  salt  and  fresh 
water. 

As  one  of  the  things  as  a  hazard  in  the  area,  they  want  especially  to 
avoid  pollution  of  coastal  areas  by  dumping  in  these  kinds  of  things. 

Senator  Muskie.  That  will  be  inserted  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Mttciieee.  Thank  you. 

The  fifth  point  is,  there  is  a  great  need  for  coordination  of  ])rograms 
in  order  that  those  who  are  supposed  tf)  benefit  fi'om  them  get  the  maxi- 
mmn  possible  service.  A  few  nights  ago  I  visited  a  very  excellent 
home  for  elderly  persons.  It  was  built  with  Federal  aid.  At  a  late  hour 
one  of  the  residents  decided  she  would  take  her  clog  for  a  walk. 

As  I  observed  the  neighborhood,  it  offered  a  potential  hazard  even  to 
a  physically  fit  young  individual  but  there  were  no  policemen  in  sight. 
It  would  seem  to  me  that  when  such  projects  are  built,  there  should 
be  some  kind  of  planning  that  will  insure  adequate  security.  This 
cmdd  be  done  by  agreements  with  the  local  police  forces  or  making 
additional  funds  available  for  the  training  and  hiring  of  individuals 
who  would  give  adequate  protection  to  person  and  property  in  such 
cases. 

There  must  also  be  some  assurance  that  the  nonconforming  uses 
which  cause  neighborhoods  to  deteriorate  do  not  come  back  in  after 
rehabilitation. 

IIHien  former  Senator  Douglas  conducted  hearings  in  Baltimore, 
one  witness  testified  as  follows : 

I  served  on  a  municipally  appointed  committee  to  study  the  correlation  of 
the  excessive  nnmher  of  liquor  outlets  in  the  center  city  with  residential  blight, 
slums,  and  deterioration  of  residential  neighborhoods.  We  spent  over  a  year 
making  a  study  for  the  benefit  of  the  Mayor,  the  Liquor  Board,  and  the  Urban 
Renewal  Agency.  We  found  a  high  correlation  between  the  number  of  liquor 
outlets  and  residential  blight. 

In  Harlem  Park,  our  committee  found  not  only  an  excessive  number  of  liquor 
outlets,  but  an  oversaturation.  There  were  36  taverns  and  liquor  outlets  in  32 
residential  blocks.  Now,  this  seems  to  me  that  that  is  just  a  little  bit  too  much 
public  convenience,,  when  you  can  get  a  drink  at  every  block,  and  maybe  you  get 
too  many. 

Further,  we  found  that  most  of  these  liquor  outlets  were  nonconforming  com- 
merical  uses  on  the  first  fioor  of  residential  buildings. 

Eecently,  the  same  witness  developed  information  showing  that  land 
cleared  for  redevelopment  was  also  being  used  to  bring  in  businesses 
that  did  not  belong  in  residential  areas.  In  one  case,  a.  home  for  the 
elderly  is  being  built  under  the  auspices  of  a  church  and  a  fraternal 
order.  At  the  same  time,  an  adjoining  parcel  of  land  is  to  be  used 
for  a  night  club. 

We  must  develop  some  Federal  standards  which  will  be  safe¬ 
guards  against  local  planning  which  defeats  the  broad  purposes  of 
redevelopment  and  renewal.  Although  I  strongly  favor  local  level 
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initiative,  I  think  we  must  be  sure  tliat  we  avoid  the  kind  of  local 
pressures  which  undoubtedly  cause  blight  and  deterioration  in  areas 
we  are  trying  to  save. 

Now,  iMr.  Chairman,  we  in  our  organization  have  been  willing 
to  spend  mone}’  to  try  to  protect  neighborhoods  against  blight,  and  1 
will  otfer  for  the  record  the  case  of  the  City  of  Jialthnore,  The 
HchneUler  Bedding  Company  v.  The  Xatiorud  Assoriation  for  the 
Adeancement  of  Colored  People^  which  was  in  the  ^Maryland  Court 
of  Appeals  Januar}’  22, 19G0. 

In  this  case,  we  are  face  to  face  with  the  kind  of  problem  that 
individuals  must  meet  in  local  communities.  It  involves  a  residential 
area  that  was  not  high  class,  but  the  people  living  there  were  happy, 
some  were  homeowners,  and  that  sort  of  thing. 

The  Planning  Commission  of  the  city  said  that  a  petition  to  build 
a  mattress  factory  next  door  to  one  of  their  residents  should  not  be 
granted,  but  the  zoning  board  said  that  it  should  be  granted,  and 
the  city  council  subsequently  approved  the  zoning  board's  position, 
with  the  result  that  unless  the  persons  involved  had  carried  that  mat¬ 
ter  to  the  court  of  appeals,  the  property  wordd  ha\’e  been  used  for  a 
factory.  Well,  it  costs  money  to  go  to  the  court  of  appeals,  but  we  spent 
it,  and  the  case  was  won  there,  with  the  court  holding  that  this  came 
under  the  arbitrary  capricious  administrative  r  ule,  and  that  it  was  not 
proper  for  the  city  council  to  have  approved  use  of  the  property  as  a 
factory,  especially  sirrce  the  Planning  Commission  had  said  tliat  it 
w'as  not  the  thing  to  do. 

Well,  that  kind  of  experience  is  what  many  people  who  live  in  these 
blighted  areas  have  to  face  all  the  time.  They  either-  put  up  with  the 
blight  or  they  spend  their  money  to  get  redress  in  court. 

Now,  your  bill  reaches  into  that  matter  and  I  hope  that  we  will  have 
some  pretty  firm  standards  so  that  when  we  clean  up  these  places  and 
try  to  nrake  them  better  for  individuals,  that  we  will  not  have  some¬ 
body  coming  in  with  a  jrrnkyard  or  a  nice  go-go  dance  operation- — rrot 
that  I  have  anythirrg  against  those.  I  am  not  sure  I  know  what  they 
are,  brrt  the  fellows  who  have  the  go-go  dance  places  and  the  junk¬ 
yards  arrd  the  things  of  that  sort  usually  have  a  lot  of  political  in¬ 
fluence  locally,  and  they  can  get  into  the  nicest  neighborhoods  through 
rrsing  that  irrfluence. 

I  think  if  we  are  going  to  spend  Federal  money,  w^e  ought  to  be 
sure  that  Ave  do  rrot  get  either  these  exotic  or  more  pedestriarr  types 
of  deviatiorrs  from  zoirhig  into  the  residential  neighborhoods. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much,  Clarence.  We  appreciate 
having  yorrr  testimony. 

>(The  documents  and  correspondence  above  referred  to  by  Mr. 
iNIitchell,  follow :) 

Clarence  Mitchell, 

NAACP,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Several  year.s  ago  the  Alabama  Highway  Department  was  considering  the 
route  for  Interstate  85  from  Ann  Street  west  to  the  downtown  area  in  the  city 
of  Montgomery,  Ala.  The  initial  plan  calls  for  Interstate  85  to  take  an  area 
which  would  have  included  the  parsonage  of  First  Baptist  Chui-ch,  the  church 
where  Dr.  Ralph  D.  Abernathy  was  the  pastor.  After  a  substantial  protest,  the 
route  was  changed  so  as  to  exclude  the  parsonage  of  the  First  Baptist  Church, 
however,  the  route  still  included  a  substantial  number  of  residences  of  Negroes, 
which  residences  were  some  of  the  best  Negro  residences  in  the  city  of  Mont¬ 
gomery.  There  was  a  great  deal  of  protest  to  this  route  suggesting  that  an 
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alternate  route  be  taken,  whicli  alternate  routes  were  known  as  the  “northern 
group”  or  the  “1111(1(110  routes,"  however,  the  area  tinally  selected  as  the  ari'a 
that  took  many  fine  Negro  residences  notwithstanding  the  alternate  route 
which,  in  the  opinion  of  many,  were  less  expensive  and  would  have  preserved 
some  of  the  finer  Negro  residences  in  the  city  of  Montgomery. 

D.  fiR.W. 

Mo)it(/o>iicr!/.  Aid. 

Febiu'aky  2S.  1!W;7. 

Mr.  Billie  S.  Fijcming. 

Frcaident,  NA.iCP,  Manning,  S.C. 

Dear  Billie:  I  have  tried  to  reach  you  several  times  on  the  telephone  con¬ 
cerning  the  attached  letter  which  was  sent  by  Charles  F.  Luce,  acting  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Interior. 

I  have  discussed  with  the  Department  of  Interior  the  suggestion  that  the 
families  can  remain  on  the  land  until  December  31.  19fi7.  I  understand  that  in 
.some  ca.ses  the  Department  of  Interior  gives  permits  for  persons  to  continue 
to  occupy  land  which  has  been  taken  by  the  Coveriiment.  Some  of  these  permits 
are  for  a  five  year  period  subject  to  renewal  at  the  end  of  that  period.  I  would 
suggest  that  you  may  want  to  check  this  possiliility  if  the  residents  are  interested 
in  staying  for  a  period  longer  than  one  year.  I  will  be  glad  to  continue  to  work 
on  this  end.  but  I  believe  that  the  interests  of  the  parties  will  lie  iirotected  best 
if  the.y  are  represented  by  a  lawyer  in  South  Carolina. 
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Sincerely  yours, 


Clare.xce  Mitchell, 
Director,  Washington  Bureau. 


L^.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  February  17, 1!)07. 


!Mr.  Roy  Wilkins,  ^ 

Executive  Director,  National  Association  for  the  Advancement  of  Colored  Peoyle,  I 
New  York,  N.Y.  ' 

Dear  Mr.  Wilkins  :  This  is  in  reply  to  your  telegram  of  February  10  con-  j 
ceruing  a  displacement  of  Negro  families  from  land  acquired  for  the  Santee  .■ 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  in  Clarendon  County.  South  Carolina,  w'hich  is  ad-  I 
ministered  by  the  Bureau  of  Sixirt  Fi.sheries  and  Wildlife  of  this  Department. 

This  land  is  being  acquired  to  complete  an  existing  national  wildlife  refuge 
established  for  the  conservation  of  the  migratory  waterfowl  resource.  Our  in¬ 
formation  is  that  nine  families  reside  on  the  proi>erty.  The  Bureau  of  Sport  ^ 
Fisheries  and  Wildlife  has  been  negotiating  for  the  purchase  of  this  land  for  t 
many  years.  The  land  was  acquired  by  condemnation  with  a  Declaration  of  ! 
Taking  and  notice  of  this  action  was  served  on  the  owmers  and  occupants  on  1 
February  7, 19157. 

Although  the  title  to  these  lands  is  now  vested  in  the  United  States,  the  Bureau 
of  Sport  P''isheries  and  Wildlife  is  permitting  the  owners  to  farm  the  land  during 
the  1967  crop  year  and  the  present  occupants  to  remain  on  the  land  until  they  can 
make  arrangements  to  relocate,  but  not  beyond  December  31, 1967. 

The  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  will  post  the  land  and  man¬ 
age  the  wildlife,  but  this  activity  should  not  interfere  with  farming  operations. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Charles  F.  Luce, 
Sec-rctanj  o]  the  Interior. 


[News  release  from  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  for  release  to  P.M.’s  Mar.  9,  19(17]  ( 

Interior  Department  Endorses  Legislation  to  Protect  Estuaries 

Enac-tment  of  legislation  authorizing  the  Dei>artment  of  the  Interior  to 
“preserve,  protect,  develop,  restore,  and  make  accessible  estuarine  areas  of  the 
Nation  which  are  valuable  for  si>ort  and  commercial  fishing,  wildlife  conserva-  i 
tion,  recreation,  and  scenic  beauty”  has  been  recommended  to  Congress  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior. 

In  responding  to  a  Congressional  request  for  the  Department’s  attitude  re¬ 
garding  authorizing  legislation.  Dr.  Stanley  A.  Cain,  Assistant  Secretary  for 
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Fisli  aiKl  Wildlife  and  Parks,  said  that  such  a  law  would  tVKUis  attention  on 
the  .\'ati(»n’s  vaiuahle  estuarine  areas  and  lU'ovide  a  reasonable  means  f<jr  pro- 
tectiiif;  and  (hweloihng  the-se  ai'eas. 

••Estuaries  are  places  where  salt  water  meets  frc'sh  water,”  Dr.  Cain  said. 
‘•TItese  inarjtinal  .sea  and  land  C(miplexes  make  the  estuarine  areas  a  habitat 
rich  in  nian.v  vaiuahle  natural  resources.  At  least  (m  lawcent  of  our  Nation’s 
commercial  fish  and  shelllish  re.sources  and  mo.st  of  our  mai’ine  .siiMU't  si>ecies 
inhabit  the  e.stuarine  environment  duriii};  all  or  part  of  their  life  cycle. 

••Many  of  our  vaiuahle  waterfowl  u.se  these  are.as  as  nestiiifc  and  winteriiift 
sites.  Estuarine  areas  attract  recreationi.sts  for  swimmin}',  hoatinj'.  bird  watch¬ 
ing.  hiking  or  just  an  opiKjrtunity  to  enjoy  tlie  Ix'auty  of  natural  resources 
along  coa.stal  areas.  It  is  such  areas  we  wish  to  protract  and  preserve.” 

P)asically  the  proposisl  h'gislation  diri'cts  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
conduct  a  thorough  nationwide  study  to  identity  the  e.stuaries  of  the  country 
that  need  some  form  of  protection  or,  in  some  cases,  restoration.  Following  this 
identifying  study,  a  more  detailed  look,  probably  on  a  wgloiiiil  basis,  would 
determine  which  areas  .should  Ih>  preserved,  protected,  or  restored. 

The  detailed  studies  would  consider  e.stuaries  from  a  standi>oint  of  economic 
and  recreational  potential,  ts-ology,  pre.sent  use,  need  for  pre.s<mt  and  fuiture 
urban  and  industrial  development,  the  effect  of  such  development,  the  effec^t 
of  pollution  on  lish,  wildlife,  water  supply,  and  waterp(nver,  and  the  effects 
of  dredging  and  lilling. 

A  total  of  $4..")  million  would  be  authoriz(al  for  these  studies. 

The  legislation  calls  for  State.  Fedcu-al,  or  local  govermnent  acciuisition  of 
estuarine  areas  that  cannot  be  appr(#priately  preservtsl  by  itermits  governing 
dredging  and  filling,  local  zoning  hiAvs  or  other  legal  methods. 

The  hill  provides  that  State  hunting  and  fi.shing  laws  will  appl.v  to  estuarine 
areas  administered  by  Interior,  except  in  certain  situations  of  conflict,  such  as 
piiitlic  laithing  l>eaches  or  other  heavily  used  rtK-reation  areas. 

One  of  the  bill’s  mo.st  far-reaching  aspects  is  a  se<-tion  prohibiting  dredging, 
filling,  or  excavation  work  in  an  estuar.v  or  in  the  (Jreat  Eakes  and  connecting 
waterways  wilhont  a  i)ermit  issmal  by  the  Interior  Department.  At  present, 
permits  for  such  work  are  issued  h.v  the  Army’s  (’orps  of  Engineers  which  is 
charged  with  the  responsibilit.v  for  pndecting  navigation.  A  double  iKunnit  s.vstem 
to  protect  navigation,  plus  the  natural  values  of  estuarh's,  would  go  into  effe<'t 
with  enactment  of  the  legislation. 

And  another  sectitm  f»f  the  i»roposed  h'gislation  is  de.-igmHl  to  lu-event  i>ollu- 
tion  of  coastal  areas  h.v  governing  dmnping  in  estuarine  ai’cas  or  the  (Jreat 
Eakes. 

In  his  letter.  Dr.  C’ain  emphasized  that  the  bill  is  not  desigiUHl  to  set  up  a 
system  of  ‘•locked  up”  Federal  areas. 

••It  is  intended  to  provide  protmtion  where  protection  is  clearl.v  iK'edisl.”  he 
said.  ••\Ve  believe  that  this  legislation,  with  thm*  feiitures.  is  timely  and 
realistic  and  urge  its  ena(tment.” 


221  Md.  329 

City  of  BALTiiiouio.  Sciineideu  Reddixo  C’omf.vxy  et  ae.  v.  Nationai,  Associ.a- 
Tiox  Fou  Adva.xcemext  of  Colokei)  Peoiu.e  et  ae. 

(No.  87.) 

Court  of  Afpeals  of  Maryeano.  Ja.x.  22,  IfKJlt. 

Zoning  case.  The  Circuit  Court  No.  2  of  Baltimore  Cit.v,  .loseph  E.  Carter,  .1., 
held  rezoning  ordinance  void,  and  enjoined  utilization  of  r(>zone<I  proi>ert.v  for 
any  use  not  i>ermitted  immediatel.v  prior  to  enactment  of  rezoning  ordinance, 
and  an  appeal  was  taken.  The  Court  of  Appeals,  Horne.v,  •!.,  held  that  since  there 
was  no  proof  of  a  basic  mistake  in  original  zoning  or  of  a  substantial  change  in 
character  of  neighborhood,  rezoning  was  improper. 

Affirmeil. 

/.  Zo)ii)i(/ 

Even  though  it  seemed  clear  that  associations  were  not  proper  parties  to 
zoning  ca.se,  where  no  objection  had  been  r.-iised  below,  and  there  were  several 
parties  plaintiff  who  were  property  owikts,  reviewing  court  would  not  comsider 
objei-tions  to  associations’  being  parties. 
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2.  Municipal  Corporations 

Whenever  validity  of  zoning  classification  is  fairly  debatable,  legislative  judg¬ 
ment  should  be  controlling. 

S.  Constitutional  Law 

There  i.s  presiiinption  in  favor  of  vaiidity  of  legislative  enactment. 

Jf.  Municipal  Corporations 

Presumption  in  favor  of  vaiidity  is  stronger  in  original  zoning  or  comprehen¬ 
sive  rezoning  cases  than  it  is  in  instances  of  luecemeal  rezoniug. 

5.  Municipal  Corporations 

It  is  not  function  of  court  to  zone  or  rezone  but  only  to  determine  whether 
legislative  body  has  properly  applied  law  to  facts;  but  when  there  is  no  ba.sis 
for  rea.sonable  debate,  or  there  are  no  supporting  facts  in  record,  court  can.  and 
indeed  shouid,  declare  legislative  action  to  be  arbitrary,  capricious,  discrimina¬ 
tory  or  Illegal. 

6.  Municipal  Corporations 

There  is  a  presumption  that  rezoning  was  reasonable;  but  in  piecemeal 
rezoning  cases  there  is  aiso  a  counterpresnmption  that  original  zoning  was  weli 
planned  and  designed  to  be  reasonably  permanent;  and  .such  counterpresumption 
may  be  overcome  oniy  by  showing  either  error  in  original  zoning  or  change  in 
character  of  neighborhood;  and  unless  one  or  the  other,  or  both,  is  shown,  pre¬ 
sumption  of  reasonableness  is  destroyed. 

7.  Injunction 

Zoning 

Where  there  was  no  proof  of  a  ba.sic  mistake  in  original  zoning  or  substantial 
change  in  character  of  neighborhood,  question  of  validity  of  ordinance  rezoning 
property  was  not  even  debatable,  and  rezoning  was  properly  set  aside;  and 
since  rezoning  ordinance  was  invalid,  injunction  to  restrain  use  pursuant  thereto 
was  also  proper. 

8.  Injunction 

Zoning 

Adjacent  property  owner  had  .standing  to  attack  validity  of  rezoning  ordinance 
and  to  .seek  injunction  against  use  of  property  for  any  purpose  other  than  that 
permitted  immediately  prior  to  enactment  of  rezoning  ordinance. 

Marvin  Mandel  and  Stanford  H.  Franklin.  Baltimore  (Mandel  &  Franklin, 
Harrison  L.  Winter,  City  Sol.,  Ambro.se  T.  Hartman,  Deput.v  City  Sol.,  James 
B.  Murphy,  As.st.  City  Sol.,  Baltimore,  on  the  brief),  for  apiiellants. 

Linwood  G.  Roger,  Jr.,  and  Charles  J.  Josey,  Sr.,  Baltimore  i  Juanita  J. 
Mitchell,  Baltimore,  on  the  brief) .  for  appellees. 

Before  Brune.  C.  J.,  and  Hender.son,  Hammond,  Prescott  and  Homey,  JJ. 

Homey,  Judge. 

This  is  another  zoning  appeal.  In  this  instance,  when  the  Circu't  Court  X('.  2  of 
Baltimore  City  declared  Ordinance  No.  1612  of  the  Mayor  and  City  Council  of 
Baltimore  (the  City) — approved  Decern, her  Ifi,  1907 — null  and  void  and  enjoined 
the  Schneider  Bedding  (Company  (Schneider)  and  others  from  utilizing  the 
property  rezoned  by  the  ordinance  for  any  use  not  permitted  immediately  prior 
“to  the  enactment  of  the  ordinance,”  the  City  and  Schneider  appealed. 

Ordinance  No.  1612  (the  ordinance)  purported  to  amend  Sheet  No.  40  of  the 
Use  District  Map  [Baltimore  City  Code  (1900).  Art.  40.  entitled  “Zoning."  as' 
revised  by  Ordinance  No.  711,  approved  May  21,  19.0.31,  by  changing  the  proi-K^rty 
known  as  511-519  Wilson  Street  (the  rezoned  property),  from  a  “Residential 
Use  District”  to  a  “Second  Commercial  U.se  District.”  While  it  was  pending  before 
the  City  Council,  the  ordinance,  as  rerpiired  by  law.  was  referred  to  the  City 
Planning  Commission  (the  Commission)  and  the  Board  of  Municipal  and  Zoning 
Appeals  (the  Board)  for  their  reports  and  recommendations.  The  Board  recom¬ 
mended  passage  of  the  ordinance  on  the  ground  that  the  proposed  change  of 
Tise  “could  not  adversely  affect  the  neighboring  properties.”  On  the  other  band, 
the  Commission  unanimously  disapproved  the  ordinance  on  the  ground  that  to 
allow  a  second  commercial  use  in  the  residential  use  district  in  question  “would 
not  be  to  the  best  interest  of  the  community  and  would  be  to  the  sole  benefit  of  one 
property,”  and  urged  that  “this  spot  use  change”  be  not  adopted.  The  City  Coun¬ 
cil,  after  a  hearing  on  the  legislation,  disregarded  the  recommendation  of  the 
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Commission  and  adopted  the  report  of  the  Board.  The  Mayor  approved  the  ordi¬ 
nance  passed  by  the  Council. 

[1]  Alleging  damage  to  their  respective  properties  and  seeking  declaratory  and 
injunctive  relief,  this  proceeding  was  instituted  by  a  group  of  property  owners  in 
the  neighborhood  of  the  rezoned  property  as  residents,  citizens  and  taxpayers  of 
the  City  of  Baltimore.  The  National  Association  for  the  Advancement  of  Oolord 
People  (N.A.A.C.P.)  and  a  residential  protective  association  were  also  joined  as 
parties  in  the  bill  of  complaint.  While  it  seems  clear  that  these  associations  were 
not  proi)er  i>arties,  no  objection  was  raised  below  and  we  shall  not  consider  it  hei'e 
since  there  are  several  parties  plaintiff  who  are  proi>erty  owners.  See  Southland 
Hills  Improvment  Ass’n  of  Baltimore  County  v.  Raine,  1959,  220  Md.  213,  151 
A.2d  734. 

The  evidence  shows  that  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  ordinance  the  rezoned  prop¬ 
erty  was  subject  to  a  lawful  non-conforming  use  in  a  I'esidential  zone.  It  had  been 
used  as  a  repair  shop  and  garage  for  the  storage  of  trucks,  gasoline  and  oil  lor 
over  thirty  years.  Surrounding  the  rezoned  property  there  are  a  number  of  other 
non-conforming  uses.  In  the  same  block  as  the  rezoned  property  there  is  a  coal 
yard,  an  automobile  repair  shop  and  a  manufacturing  plant,  all  of  which  are 
second  commercial  uses,  and  a  laundi’y,  a  restaurant,  a  bar  and  a  funeral  home, 
which  are  first  commercial  uses.  The  entire  frontage  on  the  north  end  and  south 
side  of  the  500  block  of  Wilson  Street  is  655  linear  feet,  of  which  414  feet  is  used 
commercially.  Since  the  original  zoning,  the  Board  [of  Zoning  Appeals]  has  per¬ 
mitted  a  change  of  non-conforming  use  and  granted  an  exception  with  respect  to 
514-516  Wilson  Street,  which  is  directly  opposite  the  rezoned  proi)erty,  and  had 
been  used  as  a  photography  school.  Recently  a  special  exception  was  granted  to 
use  the  same  premises  as  a  plant  for  the  processing,  lini.shing  and  assembling  of 
precision  parts,  which  is  a  second  commercial  use.  The  property  immediately 
to  the  rear  of  the  rezoned  property  is  zoned  first  commercial.  Pennsylvania 
Avenue,  appi'oximately  one  block  away,  is  entirely  zoned  for  second  commercial 
use. 

In  addition  to  the  above  undisputed  facts,  there  was  also  testimony  by  real 
estate  experts,  on  behalf  of  the  City  and  Schneider,  to  the  effect  that  the  rezoning 
would  not  adversely  affect  the  surrounding  properties  or  cause  deterioration  of 
the  neighborhood  because  the  area  was  already  heavily  commercialized,  and  that 
any  change  in  use  would  be  an  improvement  since  the  rezoned  property  could 
not  be  used  for  residential  purposes.  But  there  was  no  evidence  of  error  in  the 
original  zoning  or  of  a  substantial  change  in  the  character  of  the  neighborhood 
since  the  original  zoning  other  than  the  granting  of  the  special  exception.  On  the 
contrary,  although  they  produced  no  expert  witnesses  there  was  testimony  by 
the  protesting  property  owner's  to  the  effect  that  they  had  consistently  endeavored 
to  preserve  the  residential  character  of  the  neighborhood,  that  the  rezoning  would 
seriously  affect  the  enjoyment  and  value  of  their  properties  for  future  residential 
u.se,  and  that  the  restricted  and  actual  use  within  the  residential  use  district— 
despite  the  existing  non-conforming  uses  and  the  sole  special  exception — was 
still  predominantly  residential  as  it  has  always  been  since  the  inception  of 
zoning  in  Baltimore  City. 

The  City  and  Schneider  contend  (i)  that  the  lower  court  was  without  authority 
'  to  substitute  its  judgment  for  that  of  the  legislative  body  since  the  question  of 
x'alidity  was  fairly  debatable  and  the  protesting  property  owners  had  presented 
insufficient  evidence  to  overcome  the  presumption  of  validity ;  (ii)  that  the  prop- 
I  erty  owners  offered  no  proof  that  they  had  suffered  special  damages  which  dif- 
i  fered  in  kind  and  character  from  that  suffered  by  the  public  generally;  and  ('iiil 
that  it  was  error  to  admit  into  evidence  the  prior  actions  of  administrative  agen- 
i  cies  not  empowered  by  .statute  to  zone  or  rezone. 

! 

(i) 

[2-4]  The  courts  have  long  recognized  the  general  rule  that  on  a  review  of  zon- 
i  ing  and  rezoning  ordinances  the  function  of  reviewing  court  is  restricted  and  that 
i  such  court  may  not  substitute  its  judgment  for  that  of  the  legislative  body.  On  the 
'  contrary,  whenever  the  validity  of  a  zoning  classification  is  fairly  debatable,  the 
!  legislative  judgment  should  be  controlling.  Missouri  Realty,  Inc.  v.  Ramer,  1958, 
216  Md.  442,  140  A.2d  655;  AVakefield  v.  Kraft,  1953,  202  Md.  136,  96  A.2d  27; 
Village  of  Euclid.  Ohio  v.  Ambler  Realty  Co.,  1926,  272  IT,S.  365,  388,  47  S.Ct. 
114.  71  L.Ed.  303.^  Moreover,  there  is  a  presumption  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the 
legislative  enactment.  Kroen  v.  Board  of  Zoning  Appeals,  1956,  209  Md.  420,  426, 
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121  A. 2(1  ISl,  ls4;  Wakefield  v.  Kraft,  supra.  But  the  i)resuniptioii  is  i(tronf;t‘r 
ill  (mg-inal  zoning  or  comprehensive  rezoning  cases  than  it  is  in  instances  of 
piecemeal  rezoning.  Missouri  Realty,  Inc.  v.  Rainer,  supra. 

[.1-7]  While  it  is  true  that  it  is  not  the  function  of  a  court  to  zone  or  rezone  hut 
only  to  determine  whether  tlie  legislative  body  has  proi>erly  applied  the  law  to  the 
facts,  it  is,  nevertheless,  also  true  that  when  there  is  no  liasis  for  reasonable  de¬ 
bate  or  there  are  no  snpiMirting  facts  in  the  record,  a  court  can — and  indeed  it 
should — declare  the  legislative  action  to  be  arbitrary,  ciipricious,  discriminatory  or 
illegal.  Eckes  v.  Board  of  Zoning  Appeals,  1056,  200  Md,  422,  4.‘>7,  121  A. 2d  240,  251  : 
Wakefield  v.  Kraft,  supra,  202  Md.  at  iKige  142,  06  A.2d  27.  It  is  commonplace  to 
say  that  if  there  are  no  facts  to  .support  the  action  of  the  legislative  .body  then 
then'  is  no  (piestion  to  debate,  but  that  is  exactly  the  situation  which  confronts 
us  in  this  case.  There  is,  of  course,  a  presumi>tion  that  rezoning  was  reasonable, 
but  in  piecemeal  i"ezoning  cases  there  is  also  a  counter-presumption  that  the 
original  zoning  was  well  planned  and  designed  to  be  reasonably  i>ermanent  which 
may  ,be  overcome  only  by  showing  that  either  there  was  error  in  the  original  zon¬ 
ing  or  there  has  been  change  in  the  character  of  the  neighborhood,  and  unless 
one  or  the  other,  or  both,  is  shown  the  presumption  of  rea.sonableness  is  destroyed. 
Zang  &  Sons,  Builders.  Inc.  v.  Tavlor,  1954,  202  Md.  62.S,  102  A. 2d  722.  See  also 
American  Oil  Co.  v.  Miller,  1954,  204  Md.  22,  102  A.2d  727. 

Senator  Mu, =ovTE.  Senator  Haker,  Senator  Hansen? 

Senator  B.mcer.  I  liave  nothins;  further.  I  thank  Mr.  ^riteltell  for 
his  previous  answers  and  thank  tiie  Chairman  for  letting  me  interrui)t. 

Tliank  yon  very  much. 

Senator  Muskie.  Tliank  yon  very  much. 

Xow,  our  first  witness  of  the  day  has  finally  torn  himself  away  from 
the  floor,  and  we  are  delighted  to  have  Senator  Tydings  here  thi.s 
morning. 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  JOSEPH  D.  TYDINGS,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 

THE  STATE  OF  MARYLAND 


Senator  Tvnixos.  Thank  yon,  INfr.  Chairman. 

Distinguished  memhers  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Government 
Operations,  I  appreciate  your  committee  allowing  me  to  testify  this 
morning  in  favor  of  my  amendment  to  title  VITT  of  the  intergovern¬ 
mental  cooperation  bill.  I  ask  jiermission  to  have  my  statement  inserted 
in  the  record  in  its  entirety. 

Senator  Meiskie.  Yes,  it  will  be. 

Senator  Tydings,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  I  went  to  the  T’niversity  of 
Maryland  Law  School,  the  law  school  was  located  down  on  Redwood 
and  Greene  Streets.  It  was  somewhat  of  a  blighted  area.  There  were  a 
few  small  stores,  and  one  restaurant  where  most  of  the  law  students 
used  to  eat,  and  one  little  candy  store  which  served  not  only  candy,  Imt 
some  groceries,  newspapers,  and  a  lot  of  ns  used  to  stoji  in  there. 

The  projirietors  Avere  elderly  people,  husband  and  wife,  65.  54, 
somewhere  in  that  area,  and  all  of  the  students  enjoyed  them,  and  they 
made  a  living  doAvn  there — not  much,  but  enough,  and  that  was  their 
life.  I'his  area  Avas  selected  as  a  princii)al  urban  reneAval  area  for 
Baltimoi’e  City.  If  you  happen  to  be  there  uoav,  you  Avill  see  that  there 
is  a  ncAv  hnv  school,  ueAv  nursing  school,  iicav  annex  to  the  hospital,  new 
school  of  sociology.  It  is  a  beautiful  addition  to  the  city. 

Rut  in  the  course  of  it,  this  little  store  Avas  condemned.  Noav.  the 
elderly  couple  didn't  oavii  their  place  of  business,  they  rented  it.  They 


^  Metzenlinum  in  his  work  on  Zoninjr  sjiys  that  this  was  the  fir.st  zonintr  ease  to  rt^aoh 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Ciiited  States.  ]  Metzenhaum.  Law  of  Zoninjr.  p.  57  (2  etl.  1055). 
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were  teiiunts.  So.  tliey  got  no  compensation  by  way  of  condemnation. 
'I'lieir  business,  which  they  bad  built  u])  ovei-  a  lifetime,  small  as  it  was, 
was  destroyetl.  'I'liey  could  not  relocate  anywhere. 

That  whole  area  was  taken.  Their  business  was  tied  up  with  the 
University  of  Maryland  Law  School,  Dentistry  School,  the  Nursing 
School,  the  schools  in  that  area. 

Now,  tlie  purpose  of  my  amendment  to  title  VII 1  is  to  cover  that 
specific  tyjie  of  hai'dshi])  where  you  have  tenants  or  lessees  in  an  urban 
renewal  area,  where  they  are  ekferly  people  of  50  yeai’s  or  older,  where 
they  are  not  high-income  earners,  where  theii'  net  income  per  year  is 
less  than  $10,000. 

1  just  think  that  to  turn  them  loose  and  give  them  $5,000  after  de¬ 
stroying  their  business  and  destroying  their  lives,  is  unconscionable. 
^My  projiosal  to  you,  gentlemen,  is  that  you  provide  additional  com¬ 
pensation  within  rigid,  designated,  siiecified  cases.  Where  the  parties 
are  tenants,  where  they  are  over  50,  where  they  have  averaged  less  than 
$10,000  a  year  over  the  last  3  years,  I  jiropose  that  they  I'eceive  three 
times  their  average  net  earnings  for  the  past  3  years. 

P’or  instance,  if  the  net  annual  earnings  had  averaged  $(),000  for  this 
elderly  couple,  and  I  tliink  it  might  have  been  that  much,  they  would 
be  entitled  to  receive  $18,000. 

Now,  that,  I  think  is  oidy  fair  compensation.  One  of  the  tragedies 
I  of  these  urban  renewal  areas  and  the  Federal  highway  projects,  and 
I  others,  is  the  failure  to  really  compensate  the  iioor  and  the  heljiless 
who  are  overrun.  1  can  tell  you  .stories  about  highway  relocation  in 
.M  aryland  that  are  just  tragic.  In  Baltimore  ('ity,  I  know  of  a  jiersoii 
•  who  bought  a  house  18  years  ago  for  $7,500  or  $8,000  and  paid  off  mo.st 
I  of  his  mortgage  of  $7,000  over  those  18  years;  then  the  notice  of  con¬ 
demnation  went  out. 

People  left  the  area  and  then  2  years  later  the  State  roads  acquisi- 
l;  tion  agent  came  and  advised  him  that  he  would  be  given  fair  market 
'  value,  and  tliei'e  were  not  many  willing  buyers  in  that  area.  He  got 
$1,100  for  a  house  he  jniid  $8,500  for,  and  he  still  had  almost  that  much 
i  left  in  the  mortgage. 

This  whole  area  which  we  are  looking  into  is  one  which  really  needs 
study,  and  my  “Ma  and  Pa”  amendment,  as  I  call  it,  would  correct  one 
siiecltic  kind  of  injustice  that  has  been  a  by  product  of  urban  renewal. 
1  have  been  working  on  this  now  for  4  years,  since  I  have  been  in  the 
Senate,  and  it  is  a  rather  simj)le  measure.  Furthermoi'e,  1  do  not  think 
it  would  be  an  ex])ensive  amendment. 

HUD  has  indicated  there  would  not  be  more  than  1,000  businesses 
a  vear  at  the  most  who  would  be  eligible.  As  I  indicated  to  you,  the 
crfteria  again  as  follows:  the  ju'oprietor  of  the  business  would  have  to 
be  a  tenant,  not  an  owner,  would  have  to  be  50  years  of  age  or  older, 
his  average  annual  net  earnings  for  the  jireceding  three  years  would 
have  had  to  have  been  less  than  $10,000  per  year,  his  business  would 
^  have  had  to  have  been  of  such  character  that  he  could  not  be  relocated 
without  substantial  loss  of  his  existing  ]jatrfmage.  For  a  j^erson  who 
meets  these  criteria,  the  compensation  would  be  three  times  his  average 
annual  net  earnings  for  the  ])eriod  preceding  the  condemnation. 

So,  1  am  very  delighted  that  you  would  take  time  to  hear  me,  Mr. 
Uhairman. 

Senator  Muskik.  Thank  you  very  much.  Senator. 
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I  think  it  is  clearly  a  case  for  concern  and  I  could  not  say  that  your 
solution  to  it  is  inequitable.  I  gather  that  the  Budget  Bureau  is  now  op¬ 
posed  to  it,  but  we  will  look  at  it,  nevertheless. 

Senator  Baker.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  say  a  word  in  that  respect.  I 
agree  that  Senator  Tydings  addresses  himself  by  this  amendment  to  an 
area  of  real  inequity  and  difficulty.  I  wonder,  however,  if  we  should 
entirely  limit  our  consideration  to  the  “Ma  and  Pa'’  aspects  of  it, 
because  in  my  own  experience  I  have  seen  young  people  just  beginning 
and  commencing  in  business  who  frequently  are  tenants  and  who  are 
completely  destroyed  from  a  business  standpoint  because  they  do  not 
happen  to  have  a  lease  for  a  term  of  years  or,  as  we  lawyers  say,  any 
other  freehold  intei'est  in  the  property. 

I  wonder  if  we  should  not  give  some  thought  to  a  change  by  this 
bill  in  the  basic  eminent  domain  relationship  so  that  the  court  might 
hear  proof  on  the  probability  of  the  tenant  being  permitted  to  remain 
in  that  location  and  then  apply  the  general  rules  of  capitalization  of 
his  reasonable  expected  profits,  because  I  think  that,  really,  is  the 
underlying  issue.  The  real  issue  is  what  under  ordinary  circumstances 
could  a  person  expect  to  make  in  the  reasonable  time  that  he  could  be 
expected  to  remain  in  that  location,  and  what  compensation  should 
be  paid  to  keep  him  from  being  left  unwhole  by  reason  of  the  in¬ 
voluntary  taking.  I  thank  Senator  Tydings  for  his  contribution.  I 
wonder  though  if  we  should  not  extend  our  consideration  of  this  in 
the  committee  beyond  just  the  Ma  and  Pa  example  which  the  Senator 
has  been  kind  enough  to  give  us. 

Senator  Tydings.  I  think  you  definitely  should.  You  have  a  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  do  so,  Senator,  and  the  merits  are  all  as  you  indicate. 

Of  course  you  will  receive  probably,  stout  opposition  from  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  at  this  time  for  any  amendment  in  this  direction 
because  it  will  cost  money.  This  whole  area,  the  whole  area  of  fair 
comjiensation  for  those  displaced  by  Federal  projects,  lu’ban  renewal 
and  highway  projects  deserves,  as  you  point  out,  real  overhauling,  be¬ 
cause  the  inequities  and  the  unfairnesses  that  are  visited  are  tragic 
in  many  instances. 

And,  of  course,  it  is  generally  the  people  least  able  to  protect  them¬ 
selves,  least  able  to  secure  a  day  in  court,  who  are  hurt  the  most.  The 
cost  will  be  something  that  will  have  to  be  taken  into  consideration. 
I  have  limited  my  amendment  because  I  think  the  older  people,  those 
over  50,  are  hurt  a  little  harder  than  the  young  people.  A  young  person 
is  better  able  to  land  on  his  feet  than  someone  who  has  had  his  life 
involved  in  a  neighborhood  and  knows  everyone — than  the  man  who  is 
going  into  the  shadows  in  his  declining  years. 

Senator  Baker.  Well,  I  agree  with  you.  Senator,  but  the  likelihood 
is  that  we  would  have  less  resistance  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
because  of  the  saving  in  money,  but  I  am  sure  we  all  must  bear  in  mind 
that  in  the  involuntary  taking,  in  the  eminent  domain  field,  unique 
among  all  fields,  I  think  we  owe  a  positive  obligation  to  make  sure 
that  the  person  whose  property  is  taken  is  not  worse  off  after  the  taking 
than  he  was  before  the  taking.  I  really  wonder  if  the  Government,  this 
Government  or  any  government,  is  not  in  bad  faith  to,  in  effect,  say, 
‘'You  must  suffer  for  the  commo]i  good  in  disproportion  to  the  value 
of  the  project  I  o  the  i)opulation  generally.” 


Sc.iiilfor  1'vi)iN'(;s.  Mr.  ( 'luiirnuin,  I  might  say  that.  Senator  linker 
has  pul  his  linger  on  a  veiy,  very  sensitive  {)oint.  In  my  judgment,  tlie 
fnmle.mmil  ion  procedures  of  this  (Jovernment  in  urban  renewal  and 
liighways  tire  (‘xiremely  unfair.  AVe  htive  before  the  Public  AVorks 
('ommillee,  as  you  tire  well  aware,  ti  study  of  this  whole  area  and  its 
reliilionship  to  public  roads.  And  Chairman  Randolph  is  very 
concerned. 

A\'e  ha\'e  now  jiending  bid'oi-e  the  .ludiciary  Committee  an  amend- 
nieiit  in  I’ehition  to  condemmit ion,  what  is  ftiir  compensation,  and  1 
cci'tainly  would  encourage  you  to  get  involved  in  tliis  area  ami  to  tiy 
tiiid  i-ight  some  wrongs,  because  they  certainly  need  to  be  riglited. 

Senator  Muskie.  Senator  Hansen? 

Semiloi-  Ha.vse.n.  AVell,  first,  let,  me  thank  you  very  much,  Senator 
Tydings,  for  vour  contribution  tliis  morning.  1  do  think  that  tliere 
may  |)Os.sibly  lie  another  giou})  of  j)eo[)le  deserving  of  our  attention. 
1  lefer  to  tliose,  not  leasidioldei-s  but  property  owners,  who  by  virtue 
of  their  age  do  not  have  tlie  aggressiveness  necx^ssary  to  move  into  a 
new  ar(*a  and  to  start  up  business  again.  1  think  they  miglit  also  be 
reasonable  objects  of  our  concern,  because  those  people  are  in  a 
neighborhood  wheiv  they  have  gi-own  ui),  where  then-  roots  are.  dee[) 
and  their  friends  are  many.  They  could  produce,  and  it  is  likely  that 
they  would,  perhaps  five  or  ten  more  years  of  profitable  activity;  but 
to  say  at  tige  hn,  we  will  jiay  you  the  fair  market  value  and  perhajis 
give  you  a  little  moi'e  in  addition  for  the  inconvenience  and  the  other 
c/}sts  that  will  be  incident  to  your  moving,  is  not  enough.  You  are  not 
going  to  find  jieople  at  that  age  willing  to  go  out  and  to  establisli  new 
businesses,  try  to  make  new  fi'iends — I  think  tliis  is  implicit  in  Mr. 
Alitchell’s  testimony. 

AVheu  people  reach  a  certain  ag(“,  tliey  do  not  have  the  ziji  that  is 
necessary  for  them  to  reestablish  themselves.  I  have  some  dex'.p  feelings 
about  this  wliole  process  of  condemnation;  1  have  seen  it  applied  in 
my  county  and  J  know  how  it  affects  people. 

A'ou  can  uproot  a  young  couple  and  t  hough  it  may  be  difficult  ,  they 
can  make  the  adjustment.  Senator  Baker  has  addressed  himself  very 
ablv  to  that  point.  Ifowevei'  it  becomes  increasingly  difficult,  in  my 
judgment,  foi-  older  people  to  make  the  transition,  and  as  a  conse- 
i|uence,  1  think  they  are  likely  not  to  reinvest,  they  are  likely  to  take 
the  money.  Because  of  this,  I  would  like  to  know  what  the  policy  of 
the  (rovernment  is  insofar  as  the  awards  that  may  lie  made — what  the 
fax  liabilities  are.  It  is  my  understanding  generally,  and  1  am  not 
expert  in  this  area  at  all,  that  within  a  reasonable  time  you  can  rein¬ 
vest  and  escape  some  taxes  that  otherwise  would  apply. 

I  think  that  the  aged  persons  who  are  involved  in  the  Government’s 
exorcise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain  ought  to  lie  considered,  along 
with  other  factors,  in  determining  how  our  Government  can  treat 
these  p(‘ople. 

Senator  'byDiNOS.  I  think  this  whole  area  is  one  where  you  can  be 
of  immense  ])ublic  service. 

Senator  .AItskie.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  'I'vnixos.  This  legislation  is  long  overdue.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Mt'kkie.  'Thank  you,  wSenator  d'ydings. 
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(The  eoiiiplete  jirepui'ed  stiitemeiit  of  >Seii;itor  Tydiiigs,  above- 
referred  to,  follows:) 

Statement  of  Senator  Joseph  D.  Tydings 

Mr.  Chairuian,  I  want  to  thank  yon  for  enabling  me  to  come  here  today  to 
testify  in  support  of  my  amendment  to  Title  \  I11  of  the  Intergovernmenetal  Co¬ 
operation  hill.  I  know  yon  have  had  several  days  of  hearings  on  the  hill  as  a 
whole,  and  have  heard  from  a  widely  representative  group  of  interested  wit¬ 
nesses.  1  hope  this  means  that  many  more  people  are  aware  of  the  need  for  this 
legislation  than  has  lieen  true  in  the  past. 

Before  getting  down  to  the  case  for  my  amendment,  1  want  to  <-omniend 
you.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  other  members  of  the  suhcommittee  for  the  ex¬ 
tensive  work  you  have  been  doing  for  several  years  to  illuminate  the  net'd  for 
inter-governmental  cooperation  and  to  hammer  (Uit  sound  remedies  for  i)roh- 
lems  which  are  extremely  complex  and  diflicult  to  resolve.  This  is  fairly  e.soteric  | 
work — the  general  public  has  never  been  very  aware  that  problems  grow  like  < 
weeds  between  the  various  levels  and  compartments  of  government  in  this  country.  ' 
This  is  not  an  area  of  reform  that  is  easily  explained.  But  the  effort  ami 
intelligence  exi)ended  on  this  legislation  should  he  widely  rwognized.  The  country 
is  greatly  in  your  debt. 

Title  VIII  of  this  hill  would  establish  uniform  relocatittn  payments  and  ad¬ 
visory  assistance  for  those  who  are  displaced  from  homes  or  businesses  l>y  \ 
Federally-sponsored  programs.  We  are  t.alking  primarily  of  urban  renewal  and  ( 
highway  construction  programs.  \ 

The  need  for  such  relocation  assistance  has  been  fully  documented  by  this  1 
.subcommittee,  by  the  House  Select  Sithcommittee  on  Real  Property  Actiuisition,  i 
iind  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  Furthermore,  i 
the  unanimous  vote  for  this  bill  in  the  Senate  last  year  indicates  that  the  ex-  ■ 
tensive  studies  made  by  each  of  these  groups  have  borne  fruit.  ^ 

My  amendment  to  Title  VIII  is  designed  to  cover  a  specific  kind  of  hardship  ; 
which,  in  my  view,  would  not  be  properly  remedied  by  the  bill  as  it  stands. 

My  amendment  would  authorize  payment  according  to  a  set  formula  to  the  ■' 
owner  of  a  di.splaced  private  business  which  cannot  be  relocated  without  a  sub-  ^ 
stantial  lo.ss  of  its  patronage.  In  order  to  be  eligible,  the  owner  must  be  fifty  | 
years  of  age  or  older  and  a  tenant  of  the  property  from  which  the  business  | 
was  displaced.  His  earnings  over  a  three  year  period  have  to  have  averaged  : 
less  than  .'(;10,000  a  year.  !, 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  pointed  out  last  year  during  Senate  consideration  of  5 
this  hill,  “small  businesses — particularly  those  owned  and  operated  by  the  el-  I 
derly.  such  as  •Mom  and  Pop’  grocery  stores — are  major  casualties"  of  land  ,( 
ac(iuisition  and  clearance  for  urban  renewal  or  highway  construction.  The  ' 
price  of  progress  in  urban  renewal  is  too  often  destruction  of  the  livelihood  i 
and  earning  capacity  of  the  .small,  neighborhood  storekeeper.  ! 

In  Baltimore,  for  example,  I  know  of  a  corner  candy  store  owner  who  lived  1 
and  worked  in  the  same  location  for  40  years.  His  store  was  a  focus  of  activity 
where  neighbors  stopped  tt)  buy  their  newspapers,  to  chat  and  to  buy  last  minute  J 
groceries.  For  40  years  he  was  part  and  parcel  of  that  community.  I  lived  in  ( 
the  neighhorhoml  when  1  was  a  law  student  at  the  University  of  Maryland,  , 
and  I  was  a  frecpient  visitor  in  that  little  candy  store.  '  , 

Several  years  passed  and  then  the  city  of  Baltimore  eml)arked  upon  an  urban  I 
renewal  projecd  in  the  area.  The  candy  store  and  all  of  its  customers  were  told 
they  had  to  move.  The  owner  of  the  building,  from  whom  this  man  had  rented 
for  40  years,  received  payment  for  his  building.  But  the  proprietor  of  the  candy 
store  received  no  payment  at  all.  His  store  was  gone,  his  clientele  was  gone, 
his  goodwill  was  a  thing  of  the  past.  He  was  .set  adrift  at  6.'")  years  of  age  with  i 
no  place  to  live,  no  source  of  income,  and  only  token  I’elocation  assistance.  This  i 
was  clearly  an  extreme  hardship.  I 

To  he  sure,  some  hardships  are  inevitable  if  we  are  to  redevelop  slum  neigh¬ 
borhoods  and  renew  economic  life  in  the  cities.  1  do  not  think  we  should  allow 
a  measure  of  inconvenience  to  block  progress.  I  support  urban  renewal.  But  I 
tirmly  l)elieve  that  we  owe  a  moral  obligation  to  the  families  and  small  busi¬ 
nesses  that  have  to  be  relocated  to  minimize  tluur  sacrlices  and  to  make  them 
as  whole  as  possible. 

Title  VI H  as  written  would  provide  100%  Federal  reimbursement  for  busi¬ 
ness  moving  ex))e.nses  up  to  .Si^o.OOO  and  luovides  for  federal  sharing  for  costs  , 
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♦‘xceeding  tliat  iiiaouut.  As  :iii  option,  a  small  liusiiiossman  could  choose  to  rf'ctdve 
a  payment  not  to  exceed  $5()()().  The  ^.KMIO  i)a.vment  is  desiftned  for  a  Imsiness 
wldcli  "cannot  he  relocated  witliout  a  substantial  loss  to  its  existing  partonage." 

1  sulimit  tliat  for  an  elderly  proprietor,  such  as  the  owner  of  the  candy  store 
I  have  descrilK'd,  that  ^ndOd  payment  is  iiiadeipiate.  I'rban  nmewal  did  not  result 
in  his  reliK-ation;  it  put  him  out  of  business.  It  cut  off  his  source  of  income  as 
effectively  as  if  his  business  luul  been  condemned.  And  this  calamity  happened 
too  late  in  life  for  iiim  to  begin  again. 

The  amendment  1  have  ottered  would  make  a  more  ecpiitable  sidtlement  in 
these  very  spi^dfic  ca.ses  where  it  will  not  be  possible  to  move  and  begin  again. 
It  would  provide  a  lump-sum  cash  payment — in  lieu  of  relocation  and  moving 
expenses — eipial  to  3  times  the  aierage  annual  earnings  of  the  business  for  the 
past  three  years.  If,  for  example,  the  candy  store  owner  had  an  averagt*  annual 
income  of  SoOOO.  he  would  be  entitled,  under  my  amendment,  to  a  lump-sum 
liaymeiit  of  .'Slo.OOd.  This  would,  in  effect,  be  a  pajunent  in  compensation  for 
future  earnings  lost.  Of  course,  this  amendment  would  have  ver.v  limited  ap¬ 
plicability.  In  order  to  (jualify,  a  proprietor  would  have  to  meet  tlie  following 
four  tests : 

I.  lie  would  have  to  be  oO  years  of  age  or  older. 

II.  He  wmild  have  had  to  be  a  tenant  and  not  the  owner  of  the  prop(>rty  in  which 
his  business  was  located. 

3.  His  average  annual  net  earnings  for  the  preceding  3  years  would  have 
to  have  been  less  than  ,$10,000  per  year,  and 

4.  His  business  would  have  to  have  been  of  such  character  that  it  could  not 
be  relocated  without  “a  substantial  loss  of  its  existing  patronage.” 

In  essence,  this  amendment  would  apply  only  to  the  small  “Mom  and  I'op” 
neighborhood  stores  in  which  the  owners  were  over  oO  years  old,  earned  less 
than  .$10,000,  and  rented  their  shop-  I  might  note  that  if  the  storekeeper  owned 
his  premises,  he  woi;ld  obtain  condemnation  payments  for  his  property  as  well 
as  relocation  funds — and  thus  would  be  much  more  adecpiately  compensated 
than  the  storekeeper  who  is  merel.v  a  tenant. 

The  payment  formula  I  have  suggested  would  lu’ovide  a  modest  amount,  wholly 
consistent  with  our  moral  obligations  to  alleviate  the  hardships  imposed  by 
urban  renewal  progress. 

Furthermore,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  cost  of  this  amendment  would  he  low.  I 
have  received  an  estimate  from  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  that  not  more  than  1,000  businesses  i)er  .vear  would  quality  under  this 
amendment.  If  we  assume  the  average  annual  earnings  of  these  1,000  businesses 
to  be  $7,000  per  year — a  relatively  high  figure  considering  the  $10,000  ceiling 
in  the  amendment — we  would  be  pa.ving  an  average  of  $21,000  to  each  of  these 
1.000  busine.s.ses  estimated,  or  a  total  of  .$21  million.  This  is  a  small  sum  in 
relation  to  our  total  urban  develoi)ment  budget. 

IMr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  that  the  Committee  is  considering  this  amendment 
and  I  greatly  appreciate  being  invited  to  appear  here  today  to  speak  for  it.  Thank 
you  very  much. 

Senator  Muskie.  Our  last  witness  is  Mr.  Berkeley  G.  Burrell,  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Niit  ioual  Business  League. 

TESTIMONY  OF  BERKELEY  G.  BURRELL,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 
BUSINESS  LEAGUE,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  CHARLES  T.  WILLIAMS 
VICE  PRESIDENT,  SCHENLEY  DISTILLERS  CO.,  AND  BUXTON 
COOK,  ASSOCIATE  DIRECTOR  OF  RESEARCH,  NATIONAL  BUSINESS 
LEAGUE 

Senator  iMcskie.  Mr.  Burrell,  will  you  identify  the  gentlemen  with 
you  ? 

Mr.  Burreel.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Charles  T.  AVilliains,  who  is  by  vocation  vice  president  of  Schen- 
t  ley  Affiliates,  and  on  my  right  is  Mr.  Buxton  C’ook,  who  is  the  asso¬ 
ciate  director  of  research  for  the  National  Business  League. 

I  myself  am  Berkeley  G.  Burrell,  president  of  the  National  Business 
League,  an  organization  of  NegiO  businessmen  primarily,  founded 


in  1900  by  Booker  T.  'Washington,  and  we  continue  in  the  tvfvdition 
of  the  founders  to  attempt  to  espouse  better  management  techniques 
and  to  encourage  entrepreneiirships  among  Negroes. 

Wo  are  presently  in  52  cities  and  we  ha\  e  a  funded  project,  funded 
recently  by  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  and  the  Economic 
Development  Administration  to  further  tliis  objective  of  ours  within 
13  project  cities. 

First  of  all,  I  might  say  that  the  National  Business  League  is  always 
pleased  to  be  atforded  the  opportunity  to  present  its  views  on  pending 
legislation  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  laws.  All  too  often  we  are 
confronted  with  the  “Fait  Accompli,’*  and  must  react  to  statutes  al¬ 
ready  adopted  very  frequently  to  limited  avail. 

So  today  we  have  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  pending  legislation 
prior  to  its  enactment,  and  that  very  opportunity  dramatizes  most 
succinctly,  our  poverty,  our  deprivation  and  the  disadvantage  of  our 
position  relative  to  our  white  contemporaries.  The  National  Business 
League  is  a  dedicated  organization  composed  largely  of  poor  business 
people  and  we  do  not  have  the  resources  to  clinically  dissect  the  kind 
of  sophisticated  legislation  proj^osed  here  today.  That  is  a  job  for 
sharp  young  lawyers  whose  services  Ave  need  but  for  which  Ave  cannot 
pay. 

So  our  remarks  here  today  must  be  AneAved  in  the  context  of  our 
ability  as  a  voluntary,  poor,  business  oriented  organization,  not  as 
the  expert  legal  testimony  of  exceptional  lawyers. 

Looking  at  the  bill  as  a  whole,  it  seems  to  be  trying  to  set  some  broad 
general  standards  of  equitable  acqAiisition  and  reuse  of  property  by 
Federal  agencies. 

To  the  extent  that  these  enactments  Avill  achieA^e  that  goal,  the  NBL 
is  constrained  to  applaud  its  purposes,  and  to  hope  that  its  principal 
objectives  Avill  be.  achieved.  Such  a  uniform  standard  of  action  in  this 
area  is  long  overdue  and  if  passed  one  can  only  hope  that  its  intent 
and  purpose  will  not  be  fiuistrated  by  “administrative  repeal”  or 
strangling  execution  regulations. 

The  bill’s  present  te^rt  repeatedly  refers  to  “the  administrator”  but 
no  place  that  Ave  could  find  states  what  administrator  Avill  have  the 
powers  set  forth,  nor  does  it  clearly  indicate  what  agency  of  Govern¬ 
ment  would  haA^e  jurisdiction  oA^er  the  bill’s  end  product. 

Too,  it  is  not  clear  to  us  just  hoAV  far  this  bill  intends  to  go  in  making 
mandatory  upon  the  State  or  local  agencies  the  general  proAUsions  of 
the  legislation.  Where  a  State  administers  the  performance  of  Federal 
legislation.  There  is  too  ample  a  degree  of  room  for  State  repeal  of 
Federal  intent  where  the  Federal  intent  and  thrust  is  not  more  clearly 
stated.  MoreoA^er,  there  should  be  some  penalty  attached  for  noncom¬ 
pliance  by  a  State  in  any  area  of  the  legislation’s  action  phases. 

On  page  33  of  the  proposed  bill,  section  801  of  title  YIII  declares 
it  to  be  public  policy  that  persons  to  be  relocated  because  of  Federal 
action  or  federally  assisted  action  shall  be  justly  and  equitably  treated. 

But  nowhere  in  this  or  subsequent  sections  do  Ave  find  any  detailed 
enforcement  teeth  in  such  a  policy.  Earlier  in  title  V,  the  bill’s  intro-  i 
diiction  mentions  “Federally  Assisted”  and  “Federally  Aided”  pro¬ 
grams.  Now,  it  may  be  that  someAvhere  in  the  bill  there  is  Avritten  some 
kind  of  enforcement  guidelines  or  techniques  that  Avoiild  assure  equita¬ 
ble  enforcement  of  the  proAUsion  of  the  bill,  whether  the  action  taken 
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is  direct.  Federal  action  or  action  by  an  agency  of  local  government 
that  is  aided  or  assisted  by  Federal  public  funds. 

For  example:  if  the  Faimler  Grocery  Store  in  Hattiesburg,  Miss., 
is  in  the  i)ath  of  a  proposed  new  secondary  road  that  the  county  is 
going  to  build,  we  would  want  this  bill  to  have  some  specific  penalties 
spelled  out  to  assure  that  Vernon  Daimler  would  not  be  denied  the 
relocation  assistance  provided  by  this  bill  just  because  he  is  black  and 
just  because  the  agency  in  Mississippi  that  handles  the  project  is 
manned  by  bigoted  local  civil  servants. 

Our  question  to  this  committee  is :  “How  would  this  particular  NBL 
merchant  be  assured  of  the  benefits  intended  by  this  legislation  if  an 
intervening  State  or  local  agency  administers  its  provisions  ?” 

Where  are  the  enforcement  teeth?  What  will  happen  if  the  local 
agency  follows  a  policy  of  rampant,  premeditated,  racial  discrimina¬ 
tion  in  the  administration  of  this  and  all  of  its  other  official  functions? 

What  in  this  will  prohibit  or  preclude  the  operation  of  such  a  policy 
of  flagrant  bias? 

To  go  a  stej)  further,  any  State  or  local  governmental  agency  in  the 
normal  pursuit  of  administering  the  public  policy  objectives  of  the 
office  involved  can  embark  upon  a  worthy  community  project,  that  has 
widespread  community  support.  Indeed,  such  a  project  could  serve 
an  unchallengable  public  community  need.  But  to  execute  the  project 
displacements  and  relocation  of  minority  citizens  will  be  necessitated. 
In  many  areas  of  this  Xation,  the  displacees  will  not  find  it  practical 
to  secure  standard  housing  accommodations  of  the  prices  and  pay¬ 
ments  set  forth  in  this  legislation. 

It  is  our  thinking,  in  the  light  of  today’s  circumstances,  that  some 
provision  should  be  written  into  section  805  or  other  appropriate  sec¬ 
tions  of  title  VIII  that  will  assure  the  payment  of  enough  money  to 
establish  the  displacee  in  his  new  location.  The  actual  physical  reloca¬ 
tion  is  only  part  of  the  problem. 

In  the  case  of  a  residential  dwelling,  relocation  payments  should 
accomplish  the  objective  of  transplantation  of  the  household  to  the 
degree  that  the  operational  obligations  are  identical  to  the  position 
held  prior  to  movement.  In  other  words,  whatever  proportionate  share 
of  net  income  is  allocated  to  each  living  and  for  household  operational 
expense  prior  to  movement,  that  same  proportionate  share  should 
prevail  subsequent  to  relocation. 

In  the  case  of  a  typical  NBL  business,  the  same  conditions  and  cir¬ 
cumstances  should  prevail  with  respect  to  his  living  accommodations 
and  in  addition  to  his  business.  This  assumes,  of  course,  that  to  some 
degree  both  elements  are  affected  by  the  relocation.  With  specific 
reference  to  the  business,  the  relocation  payments  must  achieve  the 
objectrte  of  reconstituting  a  going  concern  in  a  new  business  environ¬ 
ment.  If  a  farmer  is  entitled  to  actual  and  reasonable  expenses  in 
searching  for  a  replacement  farm,  certainly  the  small  business  operator 
is  entitled  to  actual  and  reasonable  costs  of  feasibility  studies  and  other 
services  and  cost  needed  to  establish  a  new  business  location. 

We  have  a  pilot  program,  Project  Outreach,  where  we  are  providing 
a  small  amount  of  technical  assistance  to  businessmen  Avith  such  prob¬ 
lems.  What  we  are  doing  fills  only  the  smallest  part  of  the  need,  and 
indicates  how  much  more  attention  and  resources  must  be  applied, 
not  to  solve  the  problem  but  just  to  find  out  more  about  how  big  it  is. 
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Let  us  for  a  minute  take  a  look  at  the  findiims  of  small  businessmen 
which  have  been  uprooted  and  scattered  in  tlie  past.  The  two  most 
responsible  Federal  programs  have  been  the  urban  renewal  program 
conducted  under  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  and  interstate 
highway  construction  conducted  under  the  Federal  Aid  Highways  Act. 

Up  to  1963  of  the  total  number  of  businesses  displaced  by  F'ederal 
programs,  70.3  percent  were  displaced  by  urban  renewal  projects  and 
19.2  percent  by  Federal  aid  highway  construction.  The  third  large 
displacee  of  business,  the  low-rent  housing  program,  conducted  under 
the  Housing  Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  displaced  75  percent  of  the  total 
businesses  displaced  for  the  same  period.  It  is  estimated  that  through 
1972  appi’oximately  1S,0()()  l>usiness  and  nonprofit  organizations  i)er 
year  will  be  disi)laced  by  Federal  programs,  as  compared  to  a  yearly 
average  of  11,000  over  the  most  recent  years. 

Business  displacement  is  an  urban  phenomenon,  93  percent  of  all 
displacements  were  in  urban  areas.  Who  owns  these  businesses  which 
are  being  displaced  and  what  kinds  of  businesses  are  these?  Well,  all 
this  takes  place  in  the  older  and  most  rundown  part  of  town  and  we 
all  know  who  li^’es  there. 

Dislocation  impairs  a  business'  chances  for  survival  and  nioreso  if 
the  business  is  small.  How  serious  is  this  impairment  ?  The  findings  of 
a  survey  of  50  local  public  authorities  for  urban  renewal  by  the  Urban 
Eenewal  Administration  in  1963  showed  that  35.3  percent  of  all 
displaced  businesses  discontinued  operations.  Of  the  operators  discon¬ 
tinuing,  55.5  percent  Avere  tenants. 

The  OA'erall  result  is  that  the  typical  business  displaced  is  a  sinall, 
perhaps  marginal,  service  or  eating  establishment  Avith  a  Avalk-in 
clientele,  Avhich  is  especially  vulnerable  to  displacement.  Gentlemen, 
that’s  us. 

In  Nashville  today,  this  minute,  the  construction  of  a  link  of  Inter¬ 
state  40  through  the  heart  of  the  Negro  business  district  Avill  directly 
displace  20  businesses  and  seriously  affect  another  146.  The  higliAvay  is 
dividing  the  North  Nashville  community,  affecting  access  of  the  popu¬ 
lation  to  schools,  churches,  parks,  hospitals,  and  the  businesses.  In  its 
Avake,  about  600  dAvellings  Avill  be  razed,  thus  removing  part  of  the 
population ;  the  poor  system  of  streets  in  the  area  Avill  be  further  com¬ 
plicated  by  the  permanent  closing  of  47  streets  and  the  temporary 
blocking  of  another  10. 

The  sight  of  blocked  sideAvalks,  the  5-mile  detours,  the  dissection  of 
service  stations,  the  granting  of  $200  to  remo\  e  a  dry  cleaning  plant, 
equipment  and  all,  the  e\'acuation  of  leasehold  tenants  Avitli  no  compen¬ 
sation  for  recent  lease  improvement,  the  refusal  of  compensation  to 
tenants  without  leases.  Gentlemen,  to  me,  this  is  a  disaster  area,  Avhicli 
I  toured  only  last  Aveek. 

On  page  40,  line  10,  this  bill  refers  to  assistance  from  the  Small 
Business  Act.  The  section  cited  is  the  single  most  conservatiAe  loan 
program  in  the  entire  package  of  SBA  financial  assistance  existing 
today. 

Section  7 {a)  loans  start  Avith  a  requirement  that  the  borroAA'er  must 
iiiA'est  as  much  money  in  the  business  as  SBA  loans.  So  if  a  displacee 
needs  a  $20,000  loan  to  reestablish  in  a  new  location,  he  has  to  liaA^e 
$10,000  of  his  OAvn.  It  is  our  considered  AueAv  that  section  7 {a)  Avill 
not  and  cannot  be  made  to  serA’e  the  needs  of  the  small  inner-city  busi- 
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ness  that  is  adv^ersely  affected  by  public  action  requiring  relocation 
of  his  business  operation. 

We  do  feel,  however,  that  we  can  suggest  directions  in  which  legisla¬ 
tion  might  be  pointed  that  will  yield  the  greatest  good  to  our  society. 

With  that  in  mind,  we  would  suggest  that  this  committee  give  serious 
and  careful  consideration  to  the  creation  of  a  small-business  capital 
fund  to  be  set  up  by  SBA  for  the  purpose  of  revitalizing  and  stimulat¬ 
ing  small  enterprises  that  are  relocation  candidates.  Such  a  fund  could 
be  used  not  only  to  relocate  the  business,  but  to  upgrade  and  revitalize 
it  with  a  vie-w  toward  enriched  profit  production.  There  is  an  inherent 
kind  of  negativism  about  uprooting  and  relocation  of  business  and 
businesses. 

The  knowledge  that  the  enterprise  can  get  liberal  assistance  to 
upgrade  and  expand  and  enrich  its  fimctional  operation  can  have  an 
electric  effect  on  the  general  surrounding  community. 

First,  the  small  business  operator  becomes  immediately  an  advocate 
for  the  project  requiring  his  removal  rather  than  an  antagonist.  The 
price  he  gets  for  his  present  enterprise  is  less  likely  to  be  as  important 
to  the  operator  as  it  would  have  been  otherwise.  Because  he  is  m- 
digenous  to  the  surrounding  population,  he  will  have  a  more  salutoiy 
effect  on  the  attitude  of  that  population  than  would  otherwise  be 
the  case. 

To  carry  the  hypothesis  further,  the  NBL  working  with  the  SBA 
and  its  management  assistance  people  could  organize  local  small  en¬ 
terprise  groups  to  create  small  neighborhood  convenience  centers 
that  would  be  profitable  for  the  operators  and  inspirational  and  mo¬ 
tivating  for  the  community.  To  make  such  a  program  effective,  we 
think  the  pending  legislation  should  spell  out  the  broad  operational 
methods  and  modes  for  such  an  experimental  program. 

And  it  must  provide  for  a  special  allocation  of  funds  for  its  opera¬ 
tion.  For  above  all,  the  Congress  has  perhaps  done  no  greater  dis¬ 
service  to  our  membership  and  to  the  small  business  community  at 
large  than  to  set  up  the  SBA  as  a  convenient  whipping  boy. 

The  very  mention  of  SBA  in  this  pending  legislation  is  little  short 
of  criminal.  And  it  is  the  fault  of  the  Congress  that  this  is  so.  For 
whatever  learned  reasons  that  it  may  have  or  have  had  in  the  past,  the 
Congress  assigns  an  increasingly  larger  workload  to  the  SBA,  but 
it  gives  it  no  meaningful  budget  with  which  to  operate.  It  is  cruel 
and  inhuman  punishment  for  the  Congress  to  give  to  the  SBA  $5  or 
$6  million  and  then  direct  it  to  execute  programs  requiring  $50  or  $60 
million. 

It  is  cruel  and  inhuman  to  extend  false  hope  to  a  multitude  of  small 
entrepreneurs,  but  it  is  equally  monstrous  in  its  depressing  and  de¬ 
bilitating  effect  on  the  SBA  establishment,  many  of  whom  are  fine, 
dedicated  public  servants.  From  my  brief  acquaintance  with  him,  I  get 
the  impression  that  the  present  SBA  Administrator  is  the  kind  of 
capable  public  servant  who  would  make  many  of  the  SBA  programs 
far  more  effective  if  he  had  more  funds. 

Therefore,  although  the  record  will  show  that  I  am,  and  have  been, 
one  of  SBA’s  most  severe  and  unrelenting  critics,  with  regard  to  this 
legislation,  I  urge  that  all  of  its  facets  dealing  with  the  relocation  of 
businesses  should  be  made  a  function  of  the  SBA ;  and  its  management 
assistance  people  working  with  the  NBL  should  be  given  a  special 
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mandate  and  a  special  budget  that  will  allow  the  total  revitalization 
of  small  enterprises  affected  by  public  action. 

NBL  does  not  believe  that  public  improvement  activities  requiring 
relocation  of  citizens  and  their  function  should  be  ipso  facto  i*egarded 
as  disasters,  nor  should  such  actions  be  associated  with  disaster  as¬ 
sistance.  If  the  Small  Business  Act  is  to  to  be  amended,  it  should  be  so 
changed  as  to  provide  a  program  of  special  assistance  to  the  little 
business  that  is  adversely  affected  by  public  action. 

The  NBL  criticism  of  the  proposed  amendment  described  on  page  40, 
commencing  at  line  12,  is  that  it  places  the  burden  of  proof  of  eco¬ 
nomic  injury  on  the  little  fellow  with  limited  resources.  Any  agency 
employee  can  determine  that  there  has  been  only  slight  economic 
injury  and  effectively  preclude  the  entrepreneur  from  assistance.  It 
would  be  far  better  to  make  anyone  who  is  touched  at  all  by  public 
actions  indicating  relocation  in  the  interest  of  survival,  eligible  for  the 
special  SBA  assistance  we  have  described. 

For  in  any  objective  evaluation  of  SBA  participants  or  clients,  those 
who  are  most  easily  declared  ineligible  for  assistance  are  likely  to  be 
those  who  are  most  likely  to  succeed  with  reasonable  SBA  aid. 

In  summary  then,  we  suggest  a  special  SBA  assistance  program  for 
biisinesses  adjacent  to  or  in  areas  affected  by  public  action;  we  suggest 
that  section  804  be  made  more  explicit  in  calling  out  the  extent  of 
mandatory  compliance  by  local  agencies  acting  as  alter  ego  for  the 
Federal  Government  and  that  provisions  for  the  ample  funding  of  the 
several  programs  and  policies  set  forth  be  clearly  identified  and  ear¬ 
marked. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you,  ]Mr.  Burrell,  for  your  excellent  testi¬ 
mony.  It  is  just  the  kind  of  thing  we  want. 

May  I  say,  first  of  all,  that  it  is  the  intent  of  this  legislation  by 
making  it  100  percent  federally  funded  to  insure  that  its  provisions 
are  made  available  across  the  country.  Several  suggestions  have  been 
received  in  the  course  of  the  testimony  to  insure  that  there  is  adequate 
followup  to  protect  those  who  have  been  designed  to  be  benefited  by 
the  legislation,  and  this  followup  function  is  an  important  one. 

We  will  look  at  the  legislation  to  insure  that  we  have  done  all  that 
we  can  to  protect  it. 

With  respect  to  adequate  fundings,  iinfortunately,  we  are  not  the 
Appropriations  Committee.  We  can  write  what  we  think  ought  to 
be  the  goals,  and  we  certainly  will,  but  there  is  no  way  that  we  caii 
write  in  here  anything  that  will  tie  the  hands  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  and  I  would  not  want  to  abuse  you  on  that  score. 

]Mr.  Bijrrell.  Well,  I  would  say.  Senator  Muskie,  the  best  thing  in 
the  testimony  this  morning,  I  think,  first,  the  testimony  is  tough  to 
follow.  I  think  they  were  excellent  witnesses. 

Senator  Muskie.  Well,  might  I  say  that  although  you  disclaimed 
any  expertise  in  this  field,  your  testimony  waters  down  your  disclaim. 

Mr.  Burrell.  AYell,  listening  to  them,  and  then  to  hear  the  response 
of  the  gentlemen  pi’esent,  I  am  just  amazed  by  the  concern  of  you 
gentlemen  as  it  relates  to  the  kind  of  legislation  that  we  eventually 
get.  Either  you  are  the  finest  public  servants  we  have,  or  it  is  tough 
to  assemble  them  all  in  one  room,  to  march  with  the  same  banner  to 
accomplish  these  great  public  services. 


381 


St'nator  AriTSKii:.  "Well,  lot  mo  say  this:  this  h\e:ishition  heforo  iis  is 
tho  produot  of  about  3  or  4  years  of  work,  and  it  lias  not  really  been 
^ono  into  as  thoronghly  as  it  should  have  been,  and  as  we  are  trying 
to  do  now. 

1  think  that  the  eoneern  we  are  retleeting  here  would  be  shared  by 
substantially  the  majority  of  the  (’ongress  onee  they  get  the  same 
exiiosure  to  the  facts  and  to  the  in  justices.  So,  I  do  not  think  you  ought 
to  attribute  to  us  any  higher  level  of  concern  than  I  think  is  held  by 
the  majority  of  the  INfembers  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Jii'RiiET.n.  I  will  just  reserve  my  other  criticism  until  T  see  the 
final  action. 

The  other  thing,  Senator,  was  this  morning  there  was  some  discus¬ 
sion  about  what  to  do  with  disjilacees  in  an  ui’ban  renewal  area,  for 
exam])le.  I  think  we  have  got  a  long  ways  to  go  in  new  technology  in 
housing.  I  would  hope  that  the  concerned  agencies  would  look  toward 
being  more  innovative  in  this  area. 

For  example:  where  there  are  large  areas  of  cleared  land,  we  have 
not  even  begun  to  experiment  Avith  jire-fab  homes,  especially  in  the 
mobile  home  area  Avhere  you  take — if  you  look  at  one  mobile  home 
it  does  not  mean  anything,  but  if  you  put  them  together  then  you 
really  begin  to  do  something. 

If  you  stack  them,  then  you  are  really  beginning  to  come  up  Avith 
some  configurations  in  A\diich  people  could  actually  liA^e  cheajAly, 
quickly,  and  you  could — Avell,  you  could  go  as  far  as  you  AA’ould  like 
Avitli  that. 

In  addition  to  the  fact  that  mobile  homes  could  be  stacked  and  stairs 
could  be  run  up  the  outside,  or  could  be  run  through  the  center,  and 
they  can  be  ])ut  together,  that  they  can  be  erected  fairly  quickly,  is  the 
fact  that  they  could  be  erected  and  constructed  Avithin  the  indigenous 
neighborhood  in  AA’hich  it  is  going  to  occur. 

A  mobile  home  factory  is  simply  a  large  oA'ergroAvn  cabinet  shoji. 
You  could  employ  numbers  of  people  just  putting  these  things  together 
and  moving  them  to  the  site,  and  quickly,  and  moving  other  people  in. 

I  rode  to  IMississippi  about  a  month  ago  and  I  got  the  feeling  that 
AA'e  had  not  eA'en  begun  to  approach  the  problem  of  hoAv  do  aa’C.  move 
those  shanties,  even  as  dramatically  as  using  helicopters  to  move  one 
of  them  out  of  the  Avay  and  drop  it  in  the  trash  pile,  and  then  drop 
another  one  right  in  its  place.  Like  that,  it  could  be  done. 

It  could  be  done  cheaply,  but  Avho  in  this  country  is  prepared,  and 
AA'hat  agency  is  ])repared,  to  approach  those  kinds  of  technology  and 
to  begin  to  think  innovatively  like  this.  But  it  can  be  done,  and  I  sub¬ 
mit  that  it  must  be  Avhere  Ave  are  headed  if  Ave  are  really  going  to  solve 
the  problems  of  progress  as  it  relates  to  human  needs  and  the  I'eneAval 
of  people. 

Senator  Muskir.  You  have  just  made  a  speech  that  I  liaA^e  been 
making  to  the  members  of  the  Housing  Subcommittee,  but  you  have 
made  it  better  than  I  have.  I  agree  Avith  you  that  Ave  have  not  addressed 
ourselves  to  applying  technology  to  the  problems  of  loAv-income  hous¬ 
ing.  I  could  not  agree  more. 

Senator  Baker.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could,  I  Avould  like  to  get  my 
OAvn  pet  oar  in  the  Avater  in  that  respect.  I  agree  Avith  what  you  say, 
but  I  also  think  tliat  we  liaA^e  been  terribly  sIoav  in  making  technologi¬ 
cal  advances  and  advancement  of  neAv  techniques  for  the  reclaiming 
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and  reliabilitation  of  existinof  structures.  I  think  that  so  often  wliole 
neighborhoods  could  profit  iinmeasureably  if  satisfactory  and  eco¬ 
nomic  M’ays  were  found  to  make  those  neighborhoods  hospitable.  In 
some  cases  it  may  be  necessary  to  destroy  them  and  rebuild  them. 

It  would  obviously  eliminate  in  some  cases  dislocation.  It  would 
obviously  eliminate  much  of  the  eminent  domain  inequity  that  we  have 
spoken  of.  Obviously,  you  start  with  a  structure  in  many  cases,  at  least, 
that  could  be  rehabilitated.  So,  I  think  we  are  falling  behind  in  the 
technology  of  rehabilitation  as  well  as  the  technology  of  construction, 
and  I  think  this  is  a  subject  that  should  have  extensive  thought  and 
activity  before  we  launch  ourselves  on  this  matter  of  meeting  the  need 
for  massive  new  decent  housing  for  so  many  ])eople  in  this  country. 

Mr.  WiLLiAiis.  Senator,  I  am  down  from  New  York,  and  I  am 
Mr.  Williams  of  Schenley  Industry,  and  my  chairman  has  been  very 
interested  in  this  whole  project.  I  would  ask  that  you  look  into  the 
possibility  of  what  could  be  done  about  immediate  occupancy  of  people 
who  are  being  removed  from  housing,  for  additional  housing. 

And  through  some  contacts  I  ran  into  a  corporation  called  HoAvard 
P.  Hoffman  Associates,  their  organization  and  their  consultants  in 
management  of  corporate  land  plant  and  equipment. 

They  adAmcate  rehabilitation  of  existing  structures  the  same  as 
you,  Senator  Baker.  They  haAn  been  in  this  field  for  4  years  and  they 
say,  in  essence,  and  I  will  giv'e  it  to  you  A-ery  quickly,  that  rehabilita¬ 
tion  of  existing  structures  which  are  sound  on  the  outside  and,  of 
course,  often  dilapidated  on  the  inside,  is  a  time-saving  event. 

The  time  that  they  saAn  ranges  between  50  to  60  percent  of  the 
new  construction.  No  demolition  is  required,  no  excavation  of  founda¬ 
tion  or  structural  work  to  be  done.  The  cost,  Avhich  is  important.  Sen¬ 
ator,  is  that  it  reduces  the  cost  in  a  range  of  20  to  40  percent  of  new 
construction  and  results  in  more  house  for  the  same  dollar  amount. 

It  reduces  people’s  relocation  problem  because  they  can  start  on 
a  block  and  between  the  time  the  people  moA^e  out  and  the  time  it  is 
completed,  it  can  be  done  in  4  months,  which  means  that  they  can 
use  the  temporary  structures  IVIr.  Burrell  Avas  talking  about  and 
moA^e  these  people  back  in  new  structures  within  4  months. 

The  original  feeling,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  the  people  of  the  neighbor¬ 
hoods,  of  course,  the  people  who  hav'e  lived  there  for  many  years,  can 
also  be  moA^ed  back  into  their  existing  communities. 

Now,  according  to  what  I  understand,  this  program  can  provide 
opjKArtunities  to  upgrade  the  economic  and  social  health  and  welfare 
of  the  urban  areas.  Profits  can  be  made  from  being  owners  or  in- 
A'estors,  and  I  am  not  talking  about  the  indigenous  citizen  Avho  feels 
that  he  has  no  stake  in  America  becoming  a  part  OAvner  of  this 
operation.  I  will  get  to  that  in  just  one  second,  how  that  can  be  done. 

Creative,  new,  and  broadening  market  of  opportunities  for  build¬ 
ing  and  household  products  can  also  provide  a  testing  laboratory 
for  construction  companies  and  products  for  material  that  could  be 
used  on  site. 

Now,  they  have  done  a  couple  of  programs,  and  I  haA^e  complete 
photographs  of  the  time  it  began  until  they  stopped,  and  I  am  like 
a  father,  I  just  have  these  pictures  in  my  w^let,  and  I  just  happened 
to  have  this. 
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I  am  down  from  New  York  and  I  was  not  aware  that  we  were 
going  to  testify  today,  but  I  did  have  this  before  me  and  I  am  vice 
cliairman  of  the  NBL,  and  I  did  have  this  and  he  asked  me  to 
come  along,  and  I  do  have  tliese  pictures  of  the  structures  from  the 
original  to  the  time  they  have  been  completed,  so  you  can  see  what 
can  be  done. 

Now,  my  board  chairman  feels  that  this,  and  of  course  according 
to  Mr.  AVeaver,  New  York  alone,  he  says,  is  going  to  need  8  million 
dwelling  units.  In  New  York  City  alone,  he  says,  58,000  buildings  are 
in  need  of  rehabilitation  at  a  cost  of  over  $5  to  $7  million  in  the  next 
decade. 

To  project  these  figures  for  the  whole  nation,  INIr.  Weaver  says, 
raises  the  prospect  of  dealing  with  numbers  so  astronomical  that  only 
a  computer  could  comprehensively  handle  them,  and  again  we  get 
back  to  the  problem  of,  w'here  do  we  get  the  money  to  do  this  sort 
of  operation,  because  the  cost  is  important. 

AYell,  here  Mr.  Rosenstiel  feels  at  the  present  time,  and  I  will  read 
a  brief  excerpt  from  his  notes : 

At  the  present  moment,  slums  are  a  cancerous  condition  in  American  life 
in  the  midst  of  an  affluent  society.  Certainly,  the  slums  will  be  abolished.  The 
question  is  w'hether  the  people  who  now  subsist  in  them  will  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  enjoy  life  in  our  affluent  society  before  they  die.  The  speed  with 
which  we  are  approaching  this  problem  today  is  that  of  a  snail’s  pace. 

There  has  been  a  very  prevalent  difficulty  in  obtaining  the  uecessiirj'  funds 
for  slum  clearance.  At  the  present  time,  this  difficulty  has  been  aggravated 
to  an  even  greater  degree. 

On  the  one  hand,  we  have  the  continued  drain  on  the  American  financial 
scene,  although  we  cannot  relate  financing  to  the  loss  of  life  or  limb  or  the 
heartbreaks  of  families.  Moneys  going  to  Vietnam  add  to  the  burden  of  ob¬ 
taining  moneys  for  slum  clearance,  with  si>eed  and  disi>atch.  The  moneys  used 
in  the  race  in  space  add  tremendously  to  the  expenditures  for  defense  in  a 
world  in  flux  during  the  era  of  change  in  the  balance  of  power  among  nations 
and  upheaval.  All  of  this  is  co.stly  and  hardens  the  arteries  of  what  should 
be  the  human  heart.  Too  many  people  become  too  callous  too  fast. 

The  laws  of  human  nature,  the  hypocrisy  of  tlie  law  itself,  in  many,  many 
instances,  and  of  the  lawmaker,  too,  in  many,  accentuates  the  abnormal  creation 
of  so-called  criminal  elements. 

Moneys  reaching  into  this  area  of  endeavor,  human  nature  being  what  it  is, 
escapes  taxation  in  many  instances.  And  the  publicity  attendant  thereto  paints 
us  as  a  lawless  country  the  world  over.  The  disproportionate  amount  of  money 
that  undoubtedly  have  escai)ed  taxation  not  only  here  but  in  many  places 
in  the  world,  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  there  are  so  many  tax  havens.  By 
the  time  the  Federal  Government  catches  up  with  its  evasion,  and  sometimes 
this  is  impossible  to  do  because  the  evasion  is  so  hidden,  the  untax-paid  moneys 
have  grown  by  leaps  and  bounds  in  faraw'ay  places. 

Again,  this  is  i\Ir.  Rosenstiel,  quoting : 

It  is  my  opinion  that  the  so-called  bad  money,  as  well  as  what  we  refer 
to  as  good  money,  can  be  tai>ped  for  slum  clearance.  What  is  wrong  with  form¬ 
ing  a  slum  clearance  district,  and  taxing  the  same  way  you  do  a  school  district, 
the  road  di.strict,  the  levee  district,  et  cetera.  Or  you  could  do  it  on  a  slightly 
modified  basis  and  something  like  the  Mackinaw  Bridge  Authority. 

Ivet’s  take  a  city  called  X.  Let’s  say,  they  estimate  they  can  do  a  .slum 
clearance  job  for  ,$200  million.  Let  us  say,  through  legal  processes  this  district 
is  formed  and  can  issue  tax-free  bonds.  And  suppose  it  wanted  to  issue  .$200 
million  in  tax-free  hearer  bonds. 

The  land  would  be  appraised,  the  co.st  of  the  buildings  in  reconstruction,  and 
all  of  the  things  necessary  to  make  the  di.strict  part  of  the  American  community 
with  decent  living  conditions,  and  with  speed.  All  of  this  would  probably  be 
worth  many  more  hundreds  of  millions  more  than  the  bonds  could  call  for.  The.se 
would  be  bearer  bonds,  presumably  paying  a  high  interest  rate  of  5  percent  (or 
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even  percent),  tax-free,  and  they  would  attract  moneys  from  other  sources, 
perhaps  even  without  trying.  When  this  tax-free  interest  rate  was  related  to 
the  gross  rate  tliat  would  have  to  be  obtained  from  the  average  person  to  equal 
the  tax  rate,  you  would  find  a  ready  market  and  certainly  in  bearer  certificates 
the  moneys  “filched”,  for  want  of  a  better  word,  out  of  the  country  would  return 
if  no  questions  were  asked. 

I  do  not  believe  there  would  be  much  trouble  raising  huge  sums  of  money  for 
slum  clearance  in  this  way. 

Also,  there  would  be  many  public-spirited  citizens,  of  all  races,  creeds,  and 
colors,  w'ho  would  not  only  be  delighted  to  put  their  shoulders  to  the  wheel  to 
see  that  the  finest  end  result  was  obtained  from  this  money,  without  any 
shenanigans  and  with  si>eed  and  dispatch. 

That  is  his  statement. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much.  Mr.  Cook,  did  you  have 
a  statement  you  wanted  to  make  ? 

Mr.  Cook.  No,  sir. 

Senator  Muskie.  Senator  Hansen,  do  you  have  any  questions  you 
wanted  to  put  ? 

Senator  Hansen.  No,  I  do  not  think  I  do.  However,  Mr.  Chairman, 
1  might  make  an  observation. 

I,  too,  have  been  disturbed,  through  not  exposed  as  much  as  many 
have  been  to  the  problem.  I  am  concerned  about  what  happens  to  people 
within  these  areas  that  have  been  taken  by  the  Government  for  one 
purpose  or  another.  Highway  programs  have  been  mentioned,  and  I 
think  urban  renewal  programs  have  been  mentioned. 

I  think  it  is  difficult,  arbitrarily,  to  assess  the  full  impact  of  the 
costs  that  devolve  upon  the  shoulders  of  the  persons  who  are  in  an  area 
that  is  taken  by  the  Government.  When  you  put  a  road,  a  super  high¬ 
way,  an  interstate  highway,  section  of  an  interstate  highway  system,  so 
as  to  effectively  block  in  people  from  one  part  of  a  town  and  tliereby 
deny  their  patronizing  little  stores  that  may  continue  existing  in 
another  part,  you  may  have  done  irreparable  harm  to  that  person’s 
business.  Yet  it  may  be  far  enough  removed  from  the  project  that  he 
would  not  be  entitled  to  any  consideration  at  all.  Yet  he  has  very 
definitely  been  hurt. 

And  I  am  concerned  also  about  the  fact,  or  I  think  it  is  a  fact,  that 
sometimes  we  tear  down  homes  and  what  happens  to  those  people  who 
are  caught  in  the  bind,  those  who  have  been  moved  out  of  an  area; 
they  may  have  only  been  tenants,  but  where  did  they  go  ?  I  think  there 
is  a  lot  to  be  said  for  the  presentation  that  you  have  just  made. 

It  makes  awfully  good  sense  to  me,  that  if  we  could  incorporate 
within  your  framework  a  continuing  concern  of  the  Government 
permitting  us  to  extend  to  those  persons  some  of  the  assistance  that 
the  Government  has  given  others  in  our  society  from  time  to  time, 
thereby  enabling  them  to  become  homeowners,  that  we  will  have  gone 
a  long  way  in  assuring  that  these  newly  renovated  areas  would  be  kept 
up.  I  do  not  think  thei'e  is  any  better  way  to  encourage  people  to  care 
for  property  than  to  give  them  some  ownership  in  it,  and  any  pro¬ 
grams — and  I  happen  to  be  a  sponsor  along  with  others  of  a  bill  that 
would  tend  to  do  this — would  be  one  of  the  best  things  we  could  do. 

I  would  invite  your  comment  on  that  point. 

Mr.  Williams.  Sir,  nobody  breaks  a  window  in  his  own  house, 
you  know,  because  it  is  not  profitable  for  him  to  do  so.  This  is  why, 
in  American  life,  we  must  bring  the  indigenous  communities  into  a 
position  where  they  can  obtain  this,  and  we  are  spending  a  tremendous 
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amount  of  money  in  the  area,  but  I  do  not  believe  we  are  getting  our 
money's  worth. 

For  example,  I  am  chairman  of  the  Board  of  the  Office  of  Economic 
Opportunity  in  Nassau  County.  We  have  a  drastic  program  out  there 
for  the  lack  of  housing,  so  much  so  that  the  Department  of — ^they  call 
it  the  Social  Welfare  now,  but  the  Department  of  Welfare  has  to  house 
people  where  they  cannot  find  housing  for  them  in  motels. 

They  pay  them  $10  a  day  for  a  room  in  a  motel  with  a  family  with 
four  or  five  kids  living  in  one  motel  room.  Now,  it  seems  appalling 
that  we  have  to  spend  this  money  because  we  do  not  have  anything 
available,  yet  this  is  one  of  the  most  affluent  communities  in  the  Nation 
today. 

So,  I  think  something  must  be  done  to  address  ourselves  to  the  fact 
that  we  are  spending  money,  but  are  we  getting  our  money’s  worth. 
This  is  the  q^uestion  tliat  I  am  concerned  with.  I  do  not  mind  spending 
it  if  something  comes  out  of  it. 

Senator  Hansen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Muskie.  Well,  gentlemen,  I  think  as  in  all  such  cases,  we 
must  finally  come  to  an  end  here  in  our  sessions.  We  must  get  over  to 
the  floor.  But  I  appreciate  your  testimony. 

It  has  been  a  most  worthwhile  morning  and  I  am  glad  we  were  able 
to  get  permission  from  the  Senate  to  continue  with  our  hearings. 

Mr.  Burrell.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Mijskie.  Thank  you. 

(MHiereupon,  at  1 :05  p.m.,  the  committee  adjourned.) 
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1XTERG0\ERN3IENTAL  COOPERATION  ACT  OF  1967 
AND  RELATED  LEGISLATION 


TUESDAY,  MAY  28,  1968 

U.S.  Senate, 

Subcommittee  on  Intebgovernmental  Reu\.tions 

OF  the  CoMMITlUE  ON  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS, 

ashington^  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  recess,  at  10:20  a.m.,  in  room 
457  Old  Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  Edmund  S.  Aluskie  (Chair¬ 
man),  presiding. 

Present :  Senators  Muskie  and  Hansen. 

Staff  members  present :  Charles  M.  Smith,  staff  director,  Eobert  E. 
Berry,  minority  counsel ;  E.  Winslow  Turner,  general  counsel ;  Lucinda 
T.  Dennis,  administrative  secretary. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  committee  will  be  in  order. 

I  apologize  for  being  late.  We  seem  to  have  just  too  many  meetings 
on  different  subjects  around  this  town. 

Our  first  witness  is  an  old  friend  of  this  committee,  a  Senator  of 
distinction,  with  whom  it  has  been  my  pleasure  to  serve  since  we  first 
made  the  mistake  of  coming  here  in  1958. 

It  is  a  pleasure.  Senator  Moss,  to  welcome  you. 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  FRANK  E.  MOSS,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  UTAH 

Senator  Moss.  Thank  you,  IMr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  appearing  here  this  morning.  I  have  a  prepared  statement 
which  is  fairly  brief.  I  think  perhaps  brevity  can  be  improved  if  I 
stay  right  with  the  text,  although,  of  course,  I  shall  be  most  happy  to 
respond  to  any  questions  or  colloquy  that  j’ou  and  Senator  Hansen 
would  like  to  propound. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  a  number  of  years,  I  have  been  a  cosponsor  of  the 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act,  this  year  numbered  S.  698.  This 
version  is  a  comprehensive  bill  which  has  been  painstakingly  drawn  to 
make  our  huge  programs  of  assistance  to  State  and  local  governments 
as  effective  and  economical  as  possible. 

A  number  of  the  provisions  of  this  bill  were  contained  in  the  act 
passed  by  the  Senate  in  August  1965.  Unfortunately,  the  House  did 
not  act  on  that  measure,  and  so  these  provisions  have  had  to  be 
reintroduced. 

A  significant  provision  of  the  1965  bill  provided  for  congressional 
review  of  future  grant  programs  to  insure  that  they  are  reexamined 
systematically,  and  reconsidered  in  the  light  of  changing  conditions. 
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Since  1965,  the  need  for  this  section  has  become  much  more  aciite. 
In  your  remarks  introducing  the  act  in  1967,  you  pointed  out  how 
much  Federal  programs  had  grown  in  just  one  small  area — Federal 
grant  progi-ams  for  community  Avater  supply,  sewei-s,  and  sewage 
treatment  facilities.  Five  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  are 
presently  mvolved  in  administering  such  grants.  Even  though  the 
agencies  have  worked  out  arrangements  designed  to  minimize  ad¬ 
ministrative  confusion,  it  is  still  difficult  for  State  and  local  govern¬ 
mental  officials  to  sort  out  these  programs,  and  to  know  Avhich  ones 
might  be  of  the  greatest  help  in  solving  their  problems.  There  are 
now  more  than  200  major  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  to  assist 
State  and  local  govermnents.  I  understand  there  are  something  over 
400  different  authorizations.  ]\Iany  of  these  are  extremely  A^ahiable — 
even  necessary — but  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  they  should  be  revieAved 
periodically  and  systematically,  and  that  we  must  attempt  sub¬ 
stantially  to  reduce  the  nmnber.  While  it  is  true  that  State  and  local 
governmental  agencies,  Avhich  maintain  the  day-to-day  contact  Avith 
the  general  public,  can  now  come  before  congressional  committees  to 
let  us  know  their  views,  there  is  no  fonnal  or  systematic  procedure  for 
bringing  such  matters  to  the  attention  either  of  Congress  or  of  the 
executive  branch.  Therefore,  all  too  often,  no  new  program  will  be 
initiated  to  meet  a  specific  need  Avithout  sufficient  consideration  being 
given  to  the  greater  efficiency  which  might  come  through  the  ex¬ 
pansion  or  alteration  of  existing  programs. 

As  our  population  increases,  it  is  virtually  certain  that  the  size  of 
Federal  gi’ant-in-aid  programs  will  also  expand.  Therefore,  the  need 
for  a  systematic  program  of  review  becomes  greater  by  the  year.  This 
bill  contains  an  effective  mechanism  for  brmging  about  the  needed  re- 
Auew  of  programs.  This  is  the  automatic  expiration  of  grant-in-aid 
pi'ograms  after  5  years.  In  cases  where  no  termination  date  is  specified 
by  law,  and  a  grant-in-aid  progi-am  is  not  specifically  exempted  from 
the  proAUsions  of  this  act,  then  the  authority  to  make  such  grants-in- 
aid  Avill  expire  not  later  than  J une  30  of  the  fifth  calendar  year  which 
begins  after  the  effectiA^e  date  of  such  act. 

It  also  provides  that  the  committees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  to 
Avliich  legislation  extending  such  authority  would  be  referred,  shall, 
separately  or  jointly,  carry  out  studies  of  the  program  with  a  vieAv 
to  ascertaining  whether  or  not  its  continuation  would  serA^e  the  public 
interest,  including  a  determination  of  Avhether  or  not  a  substitute 
might  be  an  improvement. 

A  significant  neAv  authority  is  provided  in  title  VI.  This  authorizes 
the  President  to  submit  to  the  Congress  plans  for  the  consolidation  of 
individual  categorical  grants.  Congress  could  accept  or  disapprove 
the  plan  in  a  maimer  similar  to  that  proAuded  in  the  Reorganization 
Act  of  1949,  which  was  passed  in  accordance  Avith  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Hoover  Commission. 

This  means  that  a  consolidation  plan  Avill  go  into  effect  90  days 
after  submission  by  the  President  imless,  during  that  tune,  either  the 
Senate  or  the  House  passes  a  resolution  in  opposition  to  the  plan. 

There  are  many  other  j) revisions  in  this  comprehensive  measure. 
Altogether,  it  will  enable  the  Federal  GoAxrnment,  the  States,  and 
the  local  governmental  bodies  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and 
coordination  of  those  activities  in  Avhich  they  are  jointly  engaged 
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nnd  for  wliicli  the  Federal  Government  is  providing  a  substantial  por¬ 
tion  of  the  financing.  I  urge  ])rompt  Committee  approval  of  tliis 
measure  and  surel}^  liope  that  Congress  will  enact  the  measure  tliis 
year. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much,  Senator  Moss.  I  appreciate 
tliis  statement. 

There  are  many,  many  aspects  of  this  bill  which  you  and  I  could 
get  into,  but  which  1  think  time  prevents. 

You  did  not  mention  the  relocation  provisions  of  this  bill. 

Senator  Moss.  No,  I  have  not  covered  that  in  my  testimony.  I  just 
really  made  a  brief  and  cursory  statement  on  the  general  objectives 
of  this  bill.  I  wanted  to  stress  the  great  proliferation  that  there  had 
l)ee.n  in  these  programs. 

Now,  I  suppose  every  State  now  has  to  have  a  depait-ment  for  just 
trying  to  keep  track  of  all  the  Federal  programs  and  keep  them  sorted 
out,  because  the  State  officials  and  particularly  the  municipalities, 
and  when  you  get  down  into  the  smaller-sized  ones,  are  utterly  be¬ 
wildered.  They  have  no  way  of  knowing  where  to  turn,  there  are 
so  many  different  programs.  They  all  need  to  be  coordinated. 

Senator  IMttskte.  On  this  broad  area  of  grants  consolidation,  of 
I'eduction  of  administrative  red  tape,  block  grants  and  tax  sharing — I 
think  it  finds  all  of  us  arguing  against  each  other  and  incoaisistent 
with  our  own  points  of  view  from  time  to  time.  So  it  is  no  wonder 
that  local  officials  and  State  officials  are  at  least  as  confused  as  some 
of  the  1‘est  of  us. 

For  example,  this  legislation  contains  a  provision  to  which  you  have 
referred,  giving  the  President  authority  to  consolidate  individual 
categorical  grants.  Now,  I  Imow  that  this  is  going  to  be  opposed  by 
some  in  the  Congrass  who  see  this  as  an  unwise  delegation  of  Congres¬ 
sional  authority  to  the  Executive.  Yet  some  who  find  themselvas  in 
the  ranks  of  the  opposition  are  also  strong  supporters  of  tax-sharing, 
which  would  delegate  Congressional  authority  over  program  ob¬ 
jectives  not  tO'  the  President  but  to  State  Governments.  So  we  have 
this  problem  of  somehow  evolving  a  more  flexible  and  sensible  chan¬ 
neling  of  Federal  resources  to  the  States  without  getting  tangled  up 
in  our  own  philosophical  problems. 

Are  you  troubled  by  the  fact — I  gather  you  are  not,  so  I  put  the 
question  anticipating  a  negative  answer — ^that  consolidated  grants 
would  delegate  authority  to  the  President  over  these  programs?  In 
a  sense  this  is  legislative  authority. 

Senator  INIoss.  No,  I  am  not,  philoso]ihically  or  otherwise  troubled 
by  that.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  President  being  the  Executive  arm 
of  the  Government  does  have  greater  ability  to  move  forwaixl  and 
take  a  positive  action,  whereas  the  Congress,  being  the  legislative 
body,  is  not  an  action  body  so  much  as  one  to  consider  and  either 
approve  or  disapprove.  So  I  think  the  provision  that  is  here  in  the 
bill  of  permitting  the  President  to  order  the  consolidation  and  giving 
the  Congress  a  period  of  time  within  which  to  disapprove  if  Ave 
think  it  is  unwise  is  a  reasonable  provision  and  this  has  Avorked  Avell 
on  the  Reorganization  Act  that  the  President  has  used,  AA^ell,  ever 
since  1949,  has  used  quite  well. 

I  do  not  AA’orry  about  that  delegation,  no. 
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Senator  Muskte.  Senator  ^lundt  has  siiprjrested  tliat  perhaps  ol^jec- 
tions  to  this  provision  in  the  bill  might  be  softened  if  it  were  modified 
in  the  I’oorganization  powers  to  permit  amendment  by  the  Congress 
of  the  Pi-esident’s  consolidation  plans.  Before  I  offer  or  suggest 
involvement  in  that  action,  what  is  your  reaction  ? 

Senator  Moss.  Well,  my  reaction  is  somewhat  negative  to  that.  It 
soenas  to  me  if  the  Congress  finds  such  a  flaw  in  the  proposal  that 
the  President  sends  up,  then  it  had  better  turn  it  down  and  send  it 
back  saying  this  is  not  approved.  I  am  sure  that  out  of  that,  with 
conferences  with  the  leadership  of  the  Congress  and  the  leadei'ship 
involved,  the  executive  branch  might  well  make  an  amendment  and 
send  it  back  again  for  second  consideration.  P)ut  I  am  afraid  if  we 
get  into  the  situation  of  the  President  sending  it  up  and  then  on  the 
floor,  we  begin  to  offer  a  lot  of  amendments  rather  than  simplify 
and  streamline  what  we  are  talking  about,  we  may  come  out  with 
something  as  complex  when  it  is  finished  as  w'hen  it  was  sent  up  in 
the  fiiat  place. 

After  all,  the  idea  here  is  to  try  to  consolidate  and  simplify  and 
streamline  as  much  as  we  can.  That  is  presumably  what  the  President's 
]iroposals  would  do.  The  Congress  still  has  to  appropidate  the  money, 
we  still  have  to  look  at  the  overall  program,  and  I  would  not  favor 
giving  the  amendatory  power  to  the  Congress  on  the  President’s 
proposals. 

Senator  Muskte.  I  would  like  to  make  two  observations  of  my  own, 
simply  to  make  them  a  part  of  the  record  where  they  will  be  readily 
available  for  discussion  by  the  committee  and  the  subcommittee  in 
the  mai’kup  session.  I  think  the  point  you  make  is  verv  valid. 

Second,  I  think  if  we  allow  this  amendatory  process,  the  90-day 
period  for  action  by  the  Congress  would  have  to  be  eliminated.  The 
process  being  what  it  is.  I  do  not  think  by  con.solidating  the  power 
to  legislative  recommendation,  you  can  expect  realistically  to  get  it 
completed  within  the  60  or  90  days  that  might  be  permitted  for 
congressional  action. 

Also,  one  of  the  purposes  in  trying  to  do  this  in  the  way  a  reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan  is  handled  is  to  minimize  the  political  difficulties  involved 
in  eliminating  the  identity  of  programs  which  have  a  built-in  con¬ 
stituency  in  the  Congress  and  elsewhere. 

For  example,  in  the  water  and  sewer  field,  we  have  the  so-called 
Aiken  program  for  water  and  sewer  projects.  This  is  in  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  for  communities  of  under  5,500.  The  Department  of 
Interior  has  the  big  waste  treatment  grant  program,  which  benefits  all 
communities,  including  communities  of  the  size  I  have  just  referred 
to.  We  have  in  the  Department  of  Commerce  the  supplemental  grants 
for  these  programs  Txnder  the  Economic  Development  Achninistration. 
IIITD  has  the  associated  programs  to  construct  sewers. 

Tliere  is  one  other  I  have  left  out,  but  in  any  ease,  in  all  of  these 
programs,  there  are  built-in  constituencies  within  the  agencies,  within 
the  classes  of  beneficiaries,  within  the  Congress.  If  you  were  to  chal¬ 
lenge  all  of  these  to  exercise  their  initiative  in  diluting  any  recom¬ 
mendation  for  consolidation  that  the  President  would  propose  to 
the  Congress,  I  think  you  would  virtually  destroy  the  prospects  for 
consolidation. 
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I  make  these  observations  simply  as  my  present  reaction  to  the 
suggestion  which  I  think  was  offered  by  Senator  Mundt  in  wholly 
constructive  content.  But  I  think  we  have  to  come  to  grips  with  this 
basic  i)roposal  of  consolidation  as  a  meaningful  and  perhaps  tough 
means  of  consolidating  programs  and  moving  toward  the  objective 
of  block  grants,  which  is  the  objective  subscribed  to  by  so  many 
members  of  the  Congress  who  seek  to  approach  it  from  different 
philosophical  points  of  view.  I  do  not  know  whether  we  can  resolve 
those  points  of  view,  but  I  think  what  we  are  hoping  for  is  block 
grants.  I  look  on  the  consolidation  proposal  as  one  means  of  approach¬ 
ing  that. 

I  have  used  your  statement  as  a  means  for  making  my  own  speech^ 
but  that  is  not  unusual  in  the  Senate. 

Senator  Muxdt.  You  have  done  very  well.  Thank  you  very  muclu 

Senator  Muskie.  Our  next  witness  is  Congressman  Chester  L.  INIize 
of  Kansas. 

I  apologize  to  you  for  interrupting  jmur  schedule. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CHESTER  I.  MIZE,  REPRESENTATIVE  FROM 
THE  SECOND  CONGRESSIONAL  DISTRICT  OF  KANSAS 

l\Ir.  Mize.  Thank  you  very  much.  Senator  IMuskie,  Senator  Plansen, 
for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  ask  a  question  this  morning. 

In  the  first  place,  I  enthusiastically  support  this  legislation  which, 
as  I  understand  it,  basically  is  to  provide  uniform,  fair,  and  equitable 
treatment  of  persons,  businesses,  or  farmownei-s  displaced  by  Federal 
or  federally  assisted  programs.  What  I  want  to  ask  is  what  can  be 
done  to  establish  a  standard  policy  to  reimburse  lessees  on  railroad 
rights  of  way  that  are  so  displaced.  Let  me  give  you  an  example  of  the 
problem  that  we  have  out  in  my  State  of  Kansas. 

For  example,  the  Defense  Department  acquii-ed  many  thousands  of 
acres  4  or  5  years  ago  in  connection  with  the  expansion  of  Fort  Riley, 
K  ans.  Included  in  the  land  that  was  taken,  was  a  Union  Pacific  Rail¬ 
road  right-of-way.  On  this  railroad  right-of-way  was  a  grain  company 
which  leased  land  from  the  railroad.  The  railroad  is  paid  for  its 
property  but  this  grain  company  was  not.  We  do  not  seem  to  have 
a  ])olicy  to  reimburse  these  lessees  for  their  improvements. 

Kow  my  predecessor.  Bill  iVvery,  who  incidentially  is  running  for 
the  U.S.  Senate  this  year,  introduced  a  bill  for  compensation  to  this 
particular  grain  company.  It  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works.  It  got  bogged  down  there.  I  introduced  the  same  bill  when  I 
came.  In  a  later  year  it  was  tacked  on  to  the  omnibus  rivers  and  harbors 
bill.  It  passed  the  House  but  failed  in  the  Senate.  Senator  McNamara 
was  responsible  for  striking  this  particular  section  of  the  bill. 

Senator  McNamara  was  very  kind  and  Avrote  me  and  suggested 
I  introduce  a  private  bill,  which  I  did,  but  this  bill  bogged  down. 

I  have  the  same  problem  now  Avith  a  railroad  that  is  being  taken  in 
connection  Avith  the  Big  Perry  Dam  ont  in  my  congressional  district. 
I  haA’-e  the  city  of  Valley  Falls  Avhich  has  some  improvements  on  this 
right  of  AA^ay  not  being  compensated.  I  have  another  grain  company  on 
this  railroad,  not  being  compensated. 

Noav,  if  my  question  is  not  appropriate  to  this  legislation,  please 
say  so,  and  I  will  continue  my  search  for  an  ansAver  to  this  problem. 
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Tt  is  a  knotty  one  and  I  ha-s'e  some  awfully  unhappy  people,  with  whom 
Ihn  spn  pathetic. 

Senator  Muskie.  Well,  let  me  say  this,  C()n<rressman.  When  this  bill 
was  introduced  first,  about  3  years  ago,  its  principal  objective  was  to 
undeidake  to  make  uniform  policy  in  this  field,  covering  all  Federal 
programs  including  direct  Federal  programs  and  Federal  aid  pro¬ 
grams.  Because  of  the  difficulty  of  legislating  in  this  field,  we  limited 
our  objective  pretty  much  to  that.  Xow  time  has  caught  up  with  us  and 
there  is  increasing  pressure  not  only  to  do  that  but  to  develop  more 
realistic  policies  for  reimbursement  of  people’s  displaced  land  than 
we  have  had  in  any  of  the  Government  agencies. 

Last  week,  we  had,  I  think,  some  very  persuasive  and  indeed  moving 
testimony  from  people  associated  with  liesurrection  City  and  the 
l^overty  march,  as  well  as  representatives  of  the  Negro  community. 
Their  testimony  highlighted  the  very  great  inequities  that  are  imposed 
upon  j)eople  who  are  displaced,  who  tend  to  be  lower  income  groups. 
So  I  think  probably  the  subcommittee’s  attention  is  going  to  be 
focused  more  and  more  upon  the  inadequacy  of  some  of  our  present 
policies,  even  in  the  agencies  which  have  the  best  programs. 

Now,  I  cannot  predict  what  the  subcommittees  might  do  to  respond 
to  that  challenge.  I  can  only  say  to  you  that  I  think  there  is  some 
prospect  that  we  can  focus  on,  so  it  would  be  most  appropriate  for  you 
to  submit  your  proposal  to  us  in  this  larger  context. 

Page  54  of  the  bill — I  do  not  know  if  you  have  looked  at  it — comes 
closest  to  doing  anything  for  tenants  or  lessees. 

Begin  on  line  8 : 

For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  extent  of  the  acquisition  of  real  property 
and  the  valuation  thereof,  no  building,  structure,  or  other  improvement  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  other  than  a  part  of  the  real  property  solely  because  of  the  right 
or  obligation  of  a  tenant,  as  against  the  owner  of  any  other  interest  in  the  real 
property,  to  remove  such  building,  structure,  or  improvement  at  the  expiration 
of  his  term,  and  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  shall  pay  to  the  tenant  the  fair 
value  of  the  building,  structure,  or  improvement,  which  fair  value  shall  be 
determined  by  such  agency  head  as  the  greatest  of  (1)  the  contributive  value 
of  the  improvement  to  the  present  use  of  the  entirety,  (2)  the  current  cost  of 
reproduction  less  depreciation  of  the  improvement,  or  (3)  the  value  of  the  im¬ 
provement  for  removal  from  the  proi>erty. 

I  gather  this  means  that  the  tenant  can  get  reimbursement  only  if  he 
has  an  interest  as  against  the  OAvner  of  the  property.  This,  I  would 
think,  Avould  not  go  far  enough  from  your  point  of  vieAv  or  from  the 
^Aoint  of  A'iew  of  the  other  witnesses  last  Aveek.  All  I  can  say  to  you 
this  morning  is  that  Ave  are  alerted  to  this  larger  policy  question  and 
I  hope  we  can  giA^e  it  some  attention,  but  I  cannot  predict  what  Ave  will 
do. 

Mr.  IVIizE.  I  appreciate  your  saying  that,  Senator.  It  is  a  problem, 
and  I  hope  that  possibly,  we  can  establisli  a  standard  policy  to  re¬ 
imburse  these  lessees  on  the  railroad  right-of-Avays,  where  the  railroad 
is  paid  but  they  are  not. 

Senator  Muskie  Do  you  haA^e  an  amendment  to  offer  ? 

iMr.  IMizE.  xVs  I  say,  I  am  here  more  to  ask  for  advice  and  counsel. 
If  you  Avoid  d  suggest  that  I  see  to  it  that  an  amendment  is  prepared 
and  offered,  I  Avill  go  that  route. 

Senatoi’  IVIuskie.  Why  not  do  it  and  we  will  at  least  consider  it  and 
deal  with  it  frankly  and  honestly  with  you  on  it. 
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Senator  Hansen,  would  you  like  to  inquire  ? 

Senator  I-LvxsEisr.  I  have  no  questions. 

iMr.  IMize.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  next  witness  is  Secretaiy  Eobert  C.  Weaver, 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

We  are  pleased  to  welcome  you,  Mr.  Swiretary. 

May  I  apologize  to  you  also  for  being  late. 

TESTIMONY  OF  ROBERT  C.  WEAVER,  SECRETARY,  DEPARTMENT 

OF  HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT;  ACCOMPANIED  BY 

H.  RALPH  TAYLOR,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  DEMONSTRA¬ 
TIONS  AND  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS,  ASHLEY  A. 

FOARD,  DEPUTY  GENERAL  COUNSEL,  AND  JOHN  FRANTZ, 

BUDGET  OFFICER 

Secretary  We.utcr.  I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  you  today  to 
pi’esent  the  Depaidment's  views  on  the  proposed  Intergovernmental 
Cooperation  Act  of  1967 — S.  698 — and  several  related  measures.  IVe 
welcome  the  continuing  exi^loration  of  the  problems  of  federalism  and 
the  role  of  the  Government  in  dealing  with  the  problems  of  an  urban 
society. 

It  is  appropriate  that  the  legislative  proposals  contained  in  this 
omnibus  bill  focus  not  on  Washington  alone,  but  also  on  the  State, 
regional,  and  local  levels  of  government.  A  complex  and  decentralizecl 
system  of  govermnent,  an  exploding  urbanization  process,  rising 
expectations,  and  advances  in  technology  mean  that  there  can  be  no 
ultimate  or  unchanging  solutions  to  how  government  conducts  its 
business. 

We  endorse  the  general  objectives  proposed  in  this  act — • 

more  uniform  administration  of  Federal  grants  to  State 
governments ; 

extending  reimbursable  teclmical  assistance  services  to  both 
State  and  local  governments ; 

supporting  rather  than  bypassing  the  local  general-purpose 
governments  of  the  country,  where  ultimately  all  public  and  pri¬ 
vate  seiwices  must  be  coordinated  and  deli\^red ; 

continuing  congressional  review  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  to  assure  their  relevance  and  adequacy  in  meeting  national 
needs ; 

simplifying  and  consolidating  grant-in-aid  programs  where 
greater  effectiveness  can  be  achieved  thereby ; 

more  uniform  and  expeditious  Federal  i^ractices  with  respect  to 
the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  urban  land,  including  con¬ 
sistency,  to  the  extent  possible,  with  local  planning  goals,  and 
more  equitable  and  uniform  Federal  relocation  policy  to  mini¬ 
mize  the  possibility  of  hardship  among  the  people  and  businesses 
displaced  by  Federal  and  federally -aided  programs. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  none  of  these  objectives  designed  to 
support  strong  and  capable  governments  are  meaningful  unless  they 
have  the  effect  of  bringing  public  resources  to  bear  in  making  our  urban 
places  worthy  of  the  people  who  live  in  them.  Neat  and  orderly 
administration  is  a  mockery  unless  it  assists  the  i^eople  of  urbaia 
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America  in  providing  decent  hoiising,  averting  the  spread  of  slums  and 
blight,  focusing  resources  on  needs  that  are  most  pressing,  and  provid¬ 
ing  oi^portnnity  for  people  to  choose  among  types  of  environment  that 
fit  their  needs  and  desires. 

It  is  indicative  of  the  great  strength  of  our  democratic  system  that 
most  of  our  public  debate  ceuters  not  oi\  the  objectives  of  his  bill  but 
rather  on  the  most  etfective  means  of  achieving  them.  In  this  context 
I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  titles  of  the  proposed  legislation  and 
briefly  identify  some  actions  currently  underway  by  our  Department 
in  cooperation  with  other  Federal  agencies  and  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  that  complement  or  that  are  consistent  with  the  bill’s  basic 
objectives. 

Senator  Muskie.  Secretary  lYeaver,  I  cannot  resist  making  a  com¬ 
ment  on  two  hearings  I  recently  chaired,  one  yesterday  and  this  one 
today.  Yesterday,  we  were  concerned  with  considering  the  potential 
of  the  steam  engine  as  motor  power  for  the  automobile.  We  had  two 
exhibits,  two  steam  automobiles  constructed  in  terms  of  the  available 
technology  today.  We  could  not  find  roo]n  in  that  hearing.  Everybo<ly 
Avanted  to  come  to  look  at  these  gadgets  and  hear  what  the  potentials 
Avere.  We  had  the  television  cameras,  the  neAvspaiJers,  and  cameras.  I 
suspect  that  as  a  result  of  that  hearing  yesterday,  I  got  publicity  from 
coast  to  coast,  on  the  netAvorks  and  in  neAvspapers  whose  names  I  haA-e 
never  even  heard. 

Well,  today  we  haA^e  a  dry  technical  bill  Avliich  is  concerned  Avith 
the  problem  of  making  goA^ermnent  Avork.  The  reason  I  am  stinndated 
to  make  this  comment  is  the  first  complete  statement  on  this  page,  that 
it  has  to  do  with  making  this  system  work  for  people  of  this  country. 
It  is  technical,  it  is  dry,  but  it  has  more  meaning  on  Avhich  the  people 
affected  are  responding  and  upon  which  they  have  focused  attention 
than  almost  any  bill  that  comes  before  a  congressional  committee.  There 
are  exceptions,  the  housing  bill,  which  is  before  the  Senate,  is  equally 
meaningful. 

But  here,  Ave  cannot  get  attention  vipon  legislation  that  can  really, 
in  someAvhat  fundamental  ways,  redirect  the  process  of  government  so 
it  can  achieve  the  goals  you  so  eloquently  stated  at  the  beginning  of  this  j 
paper.  I  could  not  resist  that  comment. 

Secretary  WsAAma.  If  I  may  make  a  postscript,  I  think  one  of  the  i 
problems  that  faces  us  is  Ave  are  a  gadget  oriented  society.  When  Ave 
come  up  Avith  a  gadget,  no  matter  Iioav  superficial  it  may  be,  Ave  get  a 
response.  When  Ave  come  up  with  tough  analytical  problems  that  have 
gi’eat  meaning  and  impoidance,  Ave  are  faced  Avith  the  situation  you 
mention  today. 

Senator  Muskie.  Noav  that  we  haA-e  commiserated  Avith  each  other, 
you  may  proceed. 

Secretary  Weaater.  We  faAmr  title  II  which  has  the  objectiA’e  of  mak¬ 
ing  full  information  available  to  the  GoA-ernor  and  of  furthering  the 
uniform  administration  of  Federal  grant  funds  to  the  States.  In  this 
connection,  the  Department  last  year  initiated  a  service  to  each  of  the 
GoA'ernors  under  Avhich  Ave  provide  his  designated  representatiA’e  Avith 
quarterly  reports  on  HUD  supported  projects  within  the  State. 

HUD  has  seA'eral  programs  AAfiiich  are  administered  through  the 
States.  Tavo  of  these  are  relatively  neAv,  the  urban  information  and 
technical  assistance  program  authorized  under  title  IX  of  the  Demon- 
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stration  Cities  and  Metropolitan  Developnient  Act  of  19GG  and  the 
comniunity  development  training  program  authorized  under  title 
VIII  of  the  Housing  Act  of  19G4.  In  both  of  these,  maximum  discre¬ 
tion  has  been  given  to  the  Governor  for  designation  of  appropriate 
State  agencies  to  carry  out  the  programs.  In  addition,  several  elements 
of  the  section  701  planning  assistance  program  involve  grants  to  the 
States.  There  too,  particularly  in  connection  with  the  program  of  as¬ 
sistance  to  State  planning,  we  have  taken  advantage  of  the  adminis¬ 
trative  leeway  permitted  under  the  law  in  order  to  assure  the  involve¬ 
ment  and  support  of  the  governors. 

IVe  also  favor  the  provisions  of  title  III  which  authorize  Federal 
agencies  to  provide  specialized  and  technical  services  to  State  and  local 
governments  on  a  reimbureable  basis.  It  is  prematui’e  to  identify  the 
specific  HUD  services  that  Avill  be  called  for  by  the  States  and  locali¬ 
ties.  They  might,  for  example,  utilize  aid  in  connection  with  certain  of 
our  specialized  market  housing  analysis  activities  or  ask  us  to  pi'ovide 
specialized  training  services  as  the  Department’s  training  capacity 
becomes  further  developed. 

The  Depai’tment  is  in  full  accord  with  the  objectives  of  title  IV  to 
achieve  a  more  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  Federal  urban  development  programs. 

The  Department’s  model  cities  program  has  a  special  pertinence  to 
the  objectives  of  title  IV  since  the  very  essence  of  the  program  is  an 
attempt  to  bring  about  the  most  effective  and  economical  coordination 
of  Federal,  State,  and  local  governmental  efforts  and  private  efforts  to 
improve  model  neighborhoods.  The  program  is  an  experiment  in 
bringing  together  old  programs  and  new  so  that  they  may  be  focused 
on  the  physical  and  social  needs  of  the  area.  It  involves  a  multiple 
funding  approach  which  uses  separate  established  programs;  but  it 
also  provides  supplementary  funds  to  bridge  the  gaps  between  exist¬ 
ing  programs  and  to  permit  new  and  experimental  approaches. 

In  the  model  cities  program,  the  mayor  and  his  model  city  agency 
staff’  are  charged  with  developing  comprehensive,  coordinated  neigh¬ 
borhood  programs  and  with  obtaining  widespread  participation  of 
neighborhood  residents  in  program  i^lanning  and  execution.  For  this 
purpose.  Federal  programs  cannot  bypass  the  city  government,  and 
there  nnist  be  assurance  that  independent  local  agencies  will  not  work 
separately,  or  at  cross  purposes  with  each  other.  For  the  model  city 
program  to  succeed,  local  activities,  though  funded  from  separate 
sources,  must  be  responsive  to  an  overall  strategy  for  solving  the 
neighborhood’s  basic  problems. 

In  meeting  the  challenge  presented  by  the  need  for  comprehensive 
and  coordinated  model  city  activities,  local  officials  have  raised  hard 
questions  as  to  the  ability  and  willingness  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  respond  in  a  correspondingly  coordinated  manner.  Doubt 
has  been  exprcsssed  as  to  the  commitment  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  change  its  old  and  established  ways  of  doing  business.  They 
ask  whether  the  Federal  Government  will  provide  adequate  funds 
in  a  timely  manner;  Avill  provide  adequate  technical  assistance; 
and  whether  Federal  procedural  requirements  will  be  streamlined 
both  in  planning  and  execution  stages. 

We  recognize  the  problems  and  share  the  concerns  expressed  by 
local  officials.  They  are  very  real.  We  are  now  actively  engaged 
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with  other  Federal  departments  and  agencies  in  making  the  changes 
which  are  necessary  to  provide  a  coordinated  Federal  response. 

I  Avould  also  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  describe  briefly 
several  efforts  that  the  Department  currently  lias  underway  in  sup¬ 
port  of  more  coordinated  policy  and  administration  of  grants  for 
urban  development. 

The  Council  of  State  Governments  is  currently  working  on  a 
major  HUD  research  project  aimed  at  strengthening  the  role  of 
State  governments  in  the  administration  of  feclerally  assisted  grant- 
in-aid  programs.  The  purpose  of  the  project  is  to  provide  better  links 
between  comprehensive  planning  and  the  functional  State  plans  re¬ 
quired  by  many  Federal  grant  programs.  Over  80  Federal  grant 
programs  currently  require  the  States  to  jorepare  a  plan  as  a  condi¬ 
tion  of  receipt  of  aid.  The  study  should  lead  to  more  consistent  Fed¬ 
eral  planning  requirements  and  strengthen  the  role  of  the  Governor 
in  the  administration  of  State  programs. 

The  Department  has  recently  established  an  interagency  commit¬ 
tee  to  examine  federally  supported  State  teclmical  assistance  programs 
for  helping  localities  in  all  aspects  of  coimnunity  development.  This 
committee  is  composed  of  representatives  from  OEO,  EDA,  HEW, 
Agriculture,  Transportation,  and  Labor.  It  is  assessing  the  impact  of 
federally  supported  technical  assistance  programs  on  State  adminis¬ 
trative  structure  and  ways  of  coordinating  the  funding,  coverage,  and 
administration  of  these  Federal  aids.  The  study  will  identify  specific 
instances  in  which  improved  coordination  might  enhance  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  federally  supported  State-local  technical  seiwices,  propose 
improvements  in  interagency  review  of  proposed  activities,  and  help 
reduce  duplication  of  grant  coverage  and  approval. 

Another  recent  effort  by  the  Department  to  improve  HUD  rela¬ 
tions  with  States  and  localities  was  the  further  decentralization  of 
Departmental  operations  and  a  reduction  in  time  for  processing 
grant  applications.  This  was  done  in  line  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  Joint  Administrative  Task  Force  established  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  chaired  by  our  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration, 
Dwight  Ink. 

In  addition,  in  order  to  better  assist  States  and  localities,  we  hope 
to  establish  a  staff  in  each  HUD  regional  office  to  coordinate  and 
unify  HUD  program  relationships  at  the  State  and  local  level.  They 
will  assist  the  Regional  Administrator  in  serving  as  liaison  among 
States  and  localities  on  matters  involving  more  than  one  program 
or  requiring  Departmental  level  participation  and  coordination. 
This  should  contribtue  to  a  more  coordinated  policy  and  a  better 
mix  of  programs  for  improved  urban  development. 

We  recognize  the  desirability  of  assuring  that  there  be  j^eriodic 
congressional  review  of  new  Federal  grant  programs,  as  provided 
for  in  title  V.  It  is  important  after  a  reasonable  time  to  examine 
grant-in-aid  legislation  in  order  to  be  satisfied  that  the  authority 
and  funding  provided  is  apj)ropriate  and  adequate  to  current  needs. 
We  endorse,  however,  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  concern¬ 
ing  the  disadvantages  of  a  fixed  5-year  termination  date  for  grant 
programs  as  compared  with  more  flexible  provision  for  review. 
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Title  VI  of  the  bill  would  authorize  the  President  to  follow  a  proce¬ 
dure.  based  on  the  Keorganization  Act  of  1949  in  proposing  the  con¬ 
solidation  of  grant-in-aid  programs.  There  is  undoubtedly  a  continual 
need  to  focus  the  attention  of  tlie  Congress  and  the  executive  hi  anch  on 
oi)j)ortunities  for  combining  related  grant  programs,  especially  those 
that  are  too  narrowly  defined. 

I'he  finest  example  we  have  in  recent  years  of  consolidating  grants 
to  form  a  more  flexible  and  effective  grant  ])rogram  is  the  Partnership 
for  Health  Act.  This  act  consolidated  upwards  of  some  15  small  and 
specific  categorical  health  programs  into  a  single  authorization,  ap¬ 
propriation  and  set  of  requirements.  Under  it,  each  State  now  has  maxi¬ 
mum  discretion  in  providing  health  services  in  the  light  of  its  own 
special  needs.  It  may  be  instructive,  however,  that  this  major  refoian 
was  accomplished  through  the  conventional  legislative  route.  This  route 
was  also  followed  with  the  somewhat  more  limited,  but  potentially 
significant  coiisolidation  in  last  year's  economic  opportunity  amend¬ 
ments  of  a  mimber  of  federally  assi.sted  work  and  trai)iing  programs. 

We  are  not  certain  that  title  VI  as  drafted  adequately  deals  with 
the  problem.  The  language  authorizes  modifications  of  grant-in-aid 
formulas  but  does  not  deal  with  related  matters  of  consolidated  grant 
administration,  such  as  eligil)ility  to  receive  funds,  planning  require¬ 
ments  or  program  coverage.  We  therefore  defer  to  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  on  the  approach  taken  in  this  title. 

I  am  glad  to  report  that  earlier  this  month  the  Department  of  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Urban  Development  took  action  to  consolidate  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  three  of  its  programs  designed  to  bring  about  a  positive 
commitment  by  the  States  to  the  urban  development  problems  of  com¬ 
munities,  and  to  strengthen  the  management  capability  of  State  and 
local  governments.  This  reorganization  brings  the  urban  information 
and  State  teclmical  assistance  program  and  the  community  develop¬ 
ment  training  program  under  one  I’oof  with  the  long  established  section 
701  plamiing  assistance  program.  These  three  closely  linked  programs 
of  technioal  assistance,  training  and  planning  are  now  consolidated 
administratively  under  our  Assistant  Secretary  for  Metropolitan 
Development.  We  are  already  working  on  a  number  of  steps  that  will 
permit  us  to  translate  this  Federal  administrative  action  into  improved 
and  simplified  procedures.  One  of  these,  as  Governor  Connally  indi¬ 
cated  in  his  testunony  for  the  National  Governors  Conference  and  the 
Council  of  State  Governments,  is  a  single  application  covering  State 
aids  under  the  three  programs. 

The  provisions  of  title  VII  are  designed  to  assure  that  the  Federal 
Government,  in  its  real  property  acquisition  and  disposition  proce¬ 
dures,  takes  account  of  local  land  use  controls  and  planning  objectives. 
We  are,  of  course,  in  basic  agreement  with  this  objective. 

It  is,  however,  worth  noting  that  from  an  urban  development  stand¬ 
point,  the  significance  of  this  title  is  necessarily  dependent  upon  the 
quality  of  the  local  land  use  controls  and  planning.  And  in  connection 
with  disposition  activities  particularly,  the  most  notable  area  for  inter¬ 
governmental  cooperation  may  extend  well  beyond  the  minimum 
standards  of  this  title — and  involve,  not  confonnity  of  land  disimsition 
to  current  local  regulations  and  objectives,  but  the  establishment  by 
the  locality  of  new  regulations  and  objectives  that  will  enable  Federal 
surplus  land  to  be  used  in  new  and  imaginative  ways. 
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As  you  may  know,  the  Pi'esident  last  year  announced  a  national 
demonstration  program  centered  upon  creation  of  complete  commu- 
]iities  or  neighborhoods  on  Federal  sui^plus  land  in  urban  areas.  This 
program  has  now  progi’essed  through  its  preliminary  phases,  and 
responsibility  for  its  continuing  development  is  centered  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development.  Several  sites  in  various 
areas  have  been  identified,  with  three,  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
Atlanta  and  San  Antonio  already  announced.  Planning  efforts  are  well 
under  way  for  future  development  of  areas  that  will  not  only  enlarge 
hoiising  choices  but  include  a  full  range  of  uses — shopping,  education, 
recreation,  and  other  community  facilities  and  public  seiwices  for 
citizens  of  various  income  levels. 

This  progi’am  of  Federal  excess  land  for  critical  urban  needs  depends 
on  securing  maximiun  involvement  of  private  enterprise  and  also 
requires  cooperation  among  a  number  of  Federal  agencies.  A  creative 
and  imaginative  response  on  the  part  of  local  governments  is  a  third 
essential — a  local  response  that  measures  up  to  the  unique  opportunity 
for  rapid,  high  quality  and  relatively  low-cost  development  which  the 
availability  of  surplus  land  may  represent  in  communities  where  land 
is  scarce  in  relation  to  urgent  urban  needs. 

"While  the  demonstration  program  has  so  far  centered  upon  relatively 
large  sites,  the  basic  approach  and  concepts  involved  can  also  be 
applied  to  smaller  tracts.  These  may  be  particularly  useful,  for 
example,  for  relocation  housing  or  low-  and  moderate-income  housing. 
But,  again,  the  local  governments  must  be  prepared  to  seize  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  and,  if  necessaip%  to  adjust  their  own  plans  and  objectives 
accordingly. 

Thus,  while  I  accept  in  broad  principle  the  provisions  of  title  VII, 
I  would  urge  that  the  resulting  legislation  or  the  pertinent  committee 
report  specifically  state  that  these  provisions  are  in  no  way  supportive 
of  undulv  restrictive  land  \ise  controls. 

Title  VIII,  which  woiild  establish  a  uniform  relocation  assistance 
policy  for  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs,  embraces  a  phi¬ 
losophy  which  we  have  consistently  advocated  oA^er  the  yeare.  Although 
relocation  assistance  has  often  been  inadequate,  we  take  considerable 
liride  in  the  role  that  our  housing  and  urban  cleA^elopment  programs 
have  plaA^ed  in  pioneering  the  concept  of  governmental  responsibility 
for  families  and  businesses  displaced  in  the  course  of  carrying  out 
public  acquisition  programs.  From  its  inception  some  19  years  ago,  the 
urban  renewal  program  required  that  there  be  decent  housing  aAnail- 
able  for  displaced  families,  and  this  was  later  .supplemented  with  a 
system  of  payments  to  families,  individuals,  businesses,  and  nonprofit 
organizations  to  cover  moving  costs  and  certain  other  relocation 
expenses.  These  requirements  were  also  made  applicable  to  other  pro¬ 
grams  of  the  Department. 

In  many  ways  title  VIII  is  an  outgroAAdh  of  our  experience  and 
recognizes  the  appropriateness  of  extending  these  benefits  to  other 
Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs.  Although  HUD  programs 
are  covered  by  such  legislation,  many  other  Federal  progi’ams  are  not 
coA^ered  by  adeqAiate  relocation  requirements,  and  there  are  substantial 
differences  in  the  requirements  which  do  exist.  It  is  our  belief  that 
legislation  such  as  is  contained  in  title  VIII  should  be  enacted  as  soon 
as  possible,  so  that  those  who  are  required  to  mo\"6  from  their  home  or 


399 


place  of  business  as  a  result  of  a  federally  financed  public  activity  can 
be  assured  tliat  they  will  be  compensated  adequately  for  the  expenses 
and  losses  incurred  as  a  result  of  the  move.  It  is  of  equal  importance 
that  they  not  be  forced  to  move  from  their  homes  unless  there  is 
adequate  provision  to  assure  them  of  appropriate  housing  elsewhere. 
Passage  of  this  legislation  is  needed  to  eliminate  the  serious  inequities 
which  prevail  today. 

In  the  area  of  relocation  payments,  this  legislation  is  an  important 
milestone  in  the  creative  Federal  ajqn'oach  to  uihan  problems.  There 
are  some  items  of  compensation  which  are  new  to  HUD  programs. 
For  example,  one  is  the  pi’oposal  for  payment  of  expenses  in  search¬ 
ing  for  replacement  farm  jiroperty,  which  the  administration  would 
extend  to  other  properties.  Another  is  the  proposal  to  contribute  to¬ 
ward  the  cost  of  substitute  personal  projierty  vq)  to  an  amount  meas¬ 
ured  by  the  moving  expenses  that  would  have  been  incurred  if  a  busi¬ 
ness  or  fann  operation  had  not  disposed  of  personal  property.  Just 
as  there  are  items  which  are  new  to  us,  there  are  features  in  title  VIII 
which  represent  departures  for  other  Federal  departments  and  agen¬ 
cies.  The  complexities  of  administering  a  program  of  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  and  seiwices  are  extensive,  and  I  pledge  our  full  rasources  and 
accumulated  experience  in  achieving  the  uniform  and  effective  ad¬ 
ministration  that  is  contemplated. 

The  Deputy  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  in  his  recent 
testimony  befoi'e  the  subcommittee  provided  detailed  comments  and 
recommendations  concerning  the  provisions  of  title  VIII.  Thase  com¬ 
ments  and  recommendations  were  developed  in  close  consultation  with 
interested  departments  and  agencies.  Aly  remarks,  therefore,  will 
merely  serve  to  underscore  and  supplement  the  Budget  Bureau 
testimony. 

One  of  the  greatest  concei'iis  of  the  Department  has  Ijeen  the  very 
real  hardship  often  suffered  by  lower  income  homeowners  who  are 
displaced  as  a  result  of  federally  assisted  acquisition  activities.  Fre¬ 
quently,  these  homeowners,  many  of  whom  are  elderly  or  with  limited 
resources,  are  unable,  with  the  amount  that  they  were  paid  for  their 
previous  home,  to  buy  another  home  which  is  of  the  same  approxi¬ 
mate  size  and  similarly  located  with  respect  to  employment,  shopping, 
and  ti-ansportation.  When  the  value  of  tlie  home  which  is  taken  is  in¬ 
adequate  to  afford  a  decent,  suitable  replacement,  the  practical  con¬ 
sequence  of  the  displacement  has  been  a  loss  of  homeownership.  A 
])ayment,  in  such  cases,  of  not  to  exceed  $5,000  as  proposed  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  will  help  fill  the  gap  for  many  displaced  home¬ 
owners.  We  give  this  proposal  our  strongest  endorsement. 

The  provision  in  section  802(6)  to  give  a  displaced  business  the 
option  of  receiHng  an  amount  equal  to  its  average  annual  net  earnings 
up  to  $5,000  appears  to  confuse  the  concept  of  a  fixed  relocation  pay¬ 
ment — designed  to  simplify  the  burdens  of  administration — with  the 
small  business  displacement  payment  presently  provided  in  HUD 
programs.  These  concepts  should  be  separated  in  the  manner  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget — one  payment  for  actual  moving 
expenses  and  another  for  economic  readjustment. 

We  fully  endorse  the  objectives  of  title  IX  to  establish  a  uniform 
policy  for  the  land  acquisition  practices  of  all  Federal  and  federally 
assisted  programs.  The  development  progi*ams  in  our  Department 
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have  been  governed  by  nnifonn  policies  for  land  acquisition  since  tlie 
enactment  of  title  IV  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1965  in  August,  of  that 
year,  ^ye  are  pleased  to  endorse  their  extension  to  all  of  the  land  acqui¬ 
sition  programs  of  the  Government. 

Section  905  of  tlie  title  sets  forth  the  land  acquisition  policies  that 
State  agencies  will  be  required  to  follow  as  a  condition  of  Federal 
financial  assistance  for  the  acquisition  of  real  property  or  the  provision 
of  a  public  improvement.  The  requirement  tliat  an  owner  of  real 
proj)erty  be  offered  a  fair  and  reasonable  price  before  commence¬ 
ment  of  negotiations  was  adopted  in  February  of  this  year  for  the  low- 
rent  public  housing  program,  the  title  I  urban  renewal  program,  and 
other  programs  of  the  Department.  We  believe  that  an  offer  of  the  full 
fair  value  for  property  to  be  acquired  is  necessary  to  protect  the  un¬ 
sophisticated  and  the  poorly  informed,  who  should  not  be  required 
to  contend  with  unduly  hard  bargaining  by  agents  for  a  public  body. 
Indeed,  we  believe  that  a  policy  of  offering  fair  value  is  necessary 
to  discharge  the  govermnental  obligation  to  see  that  all  owners  of  real 
property  are  treated  faii'ly  and  impartially  before  their  property  is 
taken  for  a  public  use  or  purpose.  While  this  policy  represents  a 
marked  departure  from  past  governmental  practice,  we  believe  that  it 
represents  a  necessary  reform,  and  our  limited  experience  to  date  in¬ 
dicates  that  it  is  working  well.  I  should  point  out  that  we  reg'ard  this 
as  a  fair-price  policy,  but  not  a  hard  and  fast  one-price  policy,  since 
it  is  possible  to  have  negotiations  as  to  price,  centered  upon  factors 
that  may  have  been  overlooked  by  the  public  body  in  arriving  at  what 
it  believes  to  be  a  fair  and  reasonable  consideration  for  the  property. 

Section  905  (&)  (2)  provides  that  the  State  agency  will,  in  cletennin- 
ing  the  amoiuit  of  compensation  for  the  property,  disregai'd  any  de¬ 
crease  in  the  value  of  real  property  prior  to  the  date  of  A^aluation  if 
the  decrease  is  caused  by  the  public  improA^ement  and  is  not  due  to 
physical  deterioration  Avithin  the  reasonable  control  of  the  owner. 
We  belieA^e  that  it  is  generally  fair  and  equitable  to  ignore  any  deci-ease 
in  the  value  of  the  property  that  is  caused  by  the  public  improvement 
or  the  likelihood  that  the  property  is  to  be  acquired  for  the 
improA^ement. 

We  agree  with  the  recommendation  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
that  the  effective  date  of  the  land  acquisition  practices  required  under 
section  905(5)  should  be  defeiTed  to  a  date  3  years  after  enactment, 
in  lieu  of  the  January  1,  1970,  date  contained  in  the  bill.  The  addi¬ 
tional  leadtime  Avill  not  only  permit  States  and  municipalities  suffi¬ 
cient  time  to  make  changes  in  their  laAvs,  but  also  to  determine  whether 
to  apply  thftse  policies  to  other  land  acquisition  programs  and  to  make 
the  necessary  adjustments  in  present  procedures  and  practices  so  tliat 
the  new  system  Avill  work  Avell  from  the  time  it  is  initiated.  As  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Bui’eau  of  the  Budget,  the  effective  date  of  section  906, 
which  repeals  the  present  IIUD  land  acqiiisition  policies,  should  be 
similarly  postponecl. 

I  would  also  like  to  mention  an  expense  item  AA-hich  is  presently  com¬ 
pensable  mider  our  programs  but  Avhicli  is  not  coA’ered  under  this  legis¬ 
lative  iDi'oposal.  The  part  of  the  title  that  deals  Avith  federally  assisted 
programs  contains  no  provision,  such  as  is  found  in  section  904  in  the 
case  of  Federal  programs  to  cover  expenditures  incidental  to  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  property  to  the  acquiring  agency.  These  would  include  record- 
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ing  fees,  moi-tgage  prepayment  penalties,  and  similar  expenses.  We  be¬ 
lieve  it  Avould  b^e  appropriate  to  extend  this  coverage  to  federally 
assisted  programs. 

In  conclnsion,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  state  that  the  Depaitment  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  believes  that  the  objectives  of  the 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  are  most  meritorious.  Enact¬ 
ment  of  this  legislation  will  make  a  positive  contribution  m  the  effort 
to  coordinate  Federal  assistance  with  State  and  local  programs  and 
goals.  I  especially  want  to  stress  the  importance  of  its  early  enactment. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  miich,  Mr.  Secretaiy  for  your  ex¬ 
cellent  statement. 

With  respect  to  the  relocation  title,  last  week,  in  testimony  which 
we  received  and  to  which  I  have  already  referred  this  morning,  a  num¬ 
ber  of  suggestions  were  made.  I  think  it  Avould  be  helpful  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  if  Ave  can  get  the  comments  of  your  Department  upon  those 
suggestions.  I  Avill  ask  the  staff  to  give  the  appropriate  people  an 
opportunity  to  reAueAv  that  testimony.  I  think  Ave  ought  to  be  sympa¬ 
thetic  and  responsive  to  the  recommendations. 

Secretary  Weaver.  Let  me  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  my  own  feeling, 
and  I  liaA^e  attempted  to  express  it  not  only  in  Avords  hut  in  deeds,  since 
in  most  instances,  it  happens  to  be  the  poor  and  the  disadvantaged  that 
are  the  most  subject  to  displacement  and  relocation,  often  for  improve¬ 
ments  Avhich  benefit  other  elements  in  the  population,  that  this  dis¬ 
placement  should  extract  the  minimum  psychological  and  economic 
costs  from  the  people  avIio  are  inconA^enienced  and  sometimes  incapaci¬ 
tated  to  restore  themsehns  to  their  former  states.  This  is  the  philoso¬ 
phy  that  I  liaA'e. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  think  there  is  another  Anry  practical  political 
consideration  to  be  serA^ed  here.  These  people  are  here  to  present  their 
problems  and  their  grievances.  This  is  legislation  we  have  been  con¬ 
sidering  for  2  or  3  years.  So  here  is  an  ojiportunity  for  us  to  respond  in 
a  constructiAU  Avay  that  is  the  product  of  long  deliberation.  I  think  Ave 
ought  to  welcome  that  opportunity. 

Let’s  turn  to  the  suggestion  on  page  14  of  your  testimony  about  the 
land  acquisition  provisions  of  this  bill.  By  deferring  for  3  years  for 
persons  avIio  might  be  treated  inequitably  by  the  adoption  of  a  policy 
in  Avhich  Ave  assured  greater  equity  for  those  persons  after  3  years,  are 
we  creating  second-class  citizenship  for  those  who  fall  in  the  3-year 
period  ? 

Secretary  Weaacer.  This  reconnnendation  is  really  a  technical  one 
giA’en  me  by  Counsel  in  the  light  of  difficulties  in  changing  State  con¬ 
stitutions  and  getting  State  action.  The  reason  for  this  is  purely 
pragmatic,  based  on  the  fact  that  sometimes  the  legislatures  do  not  meet 
eA’ery  year,  sometimes  the  process  of  constitutional  changes  is  time 
consuming.  This  is  the  only  reason  it  has  been  proposed. 

Senator  Muskie.  So  is  that  recommendation  really  keyed  to  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget’s  recommendation  that  the  costs  of  these  pro¬ 
grams  be  shared  ? 

Secretary  Weaa'er.  No;  I  do  not  think  this  has  anything  to  do  with 
that. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  am  sorry,  I  Avas  thinking  of  the  other  one. 

Secretary  Weaat.r.  That  is  the  other :  yes. 
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Senator  Muskie.  I  guess  we  have  not  focused  on  this  recommenda¬ 
tion  enough  to  ask  any  intelligent  questions.  "We  will  look  at  the  rec¬ 
ommendation  more  carefully  and  submit  any  qiiestions  we  may  have 
as  a  result  of  that  to  you. 

You  have  referred  to  the  fact  in  your  testimony  covering  the  model 
cities  program  that  HUD  and  other  agencies  are  undertaking  to  co¬ 
ordinate  requirements  and  procedures.  Now,  our  understanding  is 
that  the  cities  are  having  trouble  in  coordinating  rheir  activities,  be¬ 
cause  the  Federal  agencies  are  not  working  together  as  they  should.  I 
know  I  got  this  complaint  in  Connecticut  the  other  day,  from  someone 
in  the  audience.  Although  my  speech  was  not  on  this  subject,  the  point 
was  brought  up  that  the  model  cities  program  is  not  really  leaving 
initiative  to  the  local  commimity  and  that  Federal  agencies  were  mak¬ 
ing  it  difficult  to  achieve  coordination  at  the  local  level  and  to  exercise 
initiative.  I  wondered,  Mr.  Secretary,  if  you  could  tell  us  specifically 
what  HUD  is  doing  to  coordinate  Federal  programs  and  to  deal  with 
difficulties  that  the  cities  say  they  are  encountering  in  this  connection. 

Secretary  Weaver.  I  think  that  probably  Assistant  Secretary  Tay¬ 
lor,  under  whose  jurisdiction  the  administration  of  model  cities  would 
be,  could  give  a  more  detailed  statement  than  I  could. 

Senator  Muskie.  It  might  be  veiy  helpful  in  connection  with  the 
present  busmess  on  the  floor. 

IMr.  Tatlor.  Senator,  we  were  aware  of  this  problem  and  this  dan¬ 
ger  from  the  beginning.  We  recogaiized  at  the  time  w’e  started  this  pro¬ 
gram  that  there  would  be  an  urgent  need  for  the  Federal  agencies  to 
deliver  a  coordinated  response  to  the  coordinated  planning  and  prob¬ 
lem  identification  that  we  were  requiiring  of  the  cities. 

We  have  been  working  on  this  at  several  levels. 

First  of  all,  we  are  operating  the  model  cities  program  as  a  Federal 
agency — an  interagency  program — with  teams  of  Federal  regional  peo¬ 
ple  reviewing  applications,  visiting  the  communities,  working  together 
with  the  cities. 

We  are  convinced,  both  from  our  experience  and  the  experience  of 
the  cities,  that  this  is  not  enough.  We  are  now  engaged  largely  at  the 
Washington  level  although  recently  we  have  moved  it  through  the 
interagency  process  to  the  regional  level  for  recommendations  as  to 
how  it  is  to  be  done  in  a  process  which  we  think  will  answer  the  real 
problems  that  the  cities  are  identifying.  We  are  asking  the  Federal 
agencies  to  provide  a  different  kind  of  technical  assistance  and  develop 
a  new  relationship,  not  only  with  the  city  governments,  but  with  the 
model  city  structures,  including  the  citizen  structures,  so  as  to  help 
the  communities  identify  the  range  of  possibilitiies  that  the  Federal 
programs  offer. 

To  make  their  planning  meaningful  and  significant,  we  are  asking 
the  Federal  agencies  to  earmark  or  allocate  funds  so  that  as  objectives 
are  identified,  we  can  say  to  the  cities  in  the  interagency  process,  yes, 
there  is  money  available  for  this  or,  no,  you  had  better  wait  a  year  on 
that.  We  do  not  want  to  encourage  planning  to  which  we  are  not 
capable  of  responding,  for  fiscal  or  other  reasons. 

This  new  approach  on  technical  assistance,  backed  by  earmarking 
and  allocations,  is  a  different  way  of  operating  than  Federal  programs 
historically  have.  Since  close  to  a  hundred  Federal  programs  operate 
through  State  funding  mechanisms,  we  are  asking  the  States  to  partic- 
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ipate  in  what  will  be  a  Federal-State  resource  team  effort  with  local 
government.  We  have  the  support  of  the  executive  branch  in  this  effort. 
We  are  di.scussing  it  with  the  other  Federal  agencies,  as  the  Secretary 
indicates  in  the  testimony.  We  believe  Ave  can  make  it  work.  We  know 
that  we  have  to  make  it  work  or  the  program  will  not  succeed. 

Senator  Muskie.  Is  it  your  guess  that  the  criticism  that  the  cities 
are  not  really  alloAved  to  exercise  their  initiative  has  I'esulted  from 
rigidities  bi;ilt  into  established  programs  and  leading  to  the  Federal- 
State  joint  funding  situation  ? 

Mr.  Taylor.  I  am  surprised  at  that  comment  coming  out  of  Con- 
necticiit,  sir,  knowing  the  state  of  planning  at  this  time. 

Senator  Muskie.  This  was  in  the  Hartford  area. 

Mr.  Taylor.  They  have  other  problems  up  there.  I  do  not  believe 
that  it  is  the  result  of  program  rigidity.  I  believe  that  it  primarily 
results  from  the  desire  of  some  of  the  cities  to  move  forAvard  imme¬ 
diately  Avith  program  impact,  rather  than  resjionsive  to  Avhat  Ave 
belieA'e  is  the  major  objectiA^e  of  this  program,  to  take  a  hard  look  at 
basic  causes  and  make  sure  that  the  projects  fit  into  a  strategy.  There 
is  that  dichotomy  locally. 

But  we  recognize  that  the  Federal  programs  Avill  have  to  be  flexible. 
We  strongly  support  the  consolidation  efforts  and  the  other  elements 
in  your  proposed  bill,  because  it  Avill  encourage  flexibility,  it  Avill 
encourage  the  maximum  local  ability  to  use,  as  you  described  in  your 
comments,  the  block  grant  approach  to  programs  and  problems.  "We 
think  Ave  have  to  moA’e  in  that  direction. 

I  do  not  belieA’e  that  there  has  been  the  kind  of  rigidity  of  Avhich 
they  complained  in  Connecticut,  but  I  also  do  not  belieA’e  that  there 
has  been  the  kind  of  positiA’e  help,  information,  Avillingness  to  be  flexi¬ 
ble,  backed  by  earmarking,  that  the  program  Avill  need. 

Senator  Muskie.  May  I  iioint  to  something  else  that  may  be  involA’ed 
and  a  prolilem  that  perhaps  you  might  not  ev’en  be  aAvare  of.  I  think 
there  is  a  tendency — it  is  human  nature  more  than  anything  else — on 
the  part  of  some  public  officials  to  assume  that  the  GoA’ernment  knoAvs 
better  and  that  the  quality  of  efficiency  in  programing  on  the  local 
leA’el  may  be  inadequate.  As  a  result  they  may  haA’e  a  tendency  to  assert 
themselA’es  a  little  more  strongly  because  of  this  into  the  planning 
process  or  the  policymaking  process  in  a  Avay  that  suggests  to  the 
American  people  that  there  is  a  Federal  domination. 

To  AA’hat  extent  have  you  been  able  to  obserA’e  this  ?  Is  that,  the  effect  ? 

Mr.  Taylor.  I  agree  Avith  your  comment  that  it  is  endemic  to  the 
system.  It  does  exist.  WhereA’er  Ave  see  it,  aa’c  try  to  knock  it  doAvn.  I 
am  exerting  as  much  strong  administratiA*e  direction  on  the  side  of 
insisting  that  they  recognize  the  local  nature  of  the  planning  process 
as  I  possibly  can.  But  communication  from  Washington  doAvn  to  the 
region  to  the  man  who  is  visiting  the  city  is  often  less  than  perfect.  We 
have  tried  and  Ave  Avill  continue  to  try.  Senator. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  th  ink  there  is  a  vote. 

Secretary  Weaa^er.  We  Avould  be  A’ery  happy  for  you  to  go  to  vote, 
sir. 

Senator  Muskie.  We  Avill  take  a  brief  recess. 

(Recess.) 

Senator  Muskie.  IMr.  Taylor,  did  you  have  au}^  additional  statement 
to  present  to  the  committee  ? 

Mr.  Taylor.  No. 
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Seiicator  ^Iuskie.  The  Buclg’et  Bureau  recommended  that  the  hill 
be  amended  to  provide  that  relocation  payments  should  be  shared  in 
accordance  with  the  project  formula.  I  do  not  know  whether  I  should 
invite  you  to  take  issue  with  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  not.  I  am 
going  to  create  the  opportunity. 

I  think  it  is  a  very  difficult  problem  that  the  Bureau  presents  here, 
especially  after  the  "testimony  of  last  week.  I  am  very  fearful  that  if 
we  wait  for  the  States  to  react  to  that  kind  of  provision  in  the  legisla¬ 
tion,  there  simply  Avill  be  no  relocation  programs  in  the  States.  How 
do  you  react  ? 

Secretary  Weaver.  I  think  I  rvould  har^e  to  look  at  this  in  two  ways ; 

First,  rather  parochially,  for  those  programs  for  which  I  haA'e 
responsibility  where  we  now  liaA’e  relocation  payments,  which  are  the 
most  liberal  of  those  in  any  other  programs  in  the  Federal  Government, 
and  where  payments  are  now  made  100  percent  out  of  Federal  funds — 
I  am  told  that  this  was  done  at  the  beginning  becaiAse  of  constitutional 
and  legal  considerations,  because  it  was  felt  at  that  time  that  there 
might  be  some  impediments  of  an  institutional  nature  for  some  of  the 
States  to  make  adequate  contributions  to  these  payments.  I  would 
certainly  feel  that  unless  I  were  satisfied,  and  I  am  not  now  satisfied, 
that  within  this  period  of  transition  there  were  an  assurance  that  pay¬ 
ments  through  this  new  formula  would  be  made  equal  to  what  they 
now  are  I  would  be  opposed  to  the  new  formula  as  a  person  and  I  would 
certainly  so  indicate  if  I  were  asked  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
I  speak  now  as  an  individual,  but  I  think  this  problem  is  so  jAressing 
and  so  important  that  the  danger  of  cutting  payments  off  or  of  reducing 
them  in  this  particular  period  Avould  be  tragic.  And  I  could  not  in  good 
conscience  propose  that. 

Now,  we  have  another  problem.  That  is  Avith  the  neAv  programs  and 
here,  I  think  you  haA^e  a  different  situation.  It  woukl  probably  be 
appropriate  to  experiment  with  the  neAv  and  see  AA'hat  could  be  done 
in  this  period,  because  you  are  not  taking  anything  away;  you  are 
giving  more  anyhoAv.  If  it  were  successful  there,  then  you  could  adapt 
our  programs  to  the  success  in  the  ne.AV  approach. 

Senator  Muskie.  Well,  my  reaction  to  that  Avould  be  that  especially 
in  the  highway  field,  you  simply  do  not  haA’e  too  many  States  with  a 
favorable  power  structure,  if  that  is  the  Avay  to  describe  it,  in  those 
programs.  In  my  State,  the  higliAvay  program  is  run  and  seiwed  by 
people  who  are  interested  in  draAving  straight  lines  Avith  their  roads. 
Of  coTirse,  in  a  State  like  IMaine,  you  can  do  that  Avith  minimum  risk 
of  displacing  people. 

I  recall  one  such  straight  line  that  Avent  through  a  cemetery.  Well, 
that  displaced  a  feAV  people,  but  I  guess  they  did  not  care. 

But  I  found  no  sympathy  at  all  in  the  hiffliAvay  jArogram  Avith  these 
kinds  of  problems  AAdien  I  Avas  GoA'ernor.  Not  that  they  are  insensitive 
to  people  or  not  human  like  anyone  else,  but  this  is  simply  an  area  to 
AA’liich  they  haA^e  not  been  exposed,  about  which  they  haA’e  not  been 
concerned,  and  Avith  which  they  have  not  dealt  programAvise.  The 
highway  programs  are  creating  many  of  these  problems.  To  expect 
them  to  respond  is  a  little  unrealistic,  especiallv  Avhen  you  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  highways  are  pretty  much  biiilt  by  earmarked 
funds  and  those  funds  are  protected  jealously  by  the  constituents  in 
these  State  capitals.  To  suggest  diA^erting  those  funds  to  these  social 
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purposes  I  think  is  going  to  create  a  little  difficulty  in  many  State 
capitals.  That  is  simply  my  own  viewpoint  and  it  may  or  may  not  be 
shared  by  members  of  this  committee.  But  it  was  to  avoid  those  diffi¬ 
culties,  which  are  not  necessarily  constitutional  or  statutory,  but 
human,  that  we  suggested  100  percent  Federal  funding  of  those  re¬ 
location  programs.  That  puts  my  view  on  the  record. 

Did  you  want  to  add  anything  ? 

Secretary  'VVeaxt.r.  I  think  my  answer  is  more  or  less  suggested  by 
my  earlier  remarks.  That  is  I  know  the  100-percent  Federal  funding 
does  work.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  other  will  or  will  not  work. 
Therefore,  in  the  programs  for  which  I  am  responsible,  I  would  want 
to  keep  the  100  percent  until  the  other  had  been  proven  to  my 
satisfaction. 

Senator  Muskue.  You  have  gone  about  as  far  as  I  could  realistically 
‘  ex2:)ect  you  to  go  this  morning. 

I  have  one  other  question,  but  it  could  be  on  another  subject,  and  I 
;  suggest  this  might  be  the  point  to  invite  Senator  Hansen  to  ask  any 
questions,  either  on  the  relocation  amendments  or  any  other  portion  of 
the  bill.  Then  we  will  get  back  to  this. 

Senator  FIaxsex.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  prompted  on  the  spur  of  the  moment  to  ask  a  question  of  you, 
JMr.  Secretary,  which  is  just  the  converse,  I  think,  of  that  proposed 
by  the  distinguished  chairman.  In  Wyoming,  we  have  relatively  little 
dislocation  of  people  with  the  construction  of  new  highways  because, 

I  as  most  everyone  knows,  we  have  a  very  low  poinilation  density  out 
there. 

But  we  have  this  situation.  There  have  emerged  and  developed  along 
:  the  older  roads  in  Wyoming  a  number  of  small  businesses. 

With  the  impact  that  the  interstate  program  has  and  the  review  that 
;  is  afforded  Federal  administrators  on  road  locations,  we  have  had  a 
number  of  instances  where  little  towns  have  been  completely  bypassed. 
Obviously,  this  is  the  reverse  working  of  relocation  in  that  all  the  busi¬ 
ness  has  just  dried  up  and  left  the  area  and  a  lot  of  people,  for  all 
!  pi-actical  purposes,  no  longer  have  any  customers. 

Would  you  care  to  make  any  observations  on  how  your  Department 
might  possibly  be  interested  in  the  impact  that  this  sort  of  program 
,•  has  on  our  problem  in  Wyoming  ? 

;  Secretaiy  Weaver.  I  must  say  that  our  concern  to  date  has  been 
I  with  the  reverse  side  of  the  coin. 

Senator  Hansex.  I  appreciate  that. 

Secretary  Weaver.  It  has  been  where  the  highways  have  rather 
f  helter-skelter  gone  through  and  dissected  and  disrupted  larger  than 
urban  centers. 

Senator  Mtjskie.  May  I  interject  at  that  point,  JMr.  Secretary,  and 
i  add  another,  I  think,  kind  of  situation  in  the  general  category  of 
I  problems  that  Senator  Hansen  suggested. 

Last  Aveek’s  testimony  suggested  that  in  many  instances,  highways 
r  cutting  through  urban  areas  do  cut  off  small  businesses  from  their 
j;  former  markets  and  without  actually  being  displaced  themselves,  these 
[  businesses  in  a  sense  have  been  removed  and  are  not  eligible  for  com¬ 
pensation.  So  I  think  eA’en  in  urban  areas,  you  have  problems  like  this 
one. 
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Secretai’y  Wea\"er.  What  we  liave  attempted  to  do  in  our  own  )u'()- 
oframs  with  any  activity  that  we  have  is  to  make  certain  compensations. 
I  liad  the  very  difficult  problem  some  years  ago  of  what  we  call  the 
Ma  and  Pa  business ;  you  know,  the  old  couple,  may  be  the  candy  store. 
Maybe  they  only  make  a  couple  of  thousand  dollars  a  year,  maybe,  they 
do  not  make  that  much.  But  they  cannot  pay  $5  more  rent  and  they 
cannot  be  relocated;  they  are  indigenous  to  that  neighborhood.  It 
presents  a  tremendous  problem,  because  how  do  you  evaluate  what  they 
are  worth?  They  are  not  worth  anything  any  place  else;  they  are  not 
Avorth  too  much  Avhere  they  are.  Mdiat  Ave  did  Avas  try  to  steal  some¬ 
thing  from  the  labor  moA^ement  Avith  a  dismisal  wage,  you  knoAv,  and 
we  had  a  sort  of  dismissal  cash  payment  to  them.  It  was  from  that  that 
evoh'ed  this  $5,000  Ave  are  talking  about  for  people  Avho  are  displaced 
with  homeownership. 

I  think  that  it  is  that  type  of  thing  that  AA’e  have  to  deA'elop,  each 
situation  requiring  a  different  type  of  tool  to  minimize  injustice  be¬ 
cause  there  is  the  other  side  of  the  picture.  That  is  that  you  just  cannot 
look  at  this  as  an  inexhaustible  fund  AA’hich  can  just  be  spent  Avithout 
any  regard  to  the  economic  factors  in  it.  While  you  have  to  be  con¬ 
cerned  Avith  the  human,  you  also  liaA'e  to  liaA'e  some  type  of  adminis¬ 
tratively  feasible  approach.  This  is  Avhat  Ave  did  in  that  particular 
instance. 

Senator  Muskie.  May  I  ask  this  ? 

Are  those  cases  of  actual  physical  displacement  or  do  they  fall  in 
the  category  which  Senator  Hansen  suggested  ? 

Secretary  Weaver.  Ko,  these  are  people  aa’Iio  are  put  out  of  business 
because  of  urban  reneAval  or  because  of  HUD  housing. 

Senator  Muskee.  Their  property  is  actually  psysically  taken  ? 

Secretary  Weaatsr.  Well,  the  property  usually  is  not  their’s,  but  the 
property  Avhich  they  lease  or  rent  is  actually  physically  taken.  It  is 
not  bypassed. 

Mdien  you  get  to  the  problem  of  bypass,  I  must  say  I  thought  my 
problems  were  difficult  enough,  but  I  find  this  one  is  eA^en  more  difficult 
than  anything  I  have  dealt  Avith.  It  has  been  impossible,  even  dealing 
Avith  these  I  have  been  familiar  Avith,  to  gU’e  ansAA^ers  off  the  top  of 
my  head.  I  certainly  do  not  know  the  answer  to  this  one. 

Senator  Mtjskie.  HaA^e  you  had  a  situation  in  urban  renewal  proj¬ 
ects  like  the  one  cutting  off  the  business  from  the  highAvay ;  that  busi¬ 
ness  is  not  taken,  not  subject,  not  eligible,  but  located  near  the  slum 
housing  and  the  substandard  residential  areas  Avhich  are  taken.  What 
do  you  do  with  that  kind  of  thing? 

Secretary  Weaater.  The  classic  example  of  that  is  a  store,  let  us  say 
in  New  York  City,  which  I  know  fairly  well,  which  specializes  in 
Puerto  Rican  foods  and  specializes,  particularly  in  a  market  that  is 
practically  a  100  percent  Puerto  Rican  market.  You  liaA'e  an  area  there 
tom  out  by  an  improA’ement  and  the  Puerto  Rican  population  is  ma¬ 
terially  reduced.  That  store  has  a  problem  and  there  are  no  provisions 
that  I  knoAv  anywhere  in  any  laAv  that  meets  that  problem.  I  suppose 
the  answer  to  that  is  that  there  is  a  point  where  anybody  who  is  in 
business  has  to  take  certain  risks  and  they  are  risks  of  changes  Avhich 
come.  The  question  is  first  in  dealing  with  those  risks  that  are 
definitely  and  directly  indentifiable  before  you  get  to  the  fringe  ones. 
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1  do  not  think  we  have  the  direct  ones  liandled  properly  yet,  and 
I  think  we  ought  to  concentrate  on  the  direct  ones,  hrst,  and  then 
go,  if  we  want  to,  to  the  fringe  ones  afterwards. 

Senator  Hansen.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  know  you  have 
another  question  or  two,  but  perhaps  I  should  go  ahead. 

Senator  Muskie.  Go  ahead.  Mine  is  on  a  ditferent  subject. 

Senator  IIansen.  I  think  there  has  been  some  testimony  indicating 
that  there  is  concern,  reasonable  concern  among  people  who  see  your 
Department  going  in  with  an  urban  reneAval  project  and  running  the 
risk  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  deciding  at  a  later  date 
that  it  needs  a  road  right  through  the  section  Avhere  you  have  built 
some  neAv  homes. 

What  sort,  of  liaison  or  cooperation  is  there  between  your  Depart¬ 
ment  and  the  Department  of  Transport  a, tion  to  obAuate  this  sort  of 
possibility  ? 

Secretary  Weaa^er.  We  are  noAv  in  the  process  of  clraAving  up  a 
detailed  memorandum  of  understanding  belAveen  DOT  and  IIIJD 
Avhich  Avill  delineate  very,  A'ery  carefully  what  our  responsibilities 
are  in  plaiming  and  how  those  responsibilities  will  be  coordinated 
Avith  their  activities.  I  think  that  out  of  this  Avill  come  an  elfectiA'e 
tool  to  prcA'ent  this  sort  of  situation.  I  say  that  because  I  knoAv  that 
Secretary  Boyd  is  as  concerned  about  that  as  you  or  I.  We  have  talked 
about  it  at  great  length,  and  I  belieA^e  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  work 
out  machinery  Avhich  Avill  get  the  tAvo  departments  in  a  structure  Avhich 
Avill  minimize,  if  not  completely  aAmid,  that  type  of  thing. 

Mr.  Tawlor.  We  have  identified  higiiAvay  plans  in  22  of  the  75 

Senator  Muskie.  Yes. 

iMr.  Taylor.  We  have  identified  highway  plans  and  22  of  the  75 
model  neighborhoods,  Mr.  BridAvell,  the  Commissioner  of  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads,  and  I  and  our  staffs  are  Avorking  together,  not  only 
to  avoid  the  kind  of  problem  coA^ered  by  the  Secretary,  but  also  in 
other  specific  kinds  of  things. 

For  example,  in  North  NasliA’ille,  Ave  expressed  to  Mr.  BridAAull  the 
concern  of  the  model  neighborhood  structure,  the  citizens  participation 
structure,  as  to  the  impact  of  a  highway  on  North  Nashville.  This 
Avas  a  higliAvay  Avhere  the  property  Avas  acquired  before  the  model 
neighboi’hood  Avas  designated.  But  the  final  planning  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  Avas  still  a  little  open,  and  he  more  than  doubled  the  number  of 
access  points  between  the  halves  of  the  neighborhood  so  that  the  road 
did  not  have  the  impact  of  being  as  cruel  a  barrier  as  it  was  originally 
■  proposed. 

I  think  by  working  together,  we  can  soften  the  point  of  vie.AV  of  the 
engineers  and  bring  to  bear  HUD's  concern  Avitli  the  social,  the  eco¬ 
nomic,  and  the  people  factors. 

Senator  Hansen.  I  have  one  further  question  that  I  think  is  perhaps 
:  associated  with  the  other  two. 

'  "Wliat  is  done  when  an  urban  reneAval  project  is  undertaken  and  a 
1  substantial  amount  of  substandard  housing  is  to  be  torn  doAvn  and 
razed  ?  What  does  your  Department  do  to  see  that  those  persons  Avhose 
dAvellings  are  to  be  removed  find  adequate  or  at  least  temporary  hous¬ 
ing  until  the  new  housing  that  Avill  be  brought  into  being  becomes 
t  available? 
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Secretary  'Weaver.  We  have  in  the  statute  and  in  our  regulations 
now  in  practice  a  relocation  policy  and  program.  I  think  we  are 
somewhat  unique  in  this,  in  that  we  first  require,  as  soon  as  that 
project  gets  into  planning — and  this  is  a  new  requirement — that  there 
be  established  a  center  whereby  the  people  who  are  going  to  be  dis¬ 
placed  are  informed  first  of  what  their  rights  ai'e  under  the  law^ — and 
the  law  requires  that  they  have  access  to  safe,  decent,  and  sanitary 
housing;  secondly,  that  this  center  will  give  them  assistance  in  finding 
such  housing. 

Then  we  require  that  the  city  come  up  first  with  a  plan  for  re¬ 
location  and  secondly,  Ave  check  on  the  performance  of  this — not  as 
minutely  as  we  would  like,  but  within  the  limitation  of  what  personnel 
we  haix.  If  there  are  complaints  either  by  individuals,  by  community 
groups,  or  others,  we  then  move  into  the  city  and  Avork  with  the  local 
people  in  order  to  correct  the  problems.  In  instances,  I  have  actually 
stopped  the  carrying  out  of  projects  because  the  relocation  Avas  in¬ 
adequate. 

But  Ave  do  have  these  requirements  and  we  are  enforcing  them,  I 
think,  to  a  much  higher  degree  than  before.  I  would  say  that  certainly 
eight  out  of  10  of  the  people  Avho  are  displaced  by  urban  reneAval  do 
moA^e  into  safe,  decent,  and  sanitary  housing  and  we  know  Avhere 
they  are. 

Xow,  there  are  a  certain  number  aaIio  moA^e  out  before  we  can  get 
to  them.  That  number  is  being  reduced.  Those  Ave  do  not  knoAv,  but 
Ave  do  go  back  and  try  to  find  them.  Often,  these  are  people  who  do  not 
have  local  roots,  ancl  it  is  aAvfully  hard  to  find  them  once  they  have 
gotten.  aAvay.  But  this  is  Avhat  we  do. 

Senator  Hansen.  What  is  the  situation  with  regard  to  rights-of- 
Avay  for  highway  building?  Does  the  Department  of  Transportation 
eAfidence  a  like  concern  and  interest  in  adequate,  suitable  housing  for 
those  persons  who  Avill  be  displaced  by  the  highway  construction 
program  ? 

Secretary  Weaater.  Well,  let  me  say  that  Secretary  Boyd,  I  think, 
certainly  this  is  his  concern.  HoAvever,  his  legislation  is  not  as  effective 
as  is  our  legislation. 

As  I  understand  the  situation,  and  the  Deputy  General  Counsel 
Avill  haA^e  to  check  me,  the  highway  law  does  not  require  relocation. 
It  simply  says  that  Federal  funds  can  be  used  for  relocation. 
So  this  leaA’es  it  up  to  the  States  to  determine  whether  or  not  and  to 
Avhat  degree  it  is  going  to  be  done.  This  is  not  uniform,  nor  are  their 
provisions  as  high  as  ours.  But  more  important,  it  is  not  imi- 
form  and  it  is  left  up  to  a  group  which  sometimes  is  more  concerned 
Avith  getting  from  here  to  there  than  what  happens  in  the  process. 

Senator  PIansen.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  have  a  number  of  questions  Avhich  we  Avould 
like  to  submit.  Several  could  lead  to  extended  discussion,  but  I  am 
afraid  we  just  do  not  have  the  time,  so  I  shall  submit  them. 

I  shall  confine  myself  to  one  final  question.  I  see  you  have  Jolm 
Frantz  with  you.  I  Avould  like  to  have  him  testify  on  one  point.  This 
is  the  proposal  by  the  administration  to  provide  authority  to  the 
Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  enter  into  agreements  among 
themselves  for  the  joint  handling  of  various  Federal  aids  related  to  a 
single  local  project.  In  a  letter  of  March  27  to  the  chairman  of  the  full 
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committee,  you  endorsed  the  bill,  saying  that  it  would  encourage 
needed  cooperation  in  program  development  at  the  State  and  local 
level  and  help  improve  coordination  among  Federal  programs  and 
make  them  more  responsive  to  State  and  local  needs  and  assist  in 
eliminating  unnecessary  administrative  burdens  and  paperwork.  Your 
department  has  many  programs  in  which  the  techni(pies  and  pro¬ 
cedures  .set  out  in  this  bdl  might  be  applicable.  I  wonder  if  you  could 
give  us  some  examples  of  the  way  in  which  specifically  this  bill,  if 
enacted,  would  help  achieve  the  objectives  you  have  noted.  I  would 
like,  if  i)ossible,  for  you  to  relate  your  answer  to  the  model  cities  pro¬ 
gram  and  the  neighborhood  center  pi’ogram. 

Mr.  Frantz.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator,  as  I  think  we  tried  to  indicate  in  our  reply,  the  Department 
has  been  working  administratively  to  attempt  to  achieve  results  that 
are  along  the  lines  of  the  proposed  bill.  The  model  cities  program  is 
perhaps  the  most  directly  in-point  case,  because  a  model  cities  project 
may  involve  undertakings  in  Avhich  a  considerable  number  of  Federal 
departments  and  agencies  may  have  an  interest,  either  direct  or  in¬ 
direct,  and  may  have  funds  involved,  either  in  large  or  small  amounts, 
in  an  undertaking  which  the  model  cities  law  contemplates  should  be 
packaged  and  should  be  related  to  a  planned  set  of  local  objectives. 
That  requires  the  kinds  of  work  between  the  departments,  both  at  the 
Federal  level  and  at  the  regional  level,  and  ultimately  at  the  city  level, 
that  Assistant  Secretary  Taylor  was  describing. 

Xow,  in  connection  with  the  neighborhood  facilities  program  HUD 
is  primarily  concerned  in  making  grants  for  a  physical  structure  to  be 
located  in  the  neighborhood.  But  of  course,  the  purpose  of  the  structure 
is  to  serve  the  people  of  the  neighborhood,  and  in  terms  of  size  and 
in  terms  of  physical  design  and  in  terms  of  location,  it  has  to  be 
considered  in  terms  of  the  social  service  programs  which  are  supported 
by  other  departments  and  agencies.  So,  again  it  has  the  aspects  of 
being  a  joint  venture. 

Xow,  I  think  that  we  have  achieved  a  moderate  degree  of  success  in 
working  both  at  the  local  level  and  at  the  Federal  level  in  developing 
cooperative  relationships  for  timing  funding,  for  timing  contractual 
relationships,  for  working  out,  let  us  say,  a  joint  audit  program  so  that 
there  is  a  single  audit  made  rather  than  a  whole  series  of  disconnected 
audits.  And  this,  as  I  say,  can  be  done  to  a  degree  administratively. 

We  do  feel  that  the  enactment  of  this  legislation  would  show  a 
congressional  interest  and  a  congressional  sanction  which  would  pro¬ 
vide  both  a  push  at  the  Government  level  and  an  invitation  at  the  local 
level,  to  work  along  these  lines  and  to  develop  systems  that  would  be 
easier  for  both  them  and  us. 

Senator  Muskie.  Really,  this  bill,  like  some  provisions  in  S.  698, 
is  aiming  at  the  block  grant  idea  eventually. 

Mr.  F  RAXTZ.  It  moves  in  that  direction,  certainly,  yes,  sir,  although 
the  provisions  of  the  bill,  as  you  know - 

Senator  Muskie.  Would  not  carry  you  that  far. 

Mr.  Fr.-vntz.  They  do  not  carry  it  that  far,  that  is  right.  They  retain 
a  capability  to  track  the  dollars  back  to  a  categorical  grant  purpose  in 
the  originating  legislation. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Hansen  may  have  some  questions  to  submit  which  he  would 
like  you  to  answer. 
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^Ve  are  pusliing  a  little  bit,  because  time  is  running  out,  INIr.  Secre¬ 
tary.  You  know  your  appearance  here  always  stimulates  a  lot  of 
thoughts  and  questions  which  we  would  like  to  discuss,  but  we  hare  to 
cut  off  at  some  point. 

Thank  you. 

Secretary  Weaver.  Thank  you,  IMr.  Chairman. 

(The  material  previously  referred  to  follows :) 

Response  to  Questions  Submitted  by  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental 

Relations  of  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations  of  the  U.S.  Senate 

ON  S.  698 

I.  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  IN  PLANNING  STAGE  OF  PROJECT 

Present  law  and  the  provisions  of  S.  698  provide  for  relocation  payments  and 
asksistance  beginning  only  when  an  agreement  has  been  reached  between  either 
Federal  Government  and  the  locality  to  proceed  with  a  project.  As  far  as  I  know, 
no  assistance  is  available  during  the  planning  stages  that  precede  such  as  agree¬ 
ment.  Yet  this  is  the  period  when  displacement  begins  under  the  threat  of  com¬ 
pulsory  removal  when  the  project  is  actuaily  undertaken. 

In  urban  renewal,  for  example,  survey  and  planning  may  continue  for  many 
months  in  an  area  that  has  been  designated  for  eventuai  renewai.  During  this 
period,  property  values  decline,  business  concerns  iose  patronage,  tenants  drift 
away,  and  living  conditions  deteriorate. 

Questions 

(1)  Can  you  suggest  ways  in  which  the  problems  of  residents  and  business 
firms  in  such  an  area  could  be  eased  during  the  period  before  relocation  assist¬ 
ance  becomes  obligatory  under  existing  law  or  this  proposed  new  legislation? 

Under  the  provisions  of  S.  698  and  existing  HUD  programs,  reiocation  pay¬ 
ments  and  relocation  assistance  is  provided  to  those  who  are  displaced  as  a 
result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of  real  property 
by  a  State  agency  in  connection  with  a  federally  assisted  project.  There  are  two 
elements  which  have  to  be  present — there  must  be  an  acquisition  or  reasonable 
expectation  of  acquisition  of  real  property  by  the  agency,  and  there  must  be  a 
federally  assisted  project.  Under  the  urban  renewal  program,  for  example,  re¬ 
location  payments  may  be  made  with  respect  to  a  person  who  moves  from  the 
site  on  or  after  the  date  of  execution  of  the  Fedei'ai  loan  and  grant  contract  or 
the  date  of  HUD  concurrence  in  the  commencement  of  project  execution  activity 
if  that  occurs  earlier.  Thus,  relocation  payments  can  be  made  as  soon  as  there  is 
Federal  approval  to  proceed  with  acquisition  in  the  urban  renewal  project. 

This  Department  is  aware  of  the  problems  concerning  residents  and  busi¬ 
nesses  located  in  proposed  urban  renewal  areas.  We  have  attempted  to  ease  the 
situation  by  encouraging  local  public  agencies  to  establish  information  and 
counseling  programs  as  early  as  possible  during  the  survey  and  planning 
stage.  If  residents  and  businesses  are  made  aware  of  ali  the  pertinent  facts — 
that  the  urban  renev'al  project  is  still  in  the  proposai  stage,  that  they  will 
be  eligible  for  relocation  payments  and  assistance  if  the  project  is  approved  by 
the  Federal  Government,  and  that  they  will  not  be  required  to  move  for  many 
months  or  several  years — the  problem  of  premature  moves  from  the  site  and 
the  resultant  loss  in  income  of  property  owners  and  businesses  can  be  eased 
considerably. 

The  problems  faced  by  residents  and  businesses  during  the  planning  phase  ■ 
would  be  substantially  alleviated  under  the  “Neighborhood  Development  Pro-  i 
gram”  concept  contained  in  section  501  of  the  proposed  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act  of  1968,  S.  3497,  recently  passed  by  the  Senate.  A  Neighborhood 
Development  Program  would  consist  of  urban  renewal  pi-oject  undertakings  and 
activities  in  one  or  more  urban  renewal  areas  that  are  planned  and  carried  out 
on  the  basis  of  annual  increments.  A  key  element  of  the  Program  is  its  focus 
on  the  .staging  and  timing  of  activities  in  order  to  achieve  systematic  accom¬ 
plishments.  Under  this  system,  there  need  to  be  no  real  lag  between  the  deci¬ 
sion  that  an  area  is  in  serious  physical  condition  and  the  beginning  of  actual 
activities  to  correct  these  conditions.  Under  this  approach,  detailed  planning  and 
scheduling  would  proceed  along  with  actual  development  in  the  urban  re¬ 
newal  area. 
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(2)  For  example,  would  it  help  to  require  that  a  continuous  relocation  assist¬ 
ance  service  be  established  as  a  part  of  the  official  plan  of  action  of  the  com¬ 
munity,  as  part  of  its  Workable  Program,  to  have  responsibility  for  aiding 
persons  displaced  by  any  project  financed,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  public  funds? 

The  Workable  Program,  which  is  a  prerequisite  for  such  HUD  programs  as 
urban  renewal  and  public  housing,  now  requires  that  communities  have  an  ade¬ 
quate  program  for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  governmental  action 
of  all  types.  Our  program  guides  stress  the  desirability  of  establishing  a  city¬ 
wide  relocation  agency  with  full  responsibility  for  planning  and  implementing 
the  relocation  program  in  the  community,  particularly  where  a  large  volume  of 
displacement  by  various  projects  and  activities  is  involved.  The  extension  of 
relocation  payments  and  assistance  to  other  Federal  programs  contemplated 
under  S.  698,  would  substantially  increase  the  capability  of  communities  to 
establish  such  city-wide  relocation  assistance  programs  on  a  continuing  basis. 

Although  we  recognize  the  benefits  which  many  communities  would  derive 
from  the  establishment  of  a  continuous  relocation  assistance  .service,  we  do  not 
believe  that  this  should  be  made  a  mandatory  requirement  for  all  communities. 
In  many  communities  the  scope  of  governmental  displacements  would  not  war¬ 
rant  service  on  a  continuous  basis.  Moreover,  we  do  not  think  that  the  Work¬ 
able  Program  is  the  appropriate  vehicle  for  implementing  such  a  requirement, 
since  it  is  only  a  prerequisite  for  certain  HUD-assisted  programs  and  is  not 
required  in  the  case  of  other  federally  assisted  programs.  If  it  is  desired  to 
require  services  on  a  continuous  basis,  we  believe  this  could  be  handled  more 
appropriately  in  connection  with  the  rules  and  regulations  which  are  to  be 
issued  by  the  President. 

(3)  Could  not  such  a  relocation  service  be  the  means  of  concentrating  avail¬ 
able  social  services  on  the  needs  of  the  families  and  individuals  of  the  area 
who  face  dislocation  as  a  result  of  an  impending  public  project? 

Such  a  relocation  service  would  facilitate  the  concentration  of  available 
social  services  on  the  needs  of  displaced  families  and  individuals.  It  should 
be  noted,  in  this  connection,  that  policies  develo]>ed  rmder  the  urban  renewal 
program  require  that  those  displaced  be  referred  to  appropriate  public  and 
private  voluntary  agencies  equipped  to  provide  services  and  counseling  on 
matters  of  health,  employment,  training,  and  similar  problems.  In  addition, 
local  public  agencies  are  encouraged  to  make  site  office  si>ace  available  to  these 
agencies,  to  assist  in  coordinating  the  services,  and  to  make  the  services  and 
counseling  conveniently  available  to  the  persons  affected.  Our  Workable  Program 
guides  encourage  communities  to  establish  referral  services  as  an  integral 
part  of  their  relocation  assistance  programs. 

n.  TEMPORARY  RELOCATION  HOUSING 

It  is  provided  in  Sec.  105(c)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  that  to  obtain 
Federal  assistance  for  urban  renewal,  a  local  public  agency  must  agree  to 
provide  “a  feasible  method  for  the  temporary  relocation  of  families  and 
individuals  displaced  from  the  property  acquired.” 

Questions 

(1)  MTiat  has  been  your  Department’s  experience  with  this  provision? 

Since  enactment  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  local  public  agencies  have  been 

required  to  provide  a  program  for  the  permunent  relocation  of  families  and 
individuals  displaced  from  the  property  acquired.  It  has  been  the  policy  of 
the  Department  to  discourage  the  use  of  temix)rary  relocation  housing  except 
for  the  following  circumstances;  to  assure  that  families  and  individuals  are 
not  required  to  remain  in  structures  which  inadequately  protect  health  and 
safety ;  to  permit  project  activities  to  proceed  before  permanent  relocation 
housing  is  available;  and  to  provide  housing  on  a  temporary  basis  while 
permanent  relocation  housing  is  being  constructed  in  a  project  area. 

(2)  To  what  extent  do  local  public  agencies  provide  temporary  housing? 

See  our  resi>onse  to  question  #1  above. 

(3)  What  kinds  of  housing  are  made  use  of  for  this  purpose? 

Most  tem;xu-ary  relocation  housing  has  con.sisted  of  units  in  the  urban 
renewal  project  areas  which  have  been  vacated.  Available  vacant  units  may  be 
occupied  on  a  temporary  basis  until  demolition  or  rehabilitation  is  under¬ 
taken.  In  such  case  local  public  agencies  are  required  to  maintain  plumbing, 
heating,  and  electrical  systems  in  safe  operating  condition,  and  to  make 
such  repairs  as  are  needed  to  make  the  imits  habitable  during  the  period  of 
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temporary  oceiipaiiey-  As  noted  in  the  (piestion  which  follows,  the  Department 
recently  issne<l  new  policies  and  procedures  under  which  local  agencies  may 
purchase  or  lease  mobile  homes  for  the  temporary  relocation  of  displaces. 

(4)  I  note  that  only  last  month  yonr  Department  announced  a  new  iwlicy 
l)ermitting  the  use  of  mobile  homes  as  temporary  housing  facilities.  Have 
mobile  homes  not  been  nsed  for  this  purpose  prior  to  this  time? 

The  Department  had  not  heretofore  authorized  the  use  of  mobile  homes 
for  temporary  relocation,  although  they  have  been  used  for  this  purpose  in 
connection  with  disasters. 

(.5)  Would  use  of  this  kind  of  temporary  housing  making  more  feasible  the 
relocation  in  one  urban  renewal  area  of  the  same  families  that  were  displaced 
from  that  area? 

The  use  of  mobile  homes  as  temporary  relocation  housing  would  facilitate 
relocation  in  an  urban  renewal  area  of  the  same  families  that  were  displaced 
from  that  ai’ea.  This  is  one  of  the  principal  reasons  for  issuing  the  new  policj'. 
The  use  of  mobile  homes  ijermits  families  to  remain  on  or  near  the  site  while 
housing  for  their  permanent  u.se  is  being  con.structed  or  rehabilitated. 

III.  PRIOR  AV.4.inARILITY  OF  EELOCATIOX  HOUSING 

In  llKiS  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  was  amended  by  the  following  addition 
to  Sec.  lOotc)  : 

“Sec.  105(c)  (2).  As  a  condition  to  further  assistance  after  the  enactment  i 
of  this  paragraph  with  respei-t  to  each  urban  renewal  pro.iect  involving  the  I 
disi>laeement  of  individuals  and  families,  the  Administrator  shall  require,  j 
within  a  reasonable  time  prior  to  actual  displacement,  satisfactory  assurance  J 
b.v  the  local  public  agency  that  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings  as  required  j 
b.v  the  first  sentence  of  this  subsection  are  arailuhle  for  the  relocation  of  each 
duch  mdimdual  or  family.”  ' 

Qiic.stion.d 

( 1 )  What  has  been  the  effect  of  this  new  provision  ? 

W’e  require  local  public  agencies  to  re-examine  their  available  relocation  i 
resources  as  they  approach  the  beginning  of  actual  displacement.  Accordingly, 
not  moi'e  than  60  days  prior  to  the  estimated  date  of  the  commencement  of  : 
actual  displacement  of  a  substantial  number  of  individuals  and  families,  the 
local  agenc.v  must  provide  assurance  that  the  information  on  relocation  hous-  i 
ing  submitted  to  HUD  at  the  time  of  loan  and  grant  contract  is  still  valid. 
This  is  important  because  signifleaiit  changes  can  occur  during  the  i>eriod! 
which  may  have  elapsed  between  loan  and  grant  contract  and  commence- ! 
ment  of  actual  displacement. 

(2)  Does  it  offer  assurance  that  suitable  relocation  housing  will  in  fact  be 

made  available  to  each  displaced  individual  or  family?  ' 

HUD  policies  have  always  provided  that  families  in  urban  renewal  areas  iiot( 
be  required  to  move,  except  on  a  temporary  basis,  unless  they  are  given  an 
opportunity  to  obtain  adequate  housing  within  their  financial  means.  This  new. 
provision  reinforced  this  policy  by  requiring  the  local  public  agency  to  re-evaluate 
the  availability  of  relocation  housing  shortly  before  displac'ement  is  to  occur. 

(3)  Has  it  resulted  in  an  improvement  in  iierformance  by  local  public  agencies- 
in  carrying  out  their  relocation  resiamsibilities  ? 

The  requirement  in  section  105(c)(2)  together  with  more  stringent  HUD 
controls  has,  in  our  view,  resulted  in  an  improvement  in  the  performance  of  local 
public  agencies  in  carrying  out  their  relocation  re.siionsibilities. 

(4)  How  do  you  check  local  agency  performance  to  see  that  these  assurances: 
are  actually  cari-ied  out? 

Within  the  limits  of  available  staff.  Regional  Office  personnel  visit  localities 
having  active  programs  that  will  involve  displacement  and  relocation.  Any  com- 
paints  or  other  indication  that  a  local  public  agency  is  iw)t  carrjdng  out  its: 
relocation  resimnsibilities  are  promptly  investi.gated  and  remedial  action  is 
required  where  appropriate.  Our  review  of  reports  on  relocation  activities  also- 
enables  us  to  monitor  local  a.gency  iierformance. 

IV.  SHORTAGE  OF  RELOCATION  HOUSING 

The  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  in  its  study  of  thet 
relocation  problem,  .said  that  the  difficulty  most  fiequently  encountered  was 
“lack  of  adequate  supply  of  standard  housing,  particularly  for  large,  low-income,' 
and  nonwhite  families.”  The  te.stimoiiy  taken  by  this  Subcximmittee  would  cer- 
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;ainly  bear  this  out.  No  matter  how  carefully  we  write  the  requirements  that 
mitable  liousiiiff  he  provided  for  displaced  families  and  individuals,  our  relocalion 
;tl<>rt.s  will  tail  unles.s  the  necessary  housing  actually  exists  in  tlu'  arc'as  where 
t  is  net'ded. 

Your  Department  has  responsibility  for  a  number  of  different  programs 
lesigned  to  increase  the  sui)ply  of  housing  available  to  low  a7id  moderate  income 
families. 

’Questions 

(1)  lull  jirovisious  are  then*  in  existing  housing  law  or  in  tin*  n’gulatious 
>f  your  Department  to  help  a.ssure  that  the  housing  produced  by  these  programs 
is  made  available  on  a  priority  basis  to  displaced  per.sonsV 

There  are  a  number  of  provisions  in  existing  housing  law  to  help  assure  that 
iiousing  is  made  available  to  di.splaced  persons.  In  the  ca.se  of  the  low-rent  public 
iumsing  program,  hn-al  authorities  are  required  to  give  full  consideration  to 
:heir  resixmsibility  for  the  rehousing  of  displaced  families.  Special  eligibility 
requirements  are  applicable  to  displaceil  fiimilies  and  individuals,  and  the  law 
luthorizes  payment  of  an  additional  operating  subsid.v  of  up  t<»  .'('12(1  per  .vear 
ivith  resi)ect  to  public  housing  units  occupied  by  disidacees.  The  leased  housing 
iiid  turnkey  programs  which  can  provide  housing  more  quickly,  are  new  tecli- 
liques  which  enable  the  public  housing  program  to  be  more  res])onsive  to  reloca- 
:ion  needs.  Individuals  and  families  displaced  by  governmental  action  are  also 
di.gible  for  rent  supplement  housing.  The  FIlV  mortgage  insurance  programs 
inder  se<*tion  221  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  although  now  available  for  other 
families,  were  designed  to  meet  the  needs  of  displaced  families  and  priority  of 
K*cuimncy  is  always  accorded  to  displacees. 

(2)  Is  there  coordination  between  HDD's  housing  programs  and  these  Federal 
programs  which  involve  land  acquisition,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  the  addi- 
;io7ial  supply  of  rel(K*ation  housing  that  is  needed  in  a  given  area  for  displaced 
families  and  individuals? 

The  Workable  Program  requirement  provides  a  basis  for  achieving  coordination 
between  HDD’s  housing  programs  and  Federal  programs  which  involve  laud 
tequisition.  Any  locality  which  .seeks  certification  or  recertifleatiou  of  its  Work- 
ible  Program  must  present  evidence  of  the  availability  of  .suitable  housing  to 
ueet  the  needs  of  those  to  be  displaced  by  all  governmental  action  in  the  com- 
nunity.  In  many  instances,  Work.able  I’rogram  certification  or  recertiticsition  has 
seen  withheld  until  a  locality  has  initiated  action  to  plan  the  development  of 
•equired  relocation  housing.  In  such  cases.  HDD  cooperates  in  every  way  possible 
vith  the  locality  in  achieving  the  i^equisite  coordination  with  HDI)  Inmsing 
i.ssista nee  programs. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that,  pursuant  to  section  105(c)  (1)  of  the  Housing  Act 
jf  104!).  local  public  agency  relocation  assistance  programs  must  assure  the  neces¬ 
sary  coordination  of  relocation  activities  with  other  lu-oject  activities  and  other 
ilanned  or  proposed  governmental  actions  in  the  community  which  may  affe<-t 
fhe  carr.ving  out  of  the  relocation  program. 

Enactment  of  S.  608,  and  the  extension  of  relocation  assistance  respurements 
o  other  Federal  programs,  should  result  in  improved  coordination  at  both  the 
^Vderal  and  local  levels. 

V.  PAYMEXT  FOR  DIRECT  LOSSES  FROM  DISPI.AC  EM  EXT 

The  Housing  Act  of  1040  now  provides  for  payments  to  cover  not  only  “reason- 
ible  and  neces.sary  moving  exiienses”  but  al.so  “any  actual  dirw  t  losses  of  property 
‘xcept  goodwill  or  profit.” 

S.  608  i)rovides  for  “fair  and  reasonable  relocation  p.iyments.”  but  does  not 
pecifi<*ally  refer  to  direct  losses. 

'tuesfinns 

(1)  .Tudging  by  your  experience  in  urban  renewal,  how  .significaut  is  this 
unission? 

In  the  urban  renewal  program,  comiiensation  is  presentl.v  provided  for  actual 
OSS  in  the  value  of  property  (exclusive  of  gootls  or  inventory)  sustained  by 
eason  of  the  disposition  or  abandonment  of  the  property  resulting  from  the 
,i.splacemeiit.  Dnder  section  S05(a)(2)(B)  of  8.608,  the  Presideid's  rules  and 
egulations  for  “fair  and  reasonal)le  relocation  payments"  are  to  provide  for 
eimbur.sement  where  a  business  concern  di.sposes  of  personal  property  and 
eplaces  property  at  the  new  location.  We  believe  that  this  provision,  as  modified 
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by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  proposal,  would  provide  an  adequate  substitute  in, 
most  cases  for  the  present  payment  for  actual  direct  losses  of  property.  It  should 
be  noted  in  this  conuecdion,  that  we  are  advised  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that 
it  is  their  uuderstanding  that  such  compensation  could  also  be  made  available  tc. 
the  business  concern  which  disposes  of  personal  property,  but  which  closes  it? 
doors  and  does  not  move  to  new  location.  This  would  be  under  the  general 
authority  given  the  President  under  section  805  to  issue  regulations  spelling  out 
the  types  of  losses  for  which  compensation  would  be  provided. 

(2)  Have  payments  for  direct  losses  proved  to  be  a  significant  part  of  total 
payments  made? 

Any  comments  you  care  to  make  on  this  would  be  appreciated. 

Out  of  some  51,300  relocation  payments  made  to  business  concerns  under  th( 
urban  renewal  program  as  of  December  31,  1967,  approximately  19,700  involvec 
payments  for  property  loss.  Of  this  number,  12,880  were  for  property  loss,  alone 
and  6,298  involved  moving  expenses  and  property  loss.  Thus,  relocation  paymentf 
for  property  loss  were  involved  in  somewhat  more  than  one-third  of  the  numbei 
of  relocation  payments  made.  The  dollar  amount  of  relocation  payments  foi 
property  loss  was  approximately  $29  million,  reflecting  some  40  percent  of  the 
total  relocation  payments  to  business  concerns  (exclusive  of  the  Small  Business 
Displacement  Payment)  totalling  $72.2  million. 

VI.  PAYMENTS  ABOVE  FAIE  MARKET  VALUE  FOE  OWNER  OCCUPANTS 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  suggested  that  the  owner  of  real  property  takei 
under  a  Federal  or  federally  assisted  program  who  purchases  another  homt 
within  a  year  be  paid  an  amount  of  up  to  $5,000  which  when  added  to  thi 
acquisition  payment,  equals  the  average  price  for  a  standard  dwelling  adequate 
to  accommodate  the  displaced  owner.  This  proposal  has  been  supported  by  thf 
testimony  of  other  witnesses,  including  the  National  Association  of  Housing  am 
Redevelopment  Officials. 

Questions 

(1)  Do  you  feel  this  to  be  a  desirable  addition  to  the  relocation  benefits  avail 
able  imder  the  Act? 

The  Department’s  testimony  before  the  subcommittee,  strongly  endorsed  th' 
proposal  for  a  payment  of  up  to  $5,000  for  lower  income  displaced  homeowners 
The  Department  believes  that  this  is  a  needed  addition  to  the  relocation  benefit 
now  proposed  in  S.  698.  When  the  value  of  the  home  which  is  taken  is  adequat 
to  afford  a  decent,  suitable  replacement,  the  practical  consequence  of  the  displace 
ment  has  been  the  loss  of  homeownership. 

(2)  Do  you  feel  that  the  $5,000  limitation  is  adequate  in  the  light  of  presen 
day  costs  in  the  housing  market? 

Although  we  have  had  no  experience  in  administering  a  payment  of  this  kind 
we  believe  that  the  $5,000  limitation  should  be  adequate. 

VII.  CITIZEN  PARTICIPATION 

A  number  of  witnesses  have  testified  on  the  need  for  a  greater  degree  of  partici, 
pation  by  area  residents  in  the  planning  of  renewal  or  development  projects.  The; 
are  particularly  concerned  that  the  families  and  citizens  that  will  eventually  b. 
displaced  by  the  project  will  have  a  full  opportunity  to  express  their  views  befoi' 
final  decisions  are  reached.  ■ 

I  am  aware  that  in  the  case  of  some  of  your  programs,  the  Workable  Prograi 
must  provide  for  citizen  participation.  IIow  far  does  this  go  in  accomplishing  th , 
kind  of  full  citizen  participation  we  are  talking  about? 

I  note  that  in  the  case  of  Camden,  New  Jersey,  when  disputes  arose  in  the  con 
munity  over  the  inadequacy  of  relocation  provisions  for  urban  renewal  and  big  I 
way  projects,  your  Department  obtained  agreement  by  the  local  authorities  tha 
there  would  be  established  a  relocation  review  board  to  hear  complaints  froi. 
citizens  and  refer  them  to  appropriate  agencies  for  action.  Should  not  such  a  n 
view  board  be  required  in  all  programs  where  people  are  to  be  displaced  b 
federally  assisted  public  projects? 

The  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  required  under  the  Workable  Prograi 
provides  a  city-wide  forum  for  citizen  participation  in  the  community’s  efforts  t 
eliminate  slums  and  blight  and  to  prevent  further  deterioration.  Tlie  degree  ( 
participation  by  citizen  groups  with  respect  to  particular  asiiects  of  the  prograi 
varies  as  between  localities.  HUD  policies  encourage  communities  to  establbsh 
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rauge  of  special  sulK-ommittees  to  assure  maximum  citizen  participation  in  cer- 
:tain  ke5'  areas.  A  subcommittee  on  minority  group  housing  is  generally  required 
as  part  of  the  citizen  particii>ation  program,  to  study  and  recommend' ways  and 
imeans  to  secure  better  housing  for  all  minority  and  ethnic  groups.  Some' cities, 
where  a  significant  amount  of  displacement  is  expected  to  occur  have  established 
a  subcommittee  ou  relocation  housing,  for  the  puri>ose  of  working  with  local 
.officials  responsible  for  rehousing  displaced  families.  Other  cities  have  established 
si>eeial  citizen  groups  to  participate  in  comi>r£‘hensive  community  planning  aetivi- 
ities,  to  work  with  urban  renewal  and  public  hou.sing  officials,  to  work  with  local 
officials  in  developing  long-term  capital  improvement  programs,  or  to  assist  in 
setting  up  programs  of  neighborhood  participation  in  areas  where  action  is 
needed  for  blight  prevention. 

It  should  be  recognized  that  Citizen  Advisory  Committees  and  special  sub- 
icommittees  e.stablished  pursuant  to  the  Workable  Program  do  not  always  provide 
■adequate  representation  to  the  residents  of  project  areas  whose  lives  are  most 
jmme<liately  affected  by  the  urban  renewal  process.  As  a  result,  the  Depart- 
anent  is  now  exploring  a  more  appropriate  method  of  involving  those  persons 
'directly  affected  by  the  relocation  process.  This  is  part  of  a  larger  effort  the  De¬ 
partment  is  now  making  to  involve  citizens  more  directly  in  the  renewal  process. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  we  think  it  would  l>e  premature  to  comment  on  the 
question  of  whether  a  relocation  review  board,  such  as  the  one  established  in 
Camden,  New  Jersey,  should  be  required  for  all  federally  assisted  programs. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  think  we  have  time  for  one  more  witness.  I  under¬ 
stand  from  the  staff  that  Mr.  Stalling  will  be  able  to  come  back  to¬ 
morrow.  Therefore,  we  will  conclude  this  morning  with  Mr.  William 
L._  Taylor,  staff  director  of  the  U.S.  Commission  on  Civil  Eights.  If 
this  gets  too  prolonged,  we  may  have  to  put  him  over  until  tomorrow, 
but  I  think  we  have  until  12 :30  to  meet,  if  that  will  be  sufficient  time. 

lESTIMONY  OF  WILLIAM  L.  TAYLOR,  STAFF  DIRECTOR,  U.S.  COM¬ 
MISSION  ON  CIVIL  RIGHTS;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  MARTIN  E. 

SLOANE,  SPECIAL  ASSISTANT  TO  THE  STAFF  DIRECTOR 

I 

Mr.  Tatlor.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Muskie.  We  shall  be  delighted  to  have  you  come  back 
^mother  time  if  you  cannot  finish  today.  I  do  not  want  to  cut  you 
short. 

I  Mr.  Taylor.  I  shall  be  glad  to  abbreviate  my  statement.  If  the  com- 
nittee  wishes  me  to  come  back,  I  will  do  it. 

I  am  MTlliam  L.  Taylor,  staff  director  of  the  U.S.  Commission  on 
Pivil  Eights.  With  me  this  morning  is  Martin  Sloane,  special  assistant 
0  the  staff  director. 

,  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  testimony  on  title  VIII  of 
die  proposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act,  which  deals  with 
iniform  relocation  assistance. 

Senator  Muskie.  May  I  say  I  am  delighted  you  chose  to  testify  on 
his,  because  I  think  it  will  be  most  helpful. 

,  Mr.  Taylor.  Thank  you. 

:  I  might  say  before  I  get  into  my  statement,  IMr.  Chairman  that  I 
ippreciated  the  remarks  you  made  earlier  this  morning  about  the  Poor 
People’s  Campaign.  It  seems  to  me  that  looking  back  over  the  last 
few  years,  almost  all  progress  ive  have  made  in  matters  of  race  rela- 
dons  and  matters  of  social  justice  have  come  as  a  result  of  peaceful 
Protests  and  demonstrations  of  various  kinds,  which  are  ivithin  the 
jurview  of  our  democratic  form  of  government.  I  think,  again,  that  if 
Congress  and  the  executive  branch  react  to  the  demonstrations  and  to 
he  protests  by  enacting  social  welfare  legislation  and  improving  our 
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])erformiince  within  the  executive  hrancli,  it  will  he  an  approinaate 
way  of  inakina’  pi'ogress  througli  tlie  traditional  i)rocesses  of  our  Gov- 
e'  lnnent.  IVe  like  to  think  that  testimony  hy  the  Commission  and  the 
l)i‘e])aratiou  of  commission  reports  is  at  least  i)artially  responsible  for 
])rogress,  hut  somehow,  that  is  not  always  ([uite  sutlicient.  So  1  did  ap- 
l)reciate  what  yon  had  to  say  on  the  subject. 

Senator  Muskik.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  T  AYLOK.  Turning  to  the  act,  we  believe  that  the  problems  to 

wliich  title  VIII  is  addressed — the  o'ross  inconsistencies  in  the  kinds  of 

•  •  »  .  ^  .  • 
assistance  available  to  families  and  businesses  displaced  by  Federal 

and  federally-assisted  programs  and  the  inadequacy  of  assi.staiice  avail¬ 
able  under  any  of  these  jirograms — are  urgent  ones,  requiring  im¬ 
mediate  corrective  action.  It  is  clear  that  problems  of  relocation  are  a 
major  factor  inhibiting  the  success  of  many  ])rograms  aimed  at  im¬ 
proving  the  quality  of  life  in  our  cities.  It  also  is  clear  that  they  are  a 
part  of  the  underlying  problem  that  has  bred  unrest  and  disorder  in 
our  urban  centers. 

We  believe  title  VIT.T  can  make  a  substantial  contribution  to  resolv¬ 
ing  these  problems  and  we  urge  its  enactment.  We  have  several  sugges¬ 
tions  to  offer,  however,  which  we  believe  would  enable  the  bill  to  deal 
more  effectively  and  comprehensively  with  proldems  of  relocation.  We 
also  wish  to  add  the  caveat  that  there  are  distinct  limits  to  the  impact 
of  legislation  aimed  at  relocation  assistance  alone,  in  the  absence  of 
forceful  measures  in  other  areas.  What  we  are  talking  about  heve  are 
measures  to  assure  that  families  whose  lives  will  be  affected  have  a 
voice  in  the  decisions  concerning  the  operation  of  programs  involv¬ 
ing  disi)lacement,  measures  to  assure  that  when  displacement  is  neces¬ 
sary,  there  is,  in  fact,  a  sufficient  supply  of  housing  available  to 
accommodirte  the  families  who  are  to  be  displaced,  and  above  all,  meas¬ 
ures  to  assure  that  relocation  will  serve  as  an  instrument  for  unifying 
our  urban  society  and  facilitating  the  full  participation  of  the  poor — 
and  particularly  the  nonwhite  poor — in  community  life. 

Senator  Muskie.  May  I  interject  at  this  point? 

In  the  testimony  last  week,  there  was  a  suggestion  that  w^e  ought  to 
find  a  Avay  in  connection  with  this  legislation,  to  arrange  for  participa¬ 
tion  by  tlie  poor.  No  specific  suggestions  have  been  offered  as  yet.  If 
you  do  not  have  one — I  have  not  read  your  testimony — it  would  be 
helpful  if  you  could  address  yourself  to  that  question  as  it  occurs  to 

INIr.  Tayi^or.  We  do  have  a  suggestion  in  our  testimony.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  S])ecific  enough  for  purposes  of  legislation,  but  we  shall  be 
glad  to  pursue  the  matter  and  try  to  make  it  more  specific. 

Senator  Muskte.  Fine. 

yir.  Taylor.  Since  our  Commission  has  been  in  existence,  approxi¬ 
mately  11  years  now,  we  have  maintained  a  continuing  interest  and  con¬ 
cern  with  problems  of  housing.  We  also  have  maintained  a  continuing 
concern  with  problems  of  displacement  and  relocation,  particularly? 
as  they  affect  minority  group  members.  In  1959,  when  the  Commis¬ 
sion  issued  its  first  report  on  housing,  we  examined  relocation  policiej 
and  ]3ractices  with  respect  to  families  displaced  by  urban  renewal.  In 
19G1,  the  Commission  broadened  its  inquiry  to  include  problems  ol 
relocation  under  the  fedei’ally  assisted  highway  programs.  We  pointed 
out  at  that  time,  that  there  were  marked  disparities  between  the  as- 
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sistance  available  to  families  dis])laced  by  urban  renewal  and  those 
displaced  by  federally  assisted  hi^hwayk  Tii  fact,  until  1902,  the 
Federal  liiffliway  program,  unlike  urban  renewal,  imposed  no  obliga¬ 
tion  either  on  the  Federal  (lovernment  or  on  Ihe  States  to  provide 
any  relocation  assistance. 

Although  the  Federal  highway  program  now  provides  some  degrees 
of  assistance  to  the  families  it  displaces,  other  programs,  such  as 
those  administered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  General 
Services  Administration,  still  carry  no  provisions  for  any  relocation 
assistance,  either  linancial  or  advisory.  As  the  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  and  other  agencies  have  demonstrated, 
the-;e  disparities  exist  among  a  wide  variety  of  programs — Federal, 
State,  and  local — that  involve  displacement.  Urban  renewal,  which 
has  received  inore  than  its  fair  share  of  criticism  for  the  inadequacies 
of  its  relocation  assistance  program,  actually  provides  the  broadest 
and  most  comprehensive  range  of  a.ssistance  of  any  Federal  or  feder¬ 
ally  as.si.sted  program,  including  compensation  for  moving  expenses, 
relocation  adjustmentj)ayments  of  up  to  $500,  and  advisory  as.sistance 
to  families  who  are  displaced. 

^  4  itle  VIII  would  establish  uniform  standards  for  relocation  as¬ 
sistance  which  all  Federal  or  federally  assisted  programs  would  be 
required  to  satisfy.  To  a  large  extent,  these  standards  would  be  based 
,  on  the  current  relocation  assistance  provisions  contained  in  the  urban 
renewal  law.  For  example,  section  80.3(c),  relating  to  relocation  assist¬ 
ance  programs,  is  virtually  identical  to  the  provisions  now  applicable 
to  urban  renewal.  The  bill  also  seeks  to  raise  the  level  of  assistance 
beyond  that  currently  available  under  urban  rene'wal  or  any  other 
program.  For  example,  section  802(e)  would  provide  for  payments  to 
^  displaced  families  in  amounts  up  to  $1,000  over  a  2-year  period  to  assist 
them  in  securing  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  housing. 

We  believe  the  necessity  for  establishing  uniform  relocation  assist¬ 
ance  in  all  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs  involving  di.s- 
placement,  and  for  improving  the  quality  of  assistance  available  to 
displaced  families,  has  been  amply  demonstrated.  Title  VIII  represents 
I  needed  legislation. 

V  e  wi^i  to  point  out,  however,  that  the  problem  of  relocation  does 
not  exist  in  a  vacuum,  but  is  a  part  of  the  entire  process  by  which 
families  and  businessmen  are  uprooted  through  the  impersonal  use  of 
^governmental  power.  Relocation  assistance,  in  the  form  of  money  or 
guidance,  cannot  adequately  compensate  people  whose  homes  and 
businesses  have  been  sacrificed,  with  little  or  no  oportunity  for  protest, 
in  favor  of  such  presumably  higher  public  interests  as  more  efficient 
land  use  or  the  enlargement  of  subiu'ban  highway  arteries — particu¬ 
larly  when  they  receive  no  real  benefit  from  these  public  improvements. 
By  the  same  token,  the  problem  of  relocation  cannot  i-ealistically  be 
viewed  separately  from  other  problems  facing  our  cities — problems 
of  inadequate  housing  and  of  growing  racial  and  economic  separa¬ 
tion — to  which  relocation  is  closely  tied.  Nor  can  the  problem  of 
relocation  be  fully  resolved  unless  corrective  action  also  is  taken  to 
eliminate  other  inequities  and  to  provide  for  more  basic  change  in  the 
nature  of  urban  society. 

I  Programs  of  public  improvement  have  a  variety  of  purposes  and 
effects,  sometimes  inconsistent  with  one  another.  For  example,  the 
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highway  program,  by  facilitating  travel  between  cities  and  within 
metropolitan  areas,  has  contributed  significantly  to  transforming  us 
into  a  mobile  society.  It  also  has  been  a  major  factor  in  the  flight  to 
the  suburbs  of  the  white  middle  class,  transforming  central  cities  into 
areas  where  the  poor  and  the  nonwhite  increasingly  _  predominate. 
Urban  renewal,  by  contrast,  is  concerned  with  revitalizing  our  cities, 
in  part,  by  attracting  the  very  people  that  the  highway  program  has 
enabled  to  leave. 

Despite  the  inconsistencies  in  purpose  and  effect  among  various 
public  improvement  programs,  they  have  a  number  of  elements  in 
common.  Most  involve  massive  displacement  and  a  net  reduction  in  the 
number  of  housing  units.  For  example,  urban  renewal,  through  the 
end  of  1965,  had  demolished  more  than  333,000  homes.  During  the 
same  period,  it  had  replaced  them  with  only  84,000  dwelling  units — 
approximately  one-fourth  the  number  the  program  had  eliminated 
from  the  Nation’s  housing  inventory.  In  1967,  alone,  the  Federal  high¬ 
way  program  eliminated  more  than  30,000  dwelling  units.  By  the  very 
nature  of  the  program,  it  replaced  none  of  them. 

In  addition,  these  programs  tend  to  be  highly  selective  with  respect 
to  the  families  they  displaced.  They  have  their  principal  impact  on  the 
poor.  According  to  the  Secretary  of  Transportation,  during  the  18- 
month  period  between  April  1965,  and  October  1966,  more  than  one- 
third  of  the  families  displaced  by  the  hig'hway  program  lived  in  homes 
valued  at  less  than  $6,000  or  which  rented  for  less  than  $60  a  month. 
Fewer  than  20  percent  of  the  families  displaced  resided  in  homes 
valued  at  more  than  $15,000  or  which  rented  for  more  than  $110  a 
month.  According  to  a  census  study  of  urban  renewal  relocation  dur¬ 
ing  the  summer  of  1964,  80  percent  of  the  families  displaced  had 
incomes  of  less  than  $6,000.  Two  of  every  five  such  families  earned 
less  than  $3,000  a  year. 

These  programs  have  at  least  one  further  element  in  common.  They 
displace  a  disproportionate  number  of  nonwhites  and  other  minority 
group  families.  In  Baltimore,  Md.,  almost  nine  of  every  10  families 
displaced  by  public  action  during  the  decade  of  1955  through  1964 
were  non  white.  In  Nashville,  Tenn.,  the  case  discussed  earlier,  more 
than  half  the  housing  units  occupied  by  Negroes  were  demolished 
through  similar  action  during  the  present  decade.  The  Federal  high¬ 
way  program,  alone,  threatens  to  wipe  out  all  of  the  234  Negro  busi¬ 
nesses  in  North  Nashville,  which  are  reported  to  represent  almost  90 
percent  of  the  Negro-owned  and  operated  businesses  in  Davidson 
County.  For  urban  renewal,  of  the  displaced  families  whose  color  is 
known,  nonwhites  represent  fully  60  percent  since  the  program’s 
inception. 

Thus  the  impact  of  these  programs  falls  with  special  severity  on  the 
poor — particularly  the  nonwhite  poor — those  who  are  least  able  to 
protect  their  vital  interests,  those  whose  range  of  relocation  choice,  by 
virtue  of  their  race  and  their  economic  position,  necessarily  is  the 
narrowest.  These  programs  have  been  more  of  a  threat  than  a  hope  to 
the  urban  poor.  Highways  have  meant  elimination  of  their  homes  and 
businesses  on  a  massive  scale.  Urban  renewal  has  meant,  as  charged, 
Negro  removal. 

IVIiat  I  am  suggesting  is  that  Federal  intervention  to  protect  the 
interests  of  these  families,  restricted  to  the  relocation  stage  of  the 
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programs,  can  be  only  of  limited  vahie.  Relocation  is  only  the  last 
stage  of  a  process  initiated  many  years  before — a  process  that  begins 
witli  planning.  If  the  interests  of  the  [)oor  are  to  be  protected  ade- 
([uately,  they  must  be  protected  at  this  point.  Usually,  they  are  not. 
One  reason  is  that,  at  least  in  the  past,  the  programs  have  been  con¬ 
cerned  more  with  factors  of  economics  and  logistics  than  with  social 
wel  fare. 

Thus  decisions  on  the  location  of  highways  have  been  made  by  deter¬ 
mining  the  i^hortest  distance  between  two  given  points  and  by  calcu¬ 
lating  the  relative  cost  of  acquiring  properties  that  happen  to  be  in 
the  way.  Urban  renewal,  while  professing  to  be  aimed  at  revitalizing 
cities,  has  viewed  its  functions  largely  in  economic,  rather  than  human 
tei'ins.  The  program  has  been  more  concerned  Avitli  i>roducing  greater 
tax  yeilds  from  city  land  than  with  determining  ways  in  which  the 
quality  of  life  for  all  city  dwellers  could  be  improved.  Although  “citi¬ 
zens  })articipation”  long  has  been  a  requirement  in  the  urban  renewal 
lirogram,  the  views  and  interests  of  the  families  who  reside  in  areas 
that  need  renewal  rarely  have  been  decisive  factors  in  determining 
the  course  of  the  program.  On  the  contrary,  in  many  programs,  plan¬ 
ning  decisions  are  made  of  which  the  poor,  whose  lives  are  to  be  dis¬ 
rupted,  either  are  ignorant  or  only  vaguely  aware.  These  decisions 
come  fully  to  the  surface  only  years  later  in  the  foiun  of  bulldozers  and 
dislocation.  By  that  time  it  often  is  too  late  to  change  the  course  of 
the  program.  In  short,  the  key  decisions  often  have  been  imposed  on 
the  poor,  on  the  basis  of  factors  that  do  not  include  their  social  welfare 
and  largely  without  consulting  them  or  seeking  their  views. 

To  some  extent,  these  deficienices  are  being  corrected.  The  Federal 
Highway  Administration  now  considers  environmental  factors  as  well 
as  logistics  in  plannning  and  carrying  out  highway  construction.  The 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develoi:)ment  is  placing  greater 
emphasis  on  residential  reuse  of  urban  renewal  land  and  is  stressing 
rehabilitation  rather  than  clearance.  Further,  both  agencies  have 
instituted  procedures  to  assure  that  the  families  to  be  displaced  are 
consulted,  or  at  least  advised  of  the  pending  cleai-ance  well  before  the 
fact.  In  addition,  title  IX  of  the  bill  before  the  committee  would 
establish  as  a  policy  to  guide  Federal  agencies  in  their  land  acquisition 
activities  that  human  considerations,  including  the  economic  and 
social  effects,  should  be  taken  into  account  in  determining  the  bound¬ 
aries  of  a  public  improvemnt  project.  More,  however,  needs  to  be  done. 

First,  we  urge  the  committee  to  provide  in  the  bill  for  prior  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  people  affected  as  a  uniform  requirement  for  all 
relevant  Federal  or  federally  assisted  programs.  Thus,  before  any 
such  program  involving  displacement  could  be  carried  out,  it  would 
have  to  be  demonstrated  that  the  families  and  businessmen  in  the  area, 
or  their  designated  representatives  have  been  consulted  in  advance  of 
decisions  on  plannning,  and  that  they  have  been  given  maximum 
o];)poi’tunity  to  participate  in  making  key  decisions  such  as  those 
related  to  the  location  and  the  nature  of  the  public  improvement 
and  its  timing. 

Second,  to  assure  against  mere  paper  compliance  with  this  require¬ 
ment,  the  legislation  should  provide  that  if,  despite  the  pi-otests  of  the 
people  affected,  the  decision  is  made  to  acquire  the  properties,  this 
decision  must  be  justified  by  a  showing  that  all  factors  have  been  con- 
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sidered,  indiuling  tlie  welfare  of  the  people  to  he  displaced,  and  that 
the  public  interest  nonetheless  requires  the  ac([uisition.  There  also 
should  be  a  procedure  for  a  speedy  review  of  the  decision  by  an  outside 
agency  not  connected  with  the  operation  of  the  pro<>rain. 

Turning  to  the  issue  of  relocation,  itself,  title  VIII  recognizes  that 
the  problem  of  relocating  displaced  families,  most  of  whom  are  poor 
and  a  disproportionate  number  of  whom  are  iionwhite,  can  he  met 
only  through  assistance.  The  assistance  provided  in  the  hill  woidd  take 
several  forms.  First,  tinancial  assistance,  Avhich  would  he  more  suh- 
stantial  than  any  piovided  under  the  existing  law.  The  hill  recognizes, 
however,  that  adequate  relocation  requires  more  than  money  and  it 
also  would  require  Federal  and  State  agencies  to  establish  relocation 
assistance  programs  Avhich  would  offer  services  aimed  at  assisting 
displaced  families  in  securing  decent  housing. 

Several  of  the  key  provisions  regarding  relocatioii  assistance  pro¬ 
grams,  contained  in  section  803(c),  are  derived  from  the  existing  ; 
urban  renewal  law.  We  believe  these  iDrovisions  are  necessary  if  dis¬ 
placed  families  are  to  have  a  real  opportunity  to  relocate  in  decent 
housing.  On  the  basis  of  the  experience  under  the  urban  renewal  pro¬ 
gram,  however,  there  is  some  doubt  that  relocation  assistance  pro¬ 
grams,  under  existing  conditions,  can  be  completely  successful. 

First,  there  is  a  certain  unreal  quality  about  these  provisions.  Oiie 
of  the  aims  of  a  relocation  assistance  program  would  l)e  “to  assure  that 
within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  prior  to  displacement,  there  will 
be  available  *  *  *  at  rents  or  prices  within  the  financial  means  of 
families  and  individuals  displaced,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwell¬ 
ings  *  *  This  provision  seems  to  assume  that  in  most  areas  of  the 
country  there  is  a  sufficient  supx^ly  of  lower  income  housing  and  that 
all  that  is  needed  is  for  the  poor  to  be  directed  to  it.  This  simplj-  is  not 
true,  at  least  with  respect  to  cities,  where  most  displacement  occurs. 
Housing  provided  through  the  ordinary  channels  of  the  housing  mar¬ 
ket  is  too  expensive  for  most  disj)laced  families.  Goveiannent  subsidy 
programs  aimed  at  providing  a  sufficient  supply  of  lower  income 
housing,  such  as  public  housing,  FHA  221(d)  (3),  and  rent  supple¬ 
ments,  have  produced  only  a  comparative  handful  of  units  when 
measured  against  the  enormous  need,  which  is  calculated  at  some  6 
million  units. 

As  the  Civil  Disorders  Commission  pointed  out,  the  dimensions  of 
the  need  for  low-  and  moderate-income  housing  call  for  an  unprece¬ 
dented  national  effort,  which  would  produce  6  million  units  over  the 
next  5  years.  The  administration’s  proposed  Housing  and  Urban  De¬ 
velopment  Act  of  1968  also  recognizes  the  urgent  need  for  the  imme¬ 
diate  production  of  a  large  volume  of  housing  within  the  means  of 
lower  income  families.  In  short,  with  the  existing  shortage  of  lower 
income  housing  there  are  severe  limits  to  the  effectiveness  of  ajiy  effort 
to  assure  satisfactory  relocation  of  displaced  families. 

We  are  told,  nonetheless,  that  the  great  majority  of  displaced  fam¬ 
ilies  have  relocated  in  what  is  considered  to  be  standard  housing. 
That  statement,  I  think,  was  made  earlier  this  morning. 

In  view  of  the  acknowledged  scarcity  of  lower  income  housing,  the 
obvious  question  arises — where  did  these  families  go?  To  a  large 
extent,  the  answer  is — we  don’t  know.  Urban  renewal,  for  example, 
which  maintains  the  most  comprehensive  information  on  relocation. 
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keeps  it  only  witli  respect  to  families  who  have  entered  the  relocation 
agency's  caseload.  The  responsibility  of  the  local  public  agency  for 
relocation  commences  at  the  time  the  loan  and  grant  contract' with 
IIITD  is  executed.  JNIany  families,  however,  move  out  prior  to  that 
time  because  of  the  impending  clearance.  These  families  are  not  part 
of  the  relocation  caseload,  nor  are  they  included  in  the  data  concerning 
relocation.  Further,  there  is  no  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  Federal 
Government  or  the  local  public  agency  to  provide  any  assistance  to 
these  families.  Whether  they  departed  before  or  after  the  urban  re¬ 
newal  loan  grant  contract  was  executed  it  is  clear  that  their  displace¬ 
ment  was  a  result  of  urban  renewal.  No  information  is  available,  how¬ 
ever,  on  how  these  families  fared  after  displacement. 

It  is  clear  also  that  most  of  the  families  who  did  relocate  in  standard 
housing  managed  it  without  assi.stance  from  the  local  imblic  agency. 
In  the  1964  census  study  of  urban  renewal  relocation,  it  was  pointed 
out  that  although  90  percent  of  the  families  surveyed  reemved  coun¬ 
seling,  financial,  or  other  assistance  from  the  local  public  ao-ency 
during  the  relocation  process,  70  percent  of  the  families  relo^cated 
through  their  own  effoils,  without  assistance  from  the  local  public 
agency.  Thus,  on  the  basis  of  the  urban  renewal  experience,  there  is 
reason  to  question  the  effectiveness  of  relocation  assistance  programs, 
such  as  those  provided  in  the  bill. 

Fuidher,  many  of  the  families  managed  it  by  stretching  their 
limited  resources  to  pay  rent.  According  to  the  census  study,  the 
median  rent  that  relocated  families  had  to  pay  was  28  percent  of  their 
income.  For  non  whites,  it  was  even  higher.  About  three  of  ten  non¬ 
white  families  had  to  pay  between  35  and  64  percent  of  their  income 
for  rent. 

Beyond  this,  however,  there  is  some  question  whether  all  the  families 
reported  to  have  relocated  in  standard  housing  actually  did  so,  at 
least  in  the  sense  that  most  of  us  view  the  term  standard  housing.  The 
technical  definition  of  standard  housing  deals  ])rimarily  with  phnnb- 
ing.  Thus  a  housing  unit  which  is  clearly  in  deteriorating  condition 
is  considered  standard  according  to  the  technical  definition  so  long  as 
it  has  adequate  plumbing  facilities. 

In  a  long  and,  I  think,  useful  piece  in  the  New  York  Times  ye.ster- 
day,  it  was  stated  that  there  are  800,(X)0  units  of  substandard  housing 
in  the  city  of  New  York.  This  is  a  staggering  figure,  obviously  not 
based  completely  on  plumbing. 

Moreover,  housing  that  is  occupied  by  more  families  than  it  is 
designed  to  hold  is  not  thereby  rendered  substandard.  On  the  basis 
of  the  Commission's  experience,  overcrowding  is  a  major  })rolilem  re¬ 
sulting  from  urban  renewal  displacement.  For  examj^ile,  at  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  hearing  in  Cleveland,  Ohio,  Ave  heard  testimony  that  urljan 
reneAval  had  had  the  effect  of  moAung  Negroes  from  one'  slum  neigh¬ 
borhood  into  the  Hough  area,  causing  the  Hough  area  to  become  OA-er- 
croAvded  and  leading  to  the  deterioration  of  other  areas  of  the  city.  As 
one  Commission  witness  i^ut  it : 

Yon  are  just  moAing  your  ghetto  from  Hough  to  Gleiiville,  to  IMouiit  Pleasant, 
and  finally  to  Lee-Harvard  and  Shaker  Heights  and  God  knoAvs  Avhere  to  from 
there. 

This  process  is  continuing.  I  satv  a  recent  article  Avhich  indicated 
that  tlie  A^acancy  rate  in  Hough  Avas  increasing  Avhile  other  areas  Avere 
becoming  more  overcrowded. 


422 


Our  witness  concluded  “that  the  whole  thing  is  eventually  going 
to  erode  the  whole  city.” 

Thus,  even  while  urban  renewal  areas  are  being  rebuilt,  the  process 
of  decay  in  other  parts  of  the  community  is  accelerated.  There  is  some 
doubt  whether  programs  such  as  urban  renewal  can  be  completely  suc¬ 
cessful  if,  while  concentrating  on  the  reA’italization  of  one  part  of 
the  community,  they  contribute,  through  inadequate  attention  to 
factors  such  as  overcrowding,  to  the  deterioration  of  others. 

I  am  not  suggesting  that  the  legislation  you  are  considering  can  be 
designed  to  resolve  all  of  these  problems.  Nor  do  I  intend  to  deprecate 
the  requirements  for  financial  and  counseling  assistance  to  displaced 
families.  These  are  necessary  and  indeed,  represent  a  part  of  the  answer. 
As  you  recognize,  however,  much  more  is  necessary  if  these  require-  1 
ments  are  to  be  of  maximum  efiectiveness.  ' 

First,  they  must  be  carried  out  with  energy  and  compassion  by  ^ 
Federal  and  State  officials — officials  who  are  willing  to  hold  up  a  public  : 
improvement  program  iintil  they  are  assured  that  relocation  is  satis-  ' 
factory,  not  only  in  statistical  terms,  but  in  terms  of  the  needs  and 
desires  of  the  families  involved.  There  is  some  evidence  that  this  has  not 
not  been  the  case  in  the  past — that  program  administrators  have  con¬ 
sidered  I’elocation  more  of  an  obstacle  to  the  operation  of  the  program 
than  an  inherent  part  of  it,  which  must  be  satisfied  if  the  program  is  , 
to  succeed.  One  way  of  meeting  this  program  is  to  divorce  the  respon-  , 
sibility  for  relocation  from  that  of  program  operation,  giving  the  re¬ 
location  officials  the  authority  to  hold  up  the  program  until  they  are  , 
satisfied  that  relocation  will  be  successful.  I  understand  that  HUD  has 
instituted  such  a  procedure  in  the  urban  renewal  program  and  I  believe  i 
it  warrants  serious  consideration  by  all  other  agencies  which  operate  , 
programs,  involving  displacement. 

Sympatheic  and  vigorous  administration  of  relocation  assistance  . 
programs,  however,  will  not  be  enough.  As  one  commentator  has 
pointed  out :  “What  is  needed  is  not  counseling  but  an  expansion  of  the 
supply  of  low-cost  housing.”  We  recognize  tliat  low-income  housing 
legislation  is  not  being  considered  as  part  of  the  bill  before  you,  nor 
is  it  specifically  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  committee.  I  wish  to  ^ 
stress,  however,  that  unless  the  supply  of  low-income  housing  is  ex¬ 
panded  on  an  unprecedented  scale,  through  the  expansion  of  existing 
Government  subsidy  programs  and  the  enactment  of  additional  pro¬ 
grams  capable  of  producing  low-income  housing  in  volume,  relocation 
will  be  a  continuing  and  increasing  problem.  There  is  a  bill  pending  on 
the  floor  right  now  which,  if  enacted,  can  make  a  substantial  contribu¬ 
tion  towards  providing  the  kind  of  expansion  in  the  supply  of  lower 
income  housing  that  is  needed. 

I  also  wish  to  stress  that  the  success  of  relocation  cannot  be  judged 
solely  in  terms  of  the  proportion  of  displaced  families  who  relocate  in  i 
standard  housing.  The  problems  facing  our  cities  today  stem  not 
only  from  poverty  and  inadequate  living  conditions,  but  also  from  the 
growing  trend  toward  racial  and  economic  separation.  Relocation  in  the 
past  has  tended  to  intensify  the  isolation  of  the  poor,  and  particularly 
the  nonwhite  poor.  Under  the  bill  in  its  present  form,  there  is  little 
reason  to  believe  that  the  experience  will  not  be  the  same. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  trend  toward  racial  and  economic  separation 
must  not  be  allowed  to  continue.  The  Civil  Disorders  Commission,  after 
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a  thorough  investigation  of  the  riots  that  occurred  last  summer,  reached 
a  basic  conclusion :  “Our  Xation  is  moving  toward  two  societies,  one 
black,  one  white — separate  and  unequal.”  This  conclusion  is  fully  sup- 
ix)rted  by  the  facts  the  Commission  on  Civil  Eights  has  gathered 
through  hearings  and  investigations  in  urban  areas  and  throuirh  our 
own  reports.  We  are  developing  a  society  in  which  the  affluent  and  the 
impoverished,  the  white  and  the  nonwhite,  live  in  isolation  from  one 
another.  We  are  developing  a  society  where  it  is  possible,  as  the  Com¬ 
mission  learned  at  its  Cleveland  hearings,  for  a  Negro  child,  raised 
in  the  heart  of  a  large  city,  to  reach  adolescence  without  ever  having 
Imown  a,  white  pepon  of  his  own  age.  In  short,  we  are  developing  a 
society  that  is  rapidly  being  divided  into  opposite  camps,  hostile  and 
mistrustful  of  each  other. 

It  will  require  a  major  effort  for  this  trend  to  be  reversed.  Eelocation 
cannot  provide  the  total  answer,  but  it  can  play  a  major  role.  I  urge 
you  to  amend  section  803  (c)  to  provide  that  a  major  purpose  of  a  reloca¬ 
tion  assistance  program  must  be  to  contribute  to  the  elimination  of 
segregation  by  race  and  income.  We  believe  that  such  an  amendment 
can  provide  necessary  guidance  to  those  charged  with  responsibilty  for 
carrving  out  these  programs  so  that  relocation  will  not  continue  to 
result  in  increasing  racial  and  economic  separation,  but  can  make  a 
major  contribution  toward  ending  segregation  and  unifvino-  our 
urban  society.  "  “ 

i  That  concludes  my  statement.  Thank  you. 

Senator  INIuskie.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Taylor,  for  jmur  excel¬ 
lent  statement.  It  is  very  much  to  the  point.  I  am  sorry  that  time  forces 
us  to  recess  the  hearing. 

Senator  Hansen,  did  you  have  anything  you  wished  to  ask  ? 

Senator  Hansen.  No,  only  to  compliment  you  on  your  excellent 
;  statement,  Mr.  Taylor, 
j  JMr.  Taylok.  Thank  you.  Senator. 

Senator  Muskie.  We  are  recessed  until  tomorrow  morning  at  10 
‘  o’clock  in  this  room. 

[  (Whereupon,  at  12:35  p.m.,  the  hearing  was  recessed,  to  reconvene 
|‘  Wednesday,  May  29, 1968,  at  10  a.m,) 
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IXTERG0VI:RN3IENTAL  cooperation  act  of  1967 
AM)  RELATED  LEGISLATION 


WEDNESDAY,  MAY  29,  1968 

U.S.  Senate, 

StrBCOMiii'rrEE  on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 

OF  the  COMMIITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS, 

W  ashing  ton,  D.C. 

The  subconimittee  met,  pursuant  to  recess,  at  10:20  a.m.,  in  room 
45 (,  Old  Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  Edmund  S.  Muskie  (chair¬ 
man)  presiding. 

President :  Senators  IVIuskie  and  Baker. 

Staff  membei-s  present:  Charles  M.  Smith,  staff  director;  Robert 
E.  Berry,  minority  counsel;  E.  Winslow  Turner,  general  coiuisel; 
Lucinda  T.  Dennis,  administrative  secretary. 

Senator  IMuskie.  We  are  pleased  to  welcome  you,  Mr.  Bridwell, 
this  moming. 

Please  proceed  with  your  testimony. 

TESTIMONY  OF  LOWELL  K.  BRIDWELL,  FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  AD¬ 
MINISTRATOR,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  FRANCIS  C.  TURNER,  DIREC¬ 
TOR  OF  THE  BUREAU  OF  PUBLIC  ROADS 

Mr.  Bridwell.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Senator  Baker. 

I  oi  the  record,  my  name  is  Lowell  Bridwell,  the  Federal  Highway 
Administrator.  With  me  is  Mr.  Francis  Turner,  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads.  Before  beginning  my  statement,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
A\  onld  like  to  comment  that  this  subject  of  relocation  assistance,  hi  my 
opinion,  is  one  of  the  most  serious  problems  facing  us  hi  the  Highway 
Administration  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  and  one  of  the  most 
serious  problems  facing  the  progress  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  pro¬ 
gram.  Before  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  we  have  recently 
in-oi’ided  considerable  testimony  and  certain  other  materials  related 
to  its  hearings  on  the  problems  that  are  encountered  in  the  highway 
program  in  urban  areas.  Without  question,  I  think,  any  rational 
examination  of  the  problems  that  we  face  in  the  progress  of  the 
Federal-aid  highway  program  has  to  have  as  one  of  its  big  parts 
the  problems  of  displacing  persons.  So  with  that  introduction,  Mr. 
I'urner  and  I  both  are  very  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  appear 
before  the  committee  to  present  our  testimony,  answer  any  quevStions, 
and  certainly  iirge,  very  strongly  urge,  action  by  the  Congress  in  this 
session  to  provide  the  mechanics,  provide  the  tools  with  which  we  can, 
in  coojieratioii  with  the  States  and  local  governments,  do  a  much  more 
adequate  job  of  taking  care  of  displaced  persons  and  busmesses. 

(42o) 
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Senator  Muskie.  May  I  say,  Mr.  Bridwell,  that  I  compliment  what 
was  the  Bureau  of  Roads,  now  the  Department  of  Transportation,  for 
what  I  believe  is  almost  a  complete  reversal  in  attitude  on  these  prob¬ 
lems  over  the  last  2  or  3  years.  I  think  you  have  humanized  the  pro¬ 
gram  in  a  commendable  way.  You  know  the  testimony  that  we  get  these 
days  from  the  Department  is  most  reassuring  so  we  are  especially 
appreciative  of  your  attendance  here  this  morning. 

Mr.  Bridwell.  I  will  direct  my  testimony  largely  to  title  VIII 
of  S.  698,  the  provisions  of  the  bill  which  relate  most  significantly  to 
the  Federal  Highway  Administration.  The  Department  is  filing  a 
letter  with  the  committee  on  some  of  the  other  aspects  of  the  bill,  but  I 
want  to  concentrate  this  morning  on  the  very  important  subject  of 
relocation  assistance. 

Title  VIII  involves  a  uniform  policy  for  the  equitable  treatment 
of  persons  displaced  by  the  acquisition  of  property  by  Federal  or 
federally  assisted  programs.  We  favor  enactment  of  this  title  as 
strengthened  by  the  amendments  recommended  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget. 

Part  B  of  title  VIII,  which  deals  with  federally  assisted  programs, 
recognizes  the  need  for  State  and  local  agencies  acquiring  land  to  assure 
that  those  displaced  have  adequate  replacement  housing.  Consistent 
with  this  objective,  section  807 (a)  (4)  would  require  that  no  federally 
assisted  project  shall  be  approved  without  the  assurance  that  decent, 
safe,  and  sanitary  housing  will  be  available  prior  to  displacement 
and  within  the  financial  means  of  the  displacees. 

To  assist  displaced  families  or  individuals  to  secure  a  decent,  safe, 
and  sanitary  dwelling,  the  bill  would  also  permit  payments  of  up  to 
$500  for  each  of  two  consecutive  12-month  periods.  We  believe  this 
provision  is  needed,  not  as  an  alternative  to  the  provision  of  decent, 
safe,  and  sanitary  housing,  but  as  a  complementary  feature. 

The  need  for  this  complementary  provision  is  suggested  by  con¬ 
sidering  the  rent  payments  made  by  those  who  will  be  displaced.  Many 
of  these  are  in  the  low-  or  moderate-rent  category.  For  example,  our 
“Highwajr  Relocation  Assistance  Study”  ^  disclosed  the  breakdown  of 
rentals  paid  by  61,000  tenants  displaced  or  to  be  displaced  by  Federal- 
aid  highways  during  the  3-year  period  between  July  1967  and  June 
1970  to  be:  41  percent  pay  less  than  $60  per  month;  43  percent  pay 
between  $60  and  $110  per  month;  and  16  percent  pay  over  $110  per 
month.  Many  of  these  who  will  be  displaced  from  low-  or  moderate- 
rental  units  will  need  assistance  to  finance  suitable  replacement  hous¬ 
ing  because  of  the  shortage  of  low-rent  housing. 

Relocation  problems  for  people  in  low-cost  housing  are  also  serious 
for  owner-occupants.  We  believe  title  VIII  needs  to  recognize  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  owner-occupant  of  real  property  which  is  acquired,  but  for 
which  the  fair  market  value  is  not  sufficient  to  enable  the  previous 
owner  to  obtain  a  suitable  dwell  iiig.  We  favor  the  proposal  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  a  payment  of  up  to  $5,000  whicli  would 
represent  an  amount  which,  when  added  to  the  acquisition  payment. 


1  House  Committee  on  Public  Works,  Committee  Print  No.  9,  90th  Cong.,  first  sess  at 
p.  43.  Transmitted  to  Congress,  June  30,  1967,  by  the  Secretary  of  Transiportatlon  pur¬ 
suant  to  sec.  12  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962,  Public  Law  89-574 
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e<iuals  the  average  price  required  for  a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwell- 
mg  of  modest  standards  available  on  the  private  markets 

Frequently,  homeowners  who  must  relocate  face  higher  costs  than 
they  had  formerly.  In  some  cases,  this  results  because  there  is  no 
suitable  housing  comparable  in  price  to  what  these  owners  left.  This 
seems  likely  to  be  the  case  for  many  of  those  to  be  relocated  from  hio"!!- 
way  rights-of-way.  During  the  1967  to  1970  period  (now  about  one- 
third  past),  about  86,000  owner-occupants  have  been  or  will  be  dis¬ 
placed  for  Federal-aid  highways. 

1  he  values  of  the  86,000  properties  are  as  follows:  27  percent  under 
$6,000;  46  percent  between  $6,000  and  $15,000,  and  27  percent  over 
$15,000.^ 


How  serious  a  problem  relocation  may  be  for  residents  depends  on 
such  matters  as  their  age,  income,  and  race  and  on  the  amount  and 
cost  of  vacant  land  and  replacement  housing  in  the  area.  In  one  study 
of  elderly  homeowners,"  a  majority  of  the  resettled  owmers  stated  that 
the  displacement  had  adversely  affected  their  financial  position.  For 
example,  the  mortgage  averaged  $7,000  on  the  new  property  compared 
with  $3,000  on  the  old.  New  housing  was  reported  to  be  superior  by 
60  percent  and  to  be  not  as  good  as  the  old  by  30  percent. 

Section  905(a)  (3)  concerns  the  establishment  of  a  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  price  to  be  offered  for  property  needed  for  a  project.  We  favor  this 
imlicy  in  so  far  as  it  requires  that  owners  be  immediately  offered  the 
full  appraised  value  of  their  property.  This  is  present  practice  in  the 
acqmsition  of  rights-of-way  for  Federal-aid  highways.  We  are  not 
sure,  however,  whether  section  905(a)  (3)  is  intended  to  imply  that 
the  price  originally  established  can  never  be  altered,  even  when  ele¬ 
ments  of  value  not  considered  in  the  appraisal  come  to  the  attention 
of  the  acquiring  agency.  We  believe  the  committee  may  wish  to  make 
clear  that  this  section  does  not  institute  a  totally  inflexible  one-price 
policy. 

A  preliminary  estimate  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Boards  indicates 
that  the  highway  relocation  costs  under  the  provisions  of  S.  698,  as 


1  While  we  believe  this  supplementary  payment  \vlll  alleviate  many  of  the  Inequities 
caused  by  the  need  to  relocate,  candor  requires  us  to  concede  that  some  Instances  of 
hardship  will  not  be  covered  by  this  legislation.  For  example,  where  an  owner  was  forced 
to  pay  an  excessive  price  for  his  home  because  he  was  a  high  risk  or  ns  a  result  of  kb 
normal  market  condiUons,  payment  of  only  fair  market  value  for  his  propertv  may  not 
be  enough  to  enable  him  to  pay  off  the  outstanding  mortgage  and  still  have  the  amount 
of.  a  downpayment  on  a  replacement  house  left  over.  Yet  such  an  owner  might  not  be 
eligible  for  a  supplementary  payment  under  the  proposed  legislation,  since  a  comparaldo 
decent,  sate,  and  sanitary  home  would  probably  cost  no  more  than  the  fair  market  value 
ol  the  property  taken.  v^^lue 

Another  situation  not  covered  is  that  of  the  elderly  individual,  living  on  a  fixed  retire¬ 
ment  income  or  social  security,  who  cannot  replace  his  modest  but  iiaid-for  house  for  the 
amount  he  receives  as  compensation.  Even  if  he  could  obtain  financing,  he  mav'not  he  in 
a  position  to  make  mortgage  payments  on  a  new  home.  In  aU  probability  the  sunnle- 
would  not  enable  this  person  to  avoid  the  need  to  incur  these  new 
obligatmns.  This  problem  is  accentuated  where  a  part  of  the  elderly  person’s  income 
coine.s  from  renting  rooms  in  the  house  taken  by  the  pro.iect.  In  addition  to  the  problems 
already  mptioned,  the  owner’s  extra  income  from  rents  is  entirely  gone,  and  the  move 
Diiij  put  nim  in  a  location  which  is  not  as  desirable  to  prospective  tenants 

-  ‘  Highway  Relocation  Assistance  Study,”  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of 
Transportation  on  June  30,  1967  (House  Committee  on  Public  Work.s,  CommitterPrint 
JNO.  it.  at  p.  4o), 

S  Adkins  and  Eichman  “Consequences  of  Displacement  by  Right-Of-Way  to  100  Ilome- 
Buneri^  m  highway  Department  and  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  ; 

1961  *^at  pp  8-187^^’  ^  ^  Transportation  Institute,  A.  &  M.  College  of  Texas’ 

9.’) -626— 68 - 
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modified  by  our  suggestions,  might  be  as  high  as  $173  million  annually^ 

As  the  land  acquisition  for  the  Interstate  System  ta^iers  off  in  the 
next  several  years,  (‘osts  attributable  to  this  program  should  decline. 
Unless  of  course,  the  Congi-ess  enacts  a  follow-on  or  a  new  highway 
program  which  would  require  similar  property  takings. 

Senator  Muskie.  May  I  ask  a  question  ? 

Mr.  Bkidweel.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Muskie.  Is  this  estimate  based  upon  the  100  percent  formula 
of  S.  698  or  iqxm  the  formula  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  these 
costs  be  apportioned  between  the  States  and  the  Federal  (Tovernment 
according  tO'  the  formula  applied  to  the  project  ? 

Mr.  Bridwell.  Mr.  Fhairman,  1  lielieve  that  subject  to  possible  cor¬ 
rection,  my  understanding  is  that  the  $173  million  is  total  cost,  regard¬ 
less  of  where  the  funds  come  from. 

Current  Federal  legislation  (23  U.S.C.  133),  enacted  as  part  of  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962,  does  not  require  the  States  to  make 
relocation  payments  as  a  condition  of  receiving  Federal-aid  highway 
funds.  Instead,  section  133  merely  permits  such  payments,  where  made, 
to  be  included  as  construction  costs  and  thus  reinibui“sed  on  the  same 
basis  as  any  other  project  cost,  but  only  up  to  $200  in  the  case  of  an 
individual  or  family  and  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  business  or  farm. 

As  of  March  31,  1968,  37  States,^  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
Puerto  Rico  authorized  the  payment  of  moving  costs  reimbursable  in 
whole  or  in  part  under  section  133.  Of  these,  25  States  ®  and  Puerto 
Rico  substantially  provide  relocation  payments  in  the  amounts  subject 
to  Federal  reimbursement  under  section  133.  The  laws  of  11  States 
authorize  their  highway  departments  to  make  payments  exceeding  the 
limits  of  section  133.* 

As  a  result,  a  portion  of  such  payments  are  not  eligible  for  Federal 
reimbursement.  Section  133  does,  however,  require  every  State  to 
provide  relocation  advisory  assistance,  but  only  for  the  relocation  of 
families.  While  present  Federal  law  does  not  require  relocation  ad¬ 
visory  assistance  for  businesses  and  nonprofit  organizations,  almost 
ei-ery  jurisdiction  now  offers  this  service. 

Relocation  payments  on  a  national  basis  show  the  magnitude  of  the 
trends  in  the  program.  For  example,  as  shown  in  the  tables  appended 
to  this  statement,  during  the  33-month  period  from  April  1,  1965,  to 
December  31,  1967,  residential  relocation  payments  totaled  nearly 
$61^  million  for  about  55,000  payments,  an  average  of  $117  for  each 


1  $75  million  for  replacement  housing  assistance  (21,000  eligibles  averaging  $3,500). 
$19  million  for  rental  assistance  payments  (38,000  units  averaging  $500). 

$60  million  for  the  recommendations  contained  in  the  Highwav  Relocation  Assistance 
Study. 


^^$14  million  for  the  cost  of  transferring  property  to  the  State  (56,000  units  averaging 

$5-(-  million  for  business  relocations  in  excess  of  the  amounts  recommended  in  the 
Highway  Relocation  Assistance  Study  (5,300  units  averaging  $1,000). 

Total,  $173-1-  million. 

_  2 .41aska,  Alabama,  California,  Connecticut,  Georgia,  Hawaii,  Illinois,  Indiana.  Iowa, 
Kansas,  Kentucky,  Maine,  Maryland,  Massachusetts.  Michigan,  Minnesota,  Montana, 
Nebraska,  Nevada,  New  Hampshire,  New  Jersey,  New  York,  North  Carolina,  North 
Dakota,  Ohio,  Oklahoma,  Oregon,  Pennsylvania.  Rhode  Islandi,  South  Dakota,  Tennessee, 
Utah.  Vermont,  Virginia.  Washington,  West  Virginia.  Wisconsin. 

^ -Alaska,  Alabama,  California,  Georgia,  Illinois,  Kansas,  Kentuck.v.  Maine,  Massachu- 
settSi  Michigan,  Jlinnesota,  Nevada,  New  Hampshire,  New  .Terse.v.  North  Carolina.  Ohio, 
Oregon.  Rhode  Island,  South  Dakota,  Utah,  Vermont,  Virginia,  Washington,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  Wisconsin, 


*  Connecticut,  Indiana,  Maryland,  Montana,  Nebraska.  New’  York.  North  Dakota,  Okla¬ 
homa.  Pennsylvania,  Tennessee,  District  of  Columbia. 
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lesidential  relocation  payiueut.  Business  relocation  payments  aver- 
afrecl  over  $1,000  each  and  canie  to  a  total  of  over  $0  million  durino- 
this  33-montlijieriod.  Residential  relocation  payments  during  the  last 
quarter  of  1967  numbered  over  5,700  and  averaged  $124,  compared  with 

$104  ill  the  quarter  ending  June  60, 
1.05.  Business  relocation  payments  show  a  similar  upward  trend. 

(  ongress  has  clearly  recognized  the  need  to  strengthen  the  relocation 
assistance  program.  The  P'ederal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1966  directed 
that  a  study  be  made  of  the  relocation  problem  with  special  emphasis 
on  the  adequacy  of  relocation  payments  and  assistance  rendered.  This 
highway  relocation  assistance  study  was  transmitted  to  the  Congress 
}  th©  Secietary  of  Transportation  on  June  30, 1967,  and  was  printed 
by  tile  House  of  Representatives  as  Committee  Print  No.  9,  90th 
C  ongress,  first  session. 

That  study  indicates  that  about  168,000  individuals,  families,  busi¬ 
nesses,  farmers  and  nonprofit  organizations  either  have  been  or  will  be 
displaced  during  the  3-year  period  commencing  July  1, 1967.  This  will 
average  66,000  per  year.  About  23  percent  of  these  are  located  in  rural 
areas  and  77  percent  m  urban  areas.  About  55  percent  of  all  highway 
displacements  will  result  from  the  interstate  program.^ 

.  ^^e  bulk  of  the  168,000  estimated  displacements  involve  residences, 
either  families  or  individuals.  About  147,000  residences,  16,000  busi¬ 
nesses  and  nonprofit  organizations,  and  5,000  farms  have  been  or  are 
expected  to  be  displaced  during  the  July  1967  to  July  1970  period.  Of 
the  141,000  residential  units,  about  86,000  are  owners  and  61,000  are 
tenants.^ 

It  is  of  coui'se,  obvious  that  the  more  adequate  relocation  program 
proposed  by  S.  698  would  require  greater  expenditures  than  does  the 
program  presently  authorized.  Taking  the  168,000  relocations  which 
occurred  or  will  occur  in  the  period  from  1967  to  1970,  the  total  relo¬ 
cation  cost,  both  Federal  and  State,  authorized  under  the  present  pro¬ 
gram  could  be  about  $37  million,  or  somewhat  more  than  $12  million 
per  year.  This  assumes  that  all  jurisdictions  participated  fully.  How¬ 
ever,  since  only  39  jurisdictions  are  actually  participating  under  the 
present  law,  the  actual  cost  for  the  calendar  year  1967  was  closer  to 
$6  million. 

If  the  more  adequate  relocation  provisions  recommended  by  the 
present  legislation  were  enacted,  the  cost  would  be  approximately  $173 
million  annually.  These  costs  anticipate  acquisition  of  Interstate 
System  rights-of-way  and  can  be  expected  as  I  mentioned  earlier  to 
diminish  with  the  completion  of  that  program. 

We  think  that  the  increased  costs  engendered  by  S.  698,  while 
large  in  dollars,  are  small  in  comparison  with  the  more  than  $4  billion 
expended  annually  by  the  Federal  Government  alone  in  the  Federal- 
aid  highway  program.  The  additional  expenditures  required  in  the 
proposed  legislation  are,  in  our  view,  entirely  justified  to  insure  that 
persons  displaced  by  our  highway  programs  are  treated  justly  and 
that  hardship  is  not  worked  on  those  few  persons  and  businesses  who 


’  HiKhvyay  relocation  assistance  study,  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of 
flourK  ist  sels!  Committee  on  Public  WorTs,  Commitfee  S  nI  9! 

-’Hifrhway  relocation  assistance  study,  transmitted  to  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of 

s^,ltT'"fnd  43T'  works.  Committee  imntN^  9! 
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must  move  in  order  tliat  the  higliTvay  program  may  be  completed  for 
the  benefit  of  us  all. 

Finally,  section  807  (b)  provides  in  the  case  of  federally-assisted 
projects  that  costs  of  relocation  would  be  included  in  project  costs  and 
Federal  financial  assistance  would  be  provided  to  the  same  extent  as 
other  project  costs,  except  that  the  Federal  agency  would  contribute 
the  first  $25,000  of  the  cost  of  providing  a  relocation  payment  to  any 
displaced  pei’son.  The  effect  of  the  proposal  would  be  to  have  the 
Federal  Government  assume  almost  all  relocation  payments. 

We  believe  that  relocation  payments  are  an  essential  element  of 
project  cost  and  see  no  reason  to  exempt  the  first  $25,000  from  the  usual 
sharing  requirements.  We  believe  strongly  that  relocation  payments 
should  be  shared  as  other  highway  project  costs. 

I  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  on  this  legislation,  Mr. 
Turner  and  I,  to  the  extent  of  our  ability,  are  prepared  to  answer 
questions. 

(The  tables  referred  to  follow:) 


TABLE  1.— HIGHWAY  RELOCATION  PAYMENTS  FOR  ALL  STATES  APR.  1.  1965,  TO  DEC.  31,  1967 


Quarter  ending 

Residential  payments 

Business  payments 

Number  of 
payments 

Total  Average 

payments  payment 

Number  of 
payments 

Total  Average 

payments  payment 

June  30,  1965 . . . . . 

2,002 

$209, 062 

$104 

354 

$339,905 

$960 

Sept.  30,  1965 . . . 

3,406 

387, 693 

114 

371 

363, 598 

980 

Dec.  31,  1965 _ _ 

5,598 

584, 355 

104 

514 

453, 843 

883 

Mar.  31, 1966.... . 

4,951 

538,229 

109 

597 

547, 663 

917 

June  30,  1966 _ _ _ 

5,588 

618,512 

111 

633 

615, 077 

972 

Sept.  30,  1966 . . . 

6,106 

716,792 

117 

596 

618,823 

1,038 

Dec.  31,  1966 . . 

5, 659 

665,629 

118 

627 

625, 206 

997 

Mar.  31, 1967... . . . . 

4,778 

589, 394 

123 

677 

895, 698 

1,323 

June  30,  1967 _ 

5,238 

664,  554 

127 

573 

574,906 

1,003 

Sept.  30,  1967.. . . . 

5,724 

728, 708 

127 

580 

638, 762 

1,101 

Dec.  31,  1967... . 

5,740 

709, 002 

124 

640 

682, 004 

1,066 

Total . . 

54,790 

6,411,930 

117 

6, 162 

6, 355, 485 

1,031 

TABLE  2.— HIGHWAY  RELOCATION— PAYMENTS  BY  STATES  JULY  1, 

1967,  TO  DEC.  31,  1967 

Residential  payments 

Business  payments 

Region  State 

Number  Total 

Average 

Number 

Total 

Average 

of  payments 

payment 

of 

payments 

payment 

payments 

payments 

1  Connecticut _ _ 

429  $61,010 

$142 

17 

$28. 982 

$1,705 

Maine . 

33  4,993 

151 

5 

752 

150 

Massachusetts . . 

152  22, 541 

148 

44 

58, 161 

1,322 

New  Hampshire . 

41  5, 538 

135 

3 

2,230 

743 

New  Jersey . 

444  51.435 

116 

62 

90,  366 

1,458 

New  York . . 

950  165, 286 

174 

120 

205, 284 

1,711 

Rhode  Island . . 

28  2, 740 

98 

7 

18, 124 

2,589 

Vermont . . 

50  7, 030 

141 

13 

7,201 

554 

Puerto  Rico . 

Total,  region  1.... 

. .  2,  127  320,573 

151 

271 

411,100 

1,517 

2  Delaware... . 

Maryland _ 

Ohio _ 

Pennsylvania _ 

Virginia... . 

West  Virginia _ 

District  of  Columbia. 

Total,  region  2 


337 

36, 501 

108 

12 

6,743 

562 

774 

78,681 

102 

83 

102,789 

1,238 

514 

85, 948 

167 

42 

85.  067 

2,025 

422 

39, 799 

94 

71 

27.  586 

389 

492 

58.  349 

119 

39 

23. 086 

592 

39 

3,175 

81  .... 

2,578 

302,  453 

117 

247 

245.271 

993. 
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TABLE  2.— HIGHWAY  RELOCATION- 

-PAYMENTS  BY  STATES  JULY  1,  1967,  TO  DEC.  31,  1967- 

-Con. 

Residential  payments 

Business  payments 

Region 

State 

Number 

of 

payments 

Total 

payments 

Average 

payment 

Number 

of 

payments 

Total 

payments 

Average 

payment 

3 

Alabama . 

Florida . 

482 

$38, 262 

$79 

61 

$53, 260 

$873 

Georgia . . 

Mississippi . . 

350 

30, 027 

86 

8 

2,  549 

319 

North  Carolina. . 

South  Carolina . 

198 

14, 474 

73 

42 

23,817 

567 

Tennessee _ _ 

350 

30, 697 

88 

21 

10, 192 

485 

Total,  region  3 _ 

1,380 

113, 460 

82 

132 

89,813 

680 

4 

Illinois . 

Indiana. . . . 

Kentucky. . 

Michigan . 

Wisconsin . . . . 

131 

927 

310 

1,537 

120 

12,488 
104, 010 
28, 704 
202, 280 
17, 748 

95 

112 

93 

132 

148 

19 

57 

51 

97 

38 

11,837 
42,198 
38, 028 
93, 536 

623 

740 

746 

964 

1,158 

Total,  region  4 . 

3,025 

365, 230 

121 

262 

229, 587 

876 

5 

Iowa . . 

Kansas . . .  .  . 

42 

6, 360 

151 

7 

2,961 

423 

Minnesota . . 

365 

48,635 

133 

88 

87, 868 

Missouri.. . 

Nebraska  . . 

North  Dakota . . 

South  Dakota . . . 

46 

3 

5, 225 
407 

114 

136 

20 

4 

13, 949 
1,928 

697 

482 

Total,  region  5 . 

456 

60,627 

133 

119 

106,706 

897 

6  Arkansas . 

Louisiana . . . 

Oklahoma . . 

Texas . . 

19 

2,140 

113 

9 

90, 791 

10,088 

Total,  region  6 .  19  2,140  113  9  90,791  10,088 


7  Arizona . . . 

California. . 

_  1,463 

224, 133 

153 

102 

77, 775 

765 

Nevada. . . . 

_  18 

1,576 

88 

18 

21,767 

1,209 

Hawaii . . . . 

.  90 

10,625 

118 

8 

1,005 

126 

Total,  region  7 . 

.  1,571 

236, 334 

150 

128 

100,547 

786 

8  Alaska . 

Idaho . . . . 

Montana . . .  . 

Oregon. . 

_  233 

25,  017 

107 

33 

20,984 

636 

Washington _ _ 

. .  59 

9,131 

155 

16 

25, 123 

1,570 

Total,  region  8 _ 

.  292 

34, 148 

117 

49 

46, 107 

941 

9  Colorado _ _ 

New  Mexico . 

Utah.. . 

.  16 

2,745 

172 

3 

839 

280 

Wyoming . . 

Total,  region  9 . 

.  16 

2,745 

172 

3 

839 

280 

Total,  national . . 

.  11,464 

1,437,710 

125 

1,220 

1,320,766 

1,083 

Senator  Mtjskie.  With  respect  to  that  last  point,  your  position  is 
that  proyision  of  an  adequate  relocation  payment  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  S.  698  should  be  in  addition  to  the  sharing  of  Fed¬ 
eral  highway  costs  by  the  States  ? 

Mr.  Brio  WELL.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Muskie.  That  is  writing  olf  quite  a  powerful  incentive  in 
these  days,  is  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Bridwell.  I  would  think  so,  yes,  sir. 

Senator  Muskie.  But  is  it  as  powerful  as  other  Federal  programs 
in  these  days  ? 
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Mr.  Ekidavell.  Of  course,  iiot  being  famili.ar  or  as  familiar  A\ith 
other  Federal-aid  programs  as  I  am  with  the  liighway  program,  I  do 
not  belieA’e  I  am  f|ualified  to  ansAA-er  the  question.  IIoAA’eA'er,  I  think 
it  is  perfectly  obvious  that  in  order  to  receiA’e  Federal  assistance  for 
any  kind  of  program,  certain  kinds  of  standards,  certain  kinds  of 
conditions,  criteria,  liaA’e  to  be  met.  I  see  nothing  particularly  unusual 
in  adding  this  particular  criterion  as  a  condition  of  receiAung  Federal 
aid. 

Senator  Muskie.  But  there  are  a  number  of  ]>rograms  that  are  not 
as  popular  in  the  States,  or  in  all  parts  of  the  States,  as  highways. 
Highway  construction  is  almost  uniformly  popular.  There  is  a  tre¬ 
mendous  pressure  on  the  State  to  meet  this  kind  of  condition.  Recog¬ 
nizing  this,  the  beautification  program,  for  example,  is  keyed  to  this 
and  it  is  pretty  poAverful  medicine.  But  with  respect  to  less  accepted 
Federal  programs,  insistence  upon  a  considerable  condition  could 
A-ery  Avell  jeopardize  the  program  in  most  of  these  States. 

Mr.  Bridaveee.  Well,  I  sup]iose  that  that  is  possible.  Senator  Muskie. 
you  Avill  recall  that  Avhen  the  HigliAvay  Safety  program  Avas  enacted  by 
Congress,  there  Avas  a  similar  provision  written  in — Avhen  I  say  sim¬ 
ilar,  I  mean  similar  to  the  beautification  program — that  provided  the 
so-called  penalty  provision.  And  there  Avas  some  discussion  among  the 
States  of,  well,  is  it  Avorth  it?  In  other  words,  would  it  be  less  ex¬ 
pensive  for  us  to  ignore  the  highwaj"  safety  program  and  just  assume 
our  10-percent  cut? 

I  do  not  expect  any  State,  not  one  single  State  to  ado]d  that  attitude, 
for  a  real  good  reason,  that  in  the  Avisdom  of  Congress,  all  of  these 
programs  are  Avise  and  are  needed  and  I  cannot  believe  that  any  State 
is  going  to  take  the  i)osition  that  it  does  not  want  any  part  of  these 
programs  simply  because  of  the  conditions  im]AOsed. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  Congress  thought  the  defense  higliAvay  sys¬ 
tem  Avas  so  wise  and  so  important  that  it  provided  that  the  Federal 
GoA^ernment  ]iick  up  90  percent  of  the  cost. 

Senator  Baker  suggested  that  the  word  should  be  “costly’’,  not 
“ivise.” 

In  other  Avords,  the  Congress  feels  if  the  objective  is  important 
enough,  in  order  to  increase  the  objectii’e,  you  increase  the  share  of 
the  Federal  participation. 

You  indicated  that  the  relocation  problem  is  an  important  one.  T 
beliei-e  there  Avill  certainly  be  delays  to  full  implementation  of  the  re¬ 
location  program  by  all  of  the  States.  So  it  seems  to  us  that  it  is 
better,  considering  the  urgency  of  the  problem,  that  Ave  provide  a 
larger  percent  of  Federal  money.  Certainly  it  is  not  that  much,  as 
you  indicated,  in  proportion  to  the  total  cost  of  the  projects.  The 
State  higliAvay  commissioner  of  Maine  tells  me  that  although  the 
division  of  the  costs  betAA^een  the  Federal  GoA^ernment  and  the  State 
on  the  defense  higliAvay  system  Avas  90  to  10,  as  a  practical  matter, 
because  there  are  many  costs  Avhich  Avere  not  subsidized,  it  is  usually 
something  less  than  90  percent  for  the  Federal  GoA’ernment,  some¬ 
thing  more  than  10  percent  for  the  States.  So  aa’c  are  talking  abntit 
elements  of  cost  that  fall  within  that  range,  T  think.  If  that  is  tlie 
case,  I  see  no  reason  why  Ave  ought  not  to  fund  this.  It  is  easily  Avithin 
the  capability  of  funding.  I  think  the  net  Federal  share  in  my  State 
would  still  not  exceed  90  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  defense  system. 
Is  that  an  inaccurate  analysis  ? 
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,  Mr.  BRimvKLu  AVell,  let  me  break  tliat  down,  if  I  may,  Senator, 
into  two  or  three  parts. 

One,  I  think  perfectly  oljvionsly,  there  are  many  instances  in  which 
a  precise  breakdown  of  cost  does  not  turn  out  to  he  90  to  10  for  a  lot 
ot  peculiar  reasons  appropriate  to  a  particular  proiect. 

^Senator  INIuskie.  It  tends  to  become  a  pattern  year  after  year. 

,  Air.  BRiDwmEE.  I  would  not  think  that  tliat  percenta.re  would  l  arv 
111  any  significant  way.  I  suspect  that  one  of  the  factors  which  inflii- 
ences  these  statements  to  you  would  be  the  necessity  that  in  connection 
AMth  an  interstate  system  project  but  not  a  part  of  it  ivould  be  tlie 
necessity  of  upgrading,  reconstructing  feeder  roads  to  the  system.  Now, 
ceitainly,  that  IS  not  eligible  for  90  percent  Federal  participation. 
If  It  IS  on  the  Federal-aid  system,  it  is  eligible  for  50-.50  participation. 
And  of  course  111  niany  cases,  the  connecting  roads  are  not  on  any  Fed- 

percent  State  or  State  and  local  responsi¬ 
bility.  A  et  to  make  the  system  work  well,  these  feeder  or  connectincr 

instances  be  upgraded,  in  some  cases  recom 
ucted.  So  if  they  are  taking  those  kinds  of  costs  into  consideration, 
then  certainly  it  would  be  less  than  90  to  10.  1  cu  lun, 

rights-of-way,  if  I  may  put  it 
that  way,  of  a  Federal-aid  interstate  project  to  disallow  any  features 
w  Jiicfi  Avould  then  raise  the  relevant  cost  to  the  State. 

And  of  course,  you  are  aware  of  the  public  lands  sliding  scale  in 
A\  Inch  some  States  receive  more  than  90  percent. 

.Senator  AIrsKiE.  I  am  really  not  complaining  about  the  fact  that 
this  additional  cost  to  the  State  changed  the  90  to  10  ratio.  I  niio-ht 

have  to  make  more  specific  instances.  B'ut  that  was  not  the  thrust  of  niv 
question.  •’ 

loii  mentioned  the  fact  that  what  we  are  talking  about  here  in  the 
highway  program  is  a  $40  million - 

Air.  Bridwell.  I  believe  my  testimony.  Air.  (diairman,  was  that  55 
pel  cent  of  the  displacees  are  associated  Avith  the  interstate  program  and 
45  percent  from  others.  And  of  course,  under  the  proposaf _ 

Senator  AIuskie.  The  figure  I  am  looking  at  is  this:  The  Federal 
(mvernmeiit  spends  annually  $4  billion  in  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program.  A,  ow,  1  percent  of  that  is  $40  mill  ion. 

A  on  talk  about  a  $lio  million  cost:  that  is  4  percent.  As  I  recall  I 
tJiink  4  percent  is  a  greater  variation  than  my  highway  proA’ision 
suggested,  because  it  is  half  of  90-10,  or  50-50.  Incidentally,  I  might 
say  that  that  $173  million  estimate  that  you  give  is  much  greater  than 
^le  one  given  to  ns  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Kelalions.  I  think  it  Avas  tAvice  their  estimate  for  the  cost  of  all  iiro- 
giams  under  the  act.  I  AA’onder  if  you  aa’ouIcI  check  your  figures  Avith 
^  s  so  we  may  hav^e  as  firm  a  figure  as  possible? 

Air.  Bridaveee.  ATs,  we  will  be  glad  to  do  so.  Senator. 

( The  material  referred  to  follows :) 

Qucfition 


^  Senator  Muskie.  “I  might  say  that  that  $173  million  estimate  that  yon  give 
IS  much  greater  than  the  one  given  to  ns  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on 
intergovernmental  Relations.  I  think  it  was  twice  their  estimate  for  the  cost  of 
all  programs  under  the  Act.  I  wonder  if  yon  would  check  your  figures  with  the 
commission  s  so  we  can  have  as  firm  a  figure  as  possible.” 
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Response 

Onr  estimate  of  the  annual  cost  for  the  highway  relocation  provisions  of  S.  698, 
with  the  modifications  suggested  by  the  Administration,  includes  the  following 
items : 

Milliong 


For  replacement  housing  assistance  (21,000  eligibles  averaging  $3,500) _  $75 

For  rental  assistance  payments  (38,000  units  averaging  $500) _  19 

For  cost  of  transferring  property  to  the  State  (56,000  units  average  $250)  _  14 

For  business  relocations  in  excess  of  amounts  recommended  in  Highway 

Relocation  Assistance  Study _  -f-5 

For  recommendations  of  Highway  Relocations  Assistance  Study _  60 


Total  _  +173 


These  costs  should  decline  in  the  next  several  years  as  land  acquisition  for  the 
Interstate  System  tapers  off.  This  estimate  is  considerably  higher  than  an  estimate 
of  costs  given  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  Their 
estimate  of  relocation  costs  due  to  highway  construction  was  about  $33  million 
per  year.  The  difference  between  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  estimate 
of  $173  million  and  the  $33  million  apparently  results  because  : 

1.  Our  estimate  includes  the  expected  costs  of  the  recommended  expansions  of 
the  relocation  provisions  offered  by  the  Administration. 

2.  Our  estimates  are  based  on  estimated  displacements  for  the  1967-1970 
period  received  from  the  50  states.  We  understand  that  the  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations’  estimate  is  based  largely  on  actual  1967  fiscal 
year  displacements. 

The  individual  who  made  the  calcidation  for  ns  is  not  with  us  here 
in  the  hearing  this  morning.  But  we  did  check  the  point  of  how  we 
arrived  at  that  total  figure.  It  is  based  upon  a  projection  of  actual 
cases ;  in  other  tvords,  taking  actual  case  experience  and  then  applying 
it  to  our  estimate  of  the  168,000  persons,  families,  businesses,  nonprofit 
organizations,  and  farms  to  be  displaced.  So  it  is  our  obvious  belief  that 
it  is  a  reasonable  and  reasonably  accurate  estimate  of  costs. 

We  are  not.  raising  the  point,  however.  Senator,  so  that  the  record 
will  not  be  confused,  that  this  is  too  much  money  or  that  1  percent 
or  2  percent  or  3  percent  is  too  much  money.  I  rather  would  put  it  on 
the  basis  of  the  viability  of  a  program,  the  realistic  administration  of 
a  program  where  the  Federal  Government  picks  up  the  entire  cost. 

Senator  Muskie.  Well,  certainly  your  position  is  not  unreasonable. 
I  do  not  suggest  that.  It  is  a  perfectly  reasonable  proposition  that  the 
costs  of  this  item  be  shared  to  the  same  degree  that  other  costs  are. 

The  response  of  those  of  us  who  are  concerned  with  the  bill  to  the 
opposition  is  that  we  think  it  is  necessary  because  of  the  reluctance 
of  the  States  to  rise  to  this  challenge,  that  because  of  the  very  severe 
hmnan  considerations  involved,  100  percent  Federal  funding  can  be 
justified.  Reasonable  men  certainly  can  disagree  on  that.  I  cannot  even 
predict  how  our  committee  would  divide  on  it,  if  at  all.  But  I  thought 
we  ought  to  explore  a  little  bit  in  the  testimony  here  and  give  you  a  full 
opportunity  to  express  your  opinion. 

I  understand  it  fully,  I  think.  Again,  I  do  not  consider  it  an  unrea¬ 
sonable  point  of  view,  but  I  still  may  disagree  with  it  when  we  are 
through. 

Senator  Baker. 

Senator  Baker.  Just  for  the  sake  of  a  thorough  understanding  of 
the  reasons  and  justifications  for  your  recommendation  on  the  cost¬ 
sharing,  I  would  like  to  nm  over  it  again,  if  I  may.  But  before  I  do, 
I  would  like  to  ask  you,  is  it  within  your  contemplation  that  moving 
costs  would  be  an  element  of  damages  and  would  be  subject  to  litiga- 
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tiou  like  any  other  element  of  damages  under  the  in’esent  form  of  the 
bill? 

Mr.  IIridwell.  Senator  Baker,  1  have  not  really  focused  oii  that 
particular  question  prior  to  this. 

Senator  Baker.  1  realize  your  statement  said  you  were  directing 
your  attention  to  title  VIII,  and  I  apologize  for  giving  the  aj)pearance 
of  trying  to  put  you  on  the  spot. 

Mr.  Bridwele.  That  is  perfectly  all  right. 

Senator  Baker.  On  page  37,  which  is  in  part  (f)  of  title  VIII,  it 
does  state  that  all  functions  performed  under  this  section  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  operation  of  the  act  of  June  11,  194G  (GO  Stat.  237),  as 
amended : 

Any  displac(Hl  person  adversely  affected  or  aggrieved  by  the  oia*ration  of  this 
section  after  the  effective  date  of  this  act  may  institute  in  the  district  court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  judicial  district  in  wiiich  such  claimant  resides  or  in 
which  such  claim  first  arose  an  action  for  the  review  of  such  determines. 

I  assunie  that  this  means  the  amount  of  moving  costs  would  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  litigation,  like  every  other  element  of  cost.  But  what  I  really 
want  to  know  is  what  your  view  is  about  the  propriety  of  having  the 
moving  expenses  subject  to  judicial  review  ? 

Mr.  Bredweel.  I  understand.  Senator,  and  as  I  say,  I  have  not  fo¬ 
cused  on  this  particular  section  of  the  bill  prior  to  this. 

My  reaction  is  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  this  particular  process 
subject  to  a  review  by  appropriate  legal  means.  We  are  taking  the 
position  that  under  our  bill,  this  is  an  administrative  activity  in  which 
we  are  participating  in  the  payment  of  full  costs  and  the  only  require¬ 
ment  is  the  documentation  of  the  costs  experienced  that  this  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  rest  of  the  operation  of  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program. 

Senator  Baker.  Would  you  agree  that  the  cost  of  making  one  whole, 
which  after  all  is  the  function  of  the  moving  allowance,  ought  to  be 
included  in  the  assessment  of  total  damages  by  any  jury  trying  the  case 
in  any  litigation  ? 

Mr.  Bridweee.  I  think  we  look  on  this.  Senator,  as  sejuirate  and  dis¬ 
tinct  from  the  operation  of  the  eminent  domain  proceedings  in  which, 
if  a  negotiation  is  not  achieved,  then  of  cour.se,  it  is  ii  matter  of  court 
determination.  But  we  believe  that  this  relocation  as.sistance  program 
is  not  directly  a  part  of  eminent  domain  actioin 

Senator  Baker.  Would  you  agree  with  the  general  proposition  that 
the  thrust  and  objective  of  equitable  eminent  domain  legislation  should 
bo  to  prevent  one  mvoluntarily  displaced  from  his  property  from  being 
less  than  whole  after  the  taking  and  completing  the  compensation 
payment? 

Mr.  Bridweee.  In  a  philosophical  context,  no,  I  would  not  dispute 
your  statement;  or  conversely,  I  would  agree  with  your  question. 

Senator  Baker.  I  am  sorry,  sir  ? 

Mr.  Bridweee.  I  say  that  in  a  philosophical  context,  I  have  no  prob¬ 
lem  with  the  import  of  the  question. 

Senator  Baker.  Of  course,  the  bill  as  presently  written,  dealing  with 
a  full  100-percent  share  of  the  first  $25,000, 1  understand,  follows  gen¬ 
erally  the  urban  renewal  formula.  Can  you  tell  me  now  some  elabora¬ 
tion  of  your  preference  for  the  highway  formula  over  the  urban 
renewal  formula  withm  the  framework  of  that  general  philosophical 
concept  ? 
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]\rr.  Brii)wp:ll.  I  l)elie\e,  Senator  Baker,  tliat  it  is  our  feeliii"  that 
assisting-  a  displaced  individual — family  and  so  forth — in  finding  a 
replacement  structure  is  just  as  rnucli  a  part  of  a  highway  project  as 
any  other  activity  within  that  highway  project  and  that  it  should  not 
he  treated  separately  and  distinct  from  other  activities  within  that 
project  and  the  meeting  of  Federal  criteria.  These  are  engineering  cri¬ 
teria  and  many  other  criteria  which  have  very  important  sociological 
and  economical  interests  and  overtones. 

Senator  Baker.  Senator  Miiskie,  T  think,  put  the  question,  is  it  not  so 
that  the  States  have  not  really  performed  very  well  in  this  field  of 
dis])lacement  assistance  and  the  like?  Might  the  States  not  perform 
better  in  your  view  of  they  were  entitled  to  a  90-percent  contribution 
across  the  table  in  the  allowance  of  moving  expenses  ? 

^Ir.  Bridavell.  Well,  of  course,  under  our  suggestion.  Senator  Baker, 
for  those  families,  businesses,  et  cetera,  who  are  displaced  on  an  inter¬ 
state  project,  the  State  would  be  eligible  for  a  90-percent  reimburse¬ 
ment. 

In  other  wmrds,  a  replacement  cost  is  like  any  other  cost,  so  it  would 
be  90-10  or  50-50,  according  to  the  type  of  project  involved. 

Senator  Baker.  The  question  I  am  getting  at  is  do  you  see  any  ap¬ 
parent  built-in  reluctance  or  resistance  on  the  part  of  the  States  to  the 
making  of  moving  cost  payments,  other  than  the  economic  factor? 

Mr.  Bridwele.  I  think  I  have  to  answer  the  question  honestly.  Sena¬ 
tor,  by  saying  yes  and  no.  The  yes  part  is  that  there  is  some  resistance ; 
again,  not  philosophical  resistance.  It  is  much  more  pragmatic  resist- 
aiice  because  State  highway  departments  are  not  trained,  experienced, 
and  practiced  in  this  kind  of  activity  and  some  of  them  are  reluctant 
to  undertake  it  because  they  consider  this  a  field  foreign  to  the  engi¬ 
neering  portions  of  constructing  a  highway. 

I  frankly  would  have  to  say  that  I  am  disappointed  that  under  the 
19G2  act,  there  are  still  some  States  that  are  not  taking  advantage  of 
the  provisions  of  that  act,  inadequate  though  it  may  be. 

Xow,  the  other  side  of  that  is  that  some  States  do  a  really  excellent 
job,  a  thoroughly  good  job.  In  some  instances,  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  does  it  itself;  in  some  instances,  it  contracts  with  a  local 
agency,  usually  the  redevelopment  agency,  that  also  handles  relocation 
assistance  under  urban  renewal  and  other  federallv  aided  programs. 
I  think  it  is  pretty  hard  to  come  up  with  any  kind  o^  consistent  pattern 
and  say  the  States  generally  do  or  do  not  perform  well. 

I  would  add  two  points  to  this.  One  is  that  as  you  are  probably 
aware,  the  Federal-aid  highway  program,  to  a  very  heavy  extent, 
ojierates  under  State  law,  so  the  States  also  are  either  aided  or  con¬ 
strained  by  their  own  State  law. 

The  second  factor  that  I  would  like  to  mention  is  that  some  of  the 
States  have  complained  or,  in  another  sense,  have  requested  us  to  seek 
imjirovements  in  what  we  are  able  to  accomplish  under  the  1962  act. 

Senator  Baker.  One  last  question,  Mr.  Bridwell  or  Mr.  Turner.  Are 
you  prepared  to  say  today,  and  if  you  are  not,  I  fully  understand,  but 
are  you  prepared  to  say  today  whether  or  not  you  will  support  a  pro¬ 
posal  that  would  allow  moving  costs,  relocation  costs,  without  an 
arbitrary  limitation  as  to  amount,  as  a  part  of  the  award  in  the  course 
of  litigation  in  the  eminent  domain  proceeding?  These  costs  would  be 
borne  on  the  formula  now  applicable  to  highway  and  interstate  high- 
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way  programs— that  is,  90-10— the  objective  being  to  make  the  in- 
Aoluutaiy  seller  no  less  than  whole  after  the  move  is  consummated. 

1 .  I1rida\  hi.ij.  I  would  like  to,  if  I  may,  Senator,  and  if  it  is  agree¬ 
able  with  the  chairman,  respond  in  the  following  way:  I  wonhflike 
to  provide  an  answer  to  that  question  for  the  record,  but  to  discuss  it 
a  little  bit  now  in  very  general  terms. 

'i’lie  problems  associated  with  relocation  or,  I  thiidv  the  problems 
associated  with  dis]>lacing  persons  and  businesses,  have  been  a  feature 
of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  that  has  probably  distressed  me 
as  anyone  that  I  have  to  deal  with,  or  that  Frank  does  or  any  of  our 
ooll^R^uos.  llip  concept  of  iiiciking’  a  person  wliol©  to  1110  is  0niiii0ntly 
fair.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  justice  in  the  ordinary  wav  that  I 
understand  justice  requires  that  you  make  a  person  whole.  “ 

AVe  have  found  extreme  difficulty  in  trying  to  put  down  on  a  piece 
of  paper  in  black  aiid  white  how  you  accomplish  this.  For  exanq^le, 
and  I  tried  to  sort  through  examples  to  test  various  ways,  either  by 
establishing  criteria  or  by  attempting  to  adopt  procedures,  how  you 
a(  com]>lish  this.  And  I  do  not  know  how’  you  can  handle  such  things 
as  the  elderly  couple  who  have  a  fair-sizecl  residence,  they  are  retired, 
they  may  have  a  very  small  pension  or  may  be  living  on  .social  security 
and  they  su[)plement  their  income  by  renting  rooms. 

Xow,  under  fair  market  value,  they  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  find, 
ju'obably  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  find,  another  residence  in  which 
they  can  live  in  this  samepatteni.  I  am  not  sure  that  the  supplementarv 
payment  of  up  to  $5,000  would  be  significant  in  that  kind  of  a  case  at 
all,  because  it  may  very  well  be  that  fair  market  value  translates  into 
tinoth0r^resid0nc6  that  is  docGnt,  safoj  and  sanitary  by  anyone’s  cri- 
teria.  Yet  they  have  lost  this  very  important  ingredient  to  their 
hapjuness  and  livelihood;  namely,  the  income  from  renting  two  or 
three  rooms. 

_  If  on  the  other  hand,  you  try  to  figure  out  how  do  you  go  to  a  system 
in  pvhich  you  guarantee  replacement— well,  it  get  a  little  bit  si'lly  to 
tliink  about  rBplacGrnBnt  in  the  S6nse  of  reproducing  a  house,  particu¬ 
larly  many  of  the  kind  that  we  buy  in  the  highway  program,  whicli 
was  built  maybe  back  in  the  late  1800’s  or  the  early  1900’s,  in  which 
they  were  large  houses  with  many  rooms  and  large  rooms.  It  would 
be  completely  inappropriate  to  try  to  reproduce  now  that  type  of 
structure.  So  how  do  you  get  at  this  kind  of  thing? 

AA  e  are  not  unmindful  of  it  and  we  are  not  unsympathetic ;  exactly 
the  opposite.  AA'e  are  very  sympathetic  and  we  just  frankly  are  not 
smart  enough  to  figure  out  how  you  do  it. 

Or  let  me  give  you  another  example.  AYhether  we  like  it  or  not  and 
wliether  we  may  say  that  it  is  completely  unjust,  the  fact  is  that  for 
certain  people  to  move  into  a  certain  kind  of  neighborhood,  realisti- 
Ctil]\ ,  they  pRy  more  for  a  house  thRu  some  other  people  would  have 
to  Jiay.  li  we  come  along  and  take  that  house  at  fair  market  value 
then  it  is  not  being  unrealistic  at  all  to  believe  that  we  will  pay  an 
amount  substantially  less  than  that  individual  paid  to  acquire  the 
property,  maybe  only  a  short  time  ago.  The  practical  effect  is  that  he 
may  get  enough,  for  example,  to  pay  off  his  mortgage  but  not  have  a 
dime  left  over  to  show  for  what  he  believes  to  be  his  equity  or  a  dime 
eft  over  to  result  in  funds  for  a  down  payment  on  a  reidacement 
house. 
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Now,  we  can  come  up  Avith  all  kinds  of  statistics  and  aa’c  can  come 
up  Avitli  all  kinds  of  firm  criteria  and  the  human  A^agaries  inA'olA'ed 
in  this  kind  of  situation,  aa’c  frankly  are  not  smart  enough  to  coA’er  all 
of.  At  least  I  knoAA’  we  liaA’e  not  been  able  to. 

Noaa',  that  is  a  long,  long  way  to  go  about  ansAvering  your  question, 
but  the  ansAver  is  certainly  justice  i-equires  that  you  make  a  person 
whole.  But  how  do  you  do  it  in  our  kind  of  system  Avhere  AA-e  liA^e  by 
laAA’s  and  A\"e  live  by  administrative  criteria  pi’omulgated  and  then  we 
try  to  require  people  to  systematically  follow  this. 

Another  arm  of  Government  says  if  you  write  that  criteria,  you 
have  to  follow  it,  or  the  person  receiving  Federal-aid  has  to  follow  it. 
So  these  are  the  kinds  of  problems  that  are  real.  They  are  here,  right 
today.  We  have  to  deal  with  them.  We  need  without  question  better 
tools  to  deal  with  them. 

But  I  cannot  sit  here  and  honestly  tell  you  that  your  bill  or  what 
the  Budget  Bureau  suggested  or  what  we  are  saying  today  is  going 
to  provide  the  kind  of  mechanism  in  which  we  can  handle  all  these 
questions,  because  I  honestly  do  not  believe  we  are  doing  them. 

Senator  Baker.  Mr.  BridAvell,  I  thank  you  for  the  elaboration.  May 
I  say  now  that  I  feel  that  you  and  Mr.  Turner  and  your  Bureau  have 
been  most  sensitive  and  keenly  attuned  to  problems  in  this  field  and 
have  done  an  extraordinarily  good  job.  I  agree  Avith  jmu;  I  think  you 
need  better  tools. 

I  also  agree  that  the  identification  of  just  compensation  is  difficult. 
But  I  think  these  bills  and  the  adjustments  which  are  being  considered 
by  the  committee  are  to  do  precisely  Avhat  you  suggest:  that  is,  shar])en 
the  statutory  language  so'  that  we  liave  more  of  an  approximation 
Avith  which  to  do  justice  than  avc  do  by  some  abstract  legal  com¬ 
pensation  like  fair  market  value.  I  think  if  you  wish  to  make  a 
more  detailed  answer  later  on,  you  may.  but  I  share  Avith  you  the  con¬ 
cern  that  Ave  have  to  find  better  ways  to  go  irboTit  tliis. 

Mr.  Bridaveee.  Senator,  without  being  able  to  define,  vrithout  being 
able  to  suggest  any  s})ecific  language,  I  would  only  make  the  comment 
that  somehoAV  into  this  system,  regardless  of  which  particular  bill 
is  passed,  there  has  to  be  some  kind  of  flexibility.  And  in  the  final 
analysis,  in  this  kind  of  an  area,  Ave  have  to  allow  a  little  bit  more 
discretion  or  a  little  bit  more  trust  in  the  person  actually  handling  these 
cases  individually  than  our  system  normally  Avould  alloAv. 

In  other  words,  Avriting  laAV  or  Avriting  administratiA’e  criteria  or 
procedures  Avhich  are  uniformly  applicable  throughout  the  Nation 
and  in  all  States  and  to  apply  to  all  cases  flies  flat  in  the  face  of  the 
kind  of  human  Anagaries  Avhich  anyone  in  an  admini.strativo  agency 
and  invoh^ed  in  this  kind  of  program  can  cite,  instance  after  instance. 

Senator  BxAker.  May  I  interrupt  just  a  second?  I  refer  to  the  ex¬ 
tended  flexibility  which  this  bill  offered  and  I  wonder  if  you  care  to 
make  suggestions  on  how  we  might  give  you  greater  flexibility  in 
order  for  you  to  meet  the  requirements  of  just  compensation.  If  you 
do,  would  you  submit  suggestions  to  be  considered  later? 

Mr.  Bridavell.  We  Avill  sure,  try.  Senator,  becaAise  we  are  equally 
concerned  about  it. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  question  is  to  Avhat  extent  can  you  anticipate 
all  of  the  conceivable  hardship  cases  that  the  project  may  generate. 
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Secondly,  to  wliat  extent  can  you  generalize  each  of  them  and  the 
objectives  of  these  criteria  ?  Man  has  not  yet  measured  up  to  that  kind 
of  situation.  I  do  not  Iniow  if  he  is  going  to.  I  would  welcome  any¬ 
thing  you  have  to  offer  in  accordance  witli  Senator  Ihiker’s  suggestion. 

In  your  statement  you  have  indicated  support  for  tlie  $.5,000  sup¬ 
plemental  payment  on  the  taking  of  a  home  over  and  above  its  fair 
niaiLet  \alue.  Is  it  really  necessary  to  put  a  $.5,000  ceiling  on  it? 

^Ii’.  Bridavell.  INIay  I  i*espond  in  the  context  of  my  pei’sonal  opinion  ? 

Senator  Mtjskie.  Yes. 

^Ii.  Bridaveee.  N05  $5,000  has  not  tlic  slightest  tiling  to  do  AA’ith  it. 
The  key  to  it  is  how  you  define  “decent,  safe,  and  sanitary.” 

Senator  Muskie.  ould  you  gii’e  any  guess  as  to  hoAv  much  you 
would  add  to  the  cost  if  you  eliminate  the  celling  ? 

Mr.  Bridwele.  IVell,  as  long  as  you  tie  the  tAvo  things  together,  you 
do  not  add  anything,  because  I  belicA’e  the  Avords  used  here  are  “decent, 
safe,  and  sanitaiy”  by  modest  standards,  or  something  to  that  effect. 
The  cost  goes  up  or  it  goes  doAvn  or  it  is  some  place  in  the  middle  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  criteria  of  Avhat  constitutes  “decent,  safe,  and  sanitary.” 

If,  for  example,  you  use  the  definition  as  used  in  the  1960  census, 
then  there  are  not  going  to  l>e  very  many  cases  in  Avhich  you  even  use 
the  $5,000.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  you  define  “decent,  safe,  and  sani¬ 
tary”  in  the  sense  of  a  dwelling  that  each  individual  in  the  family  must 
liaA  e  a  decent  bedroom  and  a  decent  bath,  then  it  is  perfectly  oovious 
Biat  the  cost  is  going  to  go  sky  high.  Those  are  the  ridiculous  extremes. 
So  the  $5,000  per  se  is  not  really  a  meaningful  criterion.  The  critical 
element  in  the  phraseology  is  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  by  modest 
standards. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  $5,000  figure  strikes  me  as  representing  an 
excess  of  caution  by  administrators  who  are  concerned  about  open 
ended  commitments.  But  I  can  understand  this  origin.  I  do  not 
criticize  it.  It  really  strikes  me  that  it  is  kind  of  a  hard  and  arbitrary 
line  you  can  draw  between  justice  for  one  group  and  iniustice  for 
another. 

Mr.  BirrowELL.  I  think  it  goes  back  to  the  same  problem  that  is  a 
philosophical  problem.  Senator,  that  Ave  have  either  discussed  directly 
or  worked  around  the  edges  of.  It  is  this  problem  that  in  our  society, 
Ave  require  or  it  has  been  our  practice  certainly  to  require  veiy  spe¬ 
cific  kinds  of  law,  administratively  established  criteria,  and  procedures. 
Then  somebody  else  comes  along  and  says,  “Ok,  noAv,  this  is  what  you 
said  you  Avere  going  to  do  and  how  you  Avere  going  to  do  it.”  Then 
th^  check  very  carefully  to  make  sure  that  you  did  it  that  way. 

Senator  Muskie.  One  of  the  reasons  you  do  it  that  way  is  so  that 
Congress  can  have  something  to  raise  hell  about  with  the  Department. 

I  have  one  more  question  the  staff  has  prepared.  I  think,  rather  than 
take  the  time  to  read  it,  since  it  is  a  two-page  question,  I  will  submit  it 
to  you. 

It  asks,  for  example,  after  the  rhetoric,  for  all  the  rules,  regulations, 
and  other  instructions  related  to  relocation  programs  in  the  Federal - 
aid  higliAvay  program,  including  bringing  up  to  date  the  data  on  State 
programs  contained  in  the  recent  highway  report;  secondly,  proA'ide 
separate  information  with  I'espect  to  all  negotiations  and  other  mat¬ 
ters  pertaining  to  land  acquisition  and  so  on,  and  the  value  of  acquisi¬ 
tion  ;  and  thirdly,  proAude  us  Avith  samples  of  specific  cases  iiiAmlving 
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land  'taking  as  worked  out  by  the  staff  to  sliow  us  tlie  original  offer 
of  the  purchase,  tlie  amount  offered  wlieu  tlie  ease  went  to  the  court 
and  the  amount  the  coui’t  awarded. 

1  think  that  kind  of  information  will  he  useful  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Bridwell.  "We  will  he  glad  to  provide  it  for  the  record,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  I  will  have  my  associates  in  the  office  get  in  touch 
with  your  staff  to  work  out  the  specific  types  of  information  you  want. 

Senator  ^Ivs;cie.  Thank  you,  very  much,  gentlemen.  I  appreciate 
it. 

iMr.  Bridwele.  Thank  you. 

Senator  iMrsKiE.  I  understand  we  are  going  to  have  a  vote  about 
11 :15  and  it  is  now  about  11 :15.  We  shall  at  least  call  (Uir  next  witness 
to  the  table.  If  Ave  have  to  leave,  excuse  us  for  a  few  moments. 

Our  wdtness  represents  the  Department  of  the  Army,  the  Chief,  Office 
of  Engineers,  Mr.  Loney  IV.  Hart. 

Mr.  Hart,  would  you  identify  the  men  with  you  ? 

STATEMENT  OF  LONEY  W.  HART,  CHIEF,  LEGISLATIVE  SERVICES 

OFFICE,  DIRECTORATE  OF  REAL  ESTATE  OFFICE,  CHIEF  OF 

ENGINEERS,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  ROY  MARKON,  CHIEF,  ACQUISI¬ 
TION  DIVISION;  HENRY  V.  SAUNDERS,  ASSISTANT  CHIEF,  MAN¬ 
AGEMENT  AND  DISPOSAL  DIVISION;  MARK  S.  GURNEE,  CHIEF, 

OPERATIONS  DIVISION;  AND  THERON  C.  RILEY,  PLANNING 

DIVISION 

Mr.  Hart.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  Loney 
W.  Hart,  chief  of  the  Legislative  Services  Office,  Office  of  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army.  The  Department  of  the 
Army  has  been  designated  as  the  representative  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  this  legislation.  I  represent  the  Department  of  the 
Army  for  that  purpose. 

I  might  say  I  have  with  me  four  members  of  the  Corj)S  of  Engi¬ 
neers,  also,  Mr.  Roy  Markon  on  my  right,  who  is  Chief  of  the  Acquisi¬ 
tion  Division  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers ;  and  Mr.  Saunders  on  my  left, 
who  is  Assistant  Chief  of  the  IManagement  and  Disposal  Division.  At 
the  conclusion  of  my  statement,  they  will  be  available  to  answ^er  de¬ 
tailed  questions  in  their  respective  fields  by  your  committee. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Hart.  I  have  a  prepared  statement  wiiich  I  w’oi;ld  like  to  pre¬ 
sent  to  the  committee.  This  statement  is  respectfully  submitted  as 
constituting  the  views  of  the  Department  of  Defense  on  S.  698  as 
requested  by  this  committee. 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  achieve  the  fulle,st  cooperation  and 
coordination  of  activities  among  all  levels  of  government.  Provisions 
are  made  to:  (a)  improve  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the 
States;  (b)  permit  provision  of  reimbursable  technical  services  by 
the  Federal  Government  to  State  and  local  governments;  (c)  estab¬ 
lish  coordinated  intergovemmental  policy  and  administration  of 
grants  and  loans  for  urban  development;  (d)  provide  for  periodic 
congressional  review^  of  grant-in-aid  programs;  (e)  authorize  the  con- 
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sohdation  of  certain  grant  programs;  (/)  provide  for  tlie  acquisition, 
use,  and  disposition  of  land  witliin  urban  areas  by  Federal  ao-encies 
in  conformity  ^ylth  local  government  programs;  (g)  establisira  uni¬ 
form  relocation  assistance  program,  and  (7i)  establish  a  uniform  land 
ac^iisitmn  policy  for  direct  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs. 

Hie  Department  of  the  Army,  on  behalf  of 'the  Department  of 
Defense,  is  generally  in  accord  with  the  major  objectives  of  the  bill 
as  stated  in  its  title.  The  need  for  cooperation  and  coordination  of 
activities  among  all  levels  of  government  has  assumed  increasino- 
importance  m  recent  years.  This  is  most  evident  to  this  Department 
AYith  resiiect  to  the  cunl  works  program  administered  by  the  Corps 
of  Fngineers.  In  this  connection,  interagency  coordination  has  lono- 
been  established  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  comprehensive  plannino-  and 
development  of  the  X ation's  ivater  resources. 

The  provisions  of  this  bill  for  the  most  part  peifain  to  Federal 

assisted  programs  which  do  not  materiallv 
attect  the  responsibilities  of  this  Department.  As  to  these,  it  is  proposed 
to  comment  only  briefly.  The  major  interest  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  relate  to  the  provisions  of  titles  VIII  and  IX  which  will  be 
discussed  in  detail. 

Title  I  sets  forth  definitions  of  various  key  terms  referred  to 
throughout  the  act.  These,  in  general,  appear  adequate  except  as  to 
“displaced  person.  ’  Subsection  (5)  of  section  113  appeare  to  be  a 
catch-all  definition  to  include  all  persons  displaced  who  are  not 
included  in  any  other  definition.  However,  the  proviso  excludes  all 
tenants  or  licensees  who  are  required  under  their  agreement  to  remove 
their  property  at  their  own  expense.  Taken  literally,  this  would  exclude 
practically  all  tenants  and  licensees,  since  the  normal  lease  inArariably 
contains  such_  a  provision.  The  intent  of  this  proviso  is  not  clear 
Accordingly,  it  is  recommended  that  either  this  proviso  be  deleted  or 
that  a  more  definitive  clause  be  substituted. 

Tide  II  deals  with  the  grants-in-aid  of  the  Federal  Government, 
The  Department  of  Defense  defers  to  the  views  of  the  agencies  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  programs  which  would  be  directly  affected  bv  the 
provisions  of  this  title. 

Title  III  would  authorize  Federal  agencies  to  provide  specialized  or 
teclimcal  services  to  State  and  local  governments  on  a  reimbursalile 
basis,  pursuant  to  rules  and  regulations  to  be  established  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget.  The  authority  granted  Avould  be  in  addition  to,  rather 
than  in  lieu  of,  existing  authorities.  The  Department  of  Defense  has 
no  objection  to  this  title. 

In  title  IV,  the  apparent  intent  of  section  401  is  to  insure  that  all 
Federal  agencies  involved  in  urban  activities  shall  give  adequate  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  tenets  of  good  planning.  The  President  would  be 
authorized  to  establish  rules  and  regulations  to  this  end.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  assumes  that  the  provisions  of  this  section  would 
apply  to  only  those  projects,  progi-ams,  and  facilities  to  be  located 
within  urban  areas  or  to  be  undertaken  as  integral  components  of 
urban  area  plans.  This  would  seem  to  be  a  safe  assumption,  in  idew 
of  the  fact  that  the  President  already  has  adequate  authority  to  estab- 


442 


lish  any  rules  and  regulations  required  to  insure  the  proper  planning 
of  nonurban  public  works.  For  example,  policies  and  standards  for 
water  resources  development  activitias  are  established  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Water  Resources  Planning  Act  of  1965,  and  it  is 
obviously  not  the  intent  of  section  401  to  supplant  the  requirements 
of  that  act. 

Section  402  would  indicate  it  to  be  the  intent  of  Congress  that 
Federal  loans,  and  grants-in-aid  shall  be  made,  in  general,  to  “units 
of  general  local  government,”  rather  than  to  “special-purpose  units.” 
In  carrying  out  the  civil  works  program  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
this  Department  finds  it  desirable  in  many  instances  to  work  with 
interstate  compact  commissions,  metropolitan  water  and  waste  disposal 
districts,  conservancy  districts  and  other  such  entities,  and  it  is 
assumed  that  it  is  not  the  intent  of  section  402  to  require  the  abandon¬ 
ment  of  the  traditional  relationships  in  programs  other  than  those  in 
which  Federal  grants-in-aid  are  made  available  for  activities  to  be 
carried  out  within  urban  areas  or  as  a  part  of  urban  plans. 

Title  V  would  provide  that  all  future  programs  of  grants-in-aid 
from  the  Federal  Government  to  two  or  more  States  or  to  their  polit¬ 
ical  subdivisions,  for  which  no  expiration  date  is  specified  by  law, 
shall  expire  not  later  than  June  30  of  the  fifth  calendar  year  which 
begins  after  the  effective  date  of  the  enactment  of  such  program.  In 
addition,  title  V  provides  a  specified  means  of  congressional  rei'iew 
and  oversight  and  for  continuing  studies  in  grant-in-aid  programs 
by  the  Comptroller  General,  and  upon  request  of  the  appropriate 
congressional  committee,  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations. 

The  majority  of  the  grant-in-aid  programs  administered  by  the 
Department  of  Defense,  which  include  direct  research  grants  author¬ 
ized  by  Public  Law  85-934  (72  Stat.  1793),  are  excluded  from  periodic 
congressional  review  by  the  language  of  this  bill.  Since  the  provisions 
of  title  V  would  apparently  have  no  material  affect  on  the  military 
departments,  the  Department  of  Defense  defers  to  the  views  of  the 
other  Federal  agencies  more  directly  concerned. 

Title  VI  would  provide  certain  authorities  to  the  President  for  the 
purpose  of  consolidating  grant-in-aid  programs.  This  title  concerns 
primarily  programs  under  the  jurisdiction  of  other  Federal  agencies, 
and  accordingly,  the  Department  of  Defense  defers  to  the  views  of 
those  agencies. 

Title  VII  would  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  by  adding  a  new  title — “Urban  Land 
Utilization”.  This  prescribes  a  i;niform  procedure  to  be  followed  by 
the  General  Services  Administration  in  respect  to  acquisition,  change 
of  use  or  disposal  of  real  property  located  within  urban  areas.  In 
general,  it  would  require  that  such  actions  be  consistent,  to  the  sfreatest 
extent  practical,  with  the  local  zoning,  planning,  and  development 
practices.  Since  a  change  in  use  of  military  property,  even  where  this 
involves  curtailment  or  closure  of  an  installation,  would  normally  be 
accomplished  by  the  Department  of  Defense  without  any  action  on  the 
part  of  the  General  Services  Administrator,  the  restrictions  imposed 
by  the  title  would  not,  in  most  cases,  impede  the  operations  of  this 
Department.  For  this  reason,  the  Department  of  the  Army,  on  behalf 


of  tlie  Di'.piidnient  of  Defense,  defei-s  (o  (he,  views  of  the  Geiienil 
Services  Adininistratioii. 

Senator  Muhkii:.  Itofore  yon  get,  (o  title  VIII,  which  1  tliiidc  we 
wdl  discuss  at  some  length,  I  would  like  to  return  to  your  discussion 
ol  the  deliuition  in  section  113,  which  you  interpret  as  excluding  all 
tenants  or  lic,ens(;es  who  are  reipiired  under  the  agreement  to  remove 
their  property  at  their  own  expense.  1  think  that  subsection  3(a)  and 
(  1)  certaiidy  covers  tenants  as  well  as  owners.  It  seems  to  me  that 
your  comment  really  had  to  do  with  the  proviso  at  the  very  end  of 
section  1 13. 

Air.  IIar'i'.  Ihis  is  true.  *Vctually,  All’.  (Chairman,  it  was  the  [iroviso 
that  seemed  to  cause  the,  confusion.  Without  the  proviso,  th(*re  would 
he  no  problem.  That  is  why  we  recommended  deleting  it. 

Im)!'  instancti,  in  other  si*c,(ions  of  the  bill,  we  deliberately  provide 
for  tenants  and  in  connection  with  the  acquisition  and  payment  foj- 
impi-ovements  of  tenants.  \ow,  this  is  what  really  generated  the  so- 
called  railroad  lessee  problem,  because,  the  licenses  of  these  jieople  on 
till',  railroad  rights-of-way  had  a  provision  vdiich  state.d  that  upon 
termination  of  the  license,  you  must  remoii!  all  of  your  improvemimts 
within  30  days.  AVell,  this  is  one  of  the  conditions  which  (his  bill  was 
desirous  of  protecting  and  we  just  thought  that  this  proviso  would 
in  etl'ect  almost  knock  it  out. 

So  we  were  suggesting  that  really,  the  proviso  lie  deleted  and  then 
I  think  everything  would  be  clear. 

Senator  AfusKiK.  'I'his  is  (he  first  fime  I  focused  on  that  |)rovlso. 

I  would  gather  that  the  stall  intended  it  to  laiv'er  people  who  store 
propeiiy  on  premises. 

Air.  Smi'I’ii.  It  is  the  intent  of  (his  proviso  to  excludi*,  from  cover¬ 
age,  as  disf)lac,(*d  persons,  enti(,led  to  relocation  [)ayments  and  serv- 
ici'S,  person.s  whose  proj)er(y  is  maintained  on  the  premises  of  another 
under  a  leasing  or  licensing  arrangement,  such  as  a  jukebox  or  vending 
machine,  firm,  which  would  be,  obligated  under  the  terms  of  the,  lease 
or  license  to  reinove  the  projierty  from  (he,  premises.  This  definition 
has  no  connection  with  the  provisions  of  sec,(ion  903  which  jirox  ide, 
the  basis  for  compensation  of  l(*ssors  for  their  property  located  on 
land  owned  by  another,  as  in  right-of-way  cases  referred  to. 

Afr.  Hart.  Mr.  (Chairman,  perhaps  we,  can  di.scuss  it  with  the,  staff 
afterwards.  I  can  only  say  that  from  f,he,  e.xact  language,  there,  it 
merely  stiys  the  owner  of  jiroiierty  on  the  premises  of  another  under 
le.ase.  (ienerally,  this  would  be  our  problem. 

Senator  Arusicir:.  1  woiihl  agree,  with  your  interpretation  of  (hat 
language,  standing  by  itself.  I  am  glad  you  called  it  to  our  attention. 
It  certainly  should  be  corrected.  It  was  not  intended  to  be.  as  broad 
in  its  effect  as  you  fear  it  might  be. 

Afr.  Hart.  This  was  only  intended  iis  ii  minor  item  of  calling  tliis 
to  your  attention,  sir. 

Senator  AIi  skik.  I  undei’stand,  but  it  was  rather  staitling.  Ve  had 
encounti'red  that  diflicnlty  before  and  we  thought  we  had  taken  care 
of  it.  'I'his  is  why  these  hearings  are  useful. 

Proceed,  Air.  I  lart.f  o  t  itle  VI 1 1. 

Afr.  Hart.  'I'itle  VIII  would  ])rovide,  a  uniform  policy  under  regii- 
l.'itioris  established  by  the  l*resident,  for  the,  fair  and  e(|uitable,  treat¬ 
ment  of  owners,  tenants  and  other  persons  displaced  by  the  acqnisi- 
ur,  ‘Jit 
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tion  of  real  property  in  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs.  Tliis 
policy  is  to  be  as  uniform  as  practicable  as  to  (1)  relocation  payments, 
(2)  advisory  assistance,  (3)  assurance  of  availability  of  standard 
housing,  and  (4)  Federal  reimbursement  for  relocation  payments 
under  federally  assisted  programs. 

The  Department  of  Defense  subscribes  to  the  principle  of  i-eimbui's- 
ing  owners  and  tenants  for  their  expenses  and  losses  resulting  from  dis¬ 
location  made  necessary  by  public  works  projects,  and  also  to  the 
desirability  of  establishing  uniformity  of  procedures  to  the  extent 
practicable. 

The  militaiy  departments,  since  1951,  have  administered  a  similar 
program  pursuant  to  section  2680  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 
This  authorizes  payments  to  displaced  owners  and  tenants  for  actual 
expenses,  losses  and  damages  incuri-ed  as  a  direct  result  of  moving 
by  reason  of  the  acquisition  of  their  propei'ty;  total  payments  are 
limited  to  25  percent  of  the  values  of  the  land  acquired.  The  experience 
of  this  Department  is  that  this  law  accomplishes  the  objective  of 
affording  reasonable  financial  assistance  to  displaced  persons. 

Title  VIII  ■would,  in  effect,  expand  the  existing  requirements  to 
]:)lace  primaiy  responsibility  on  the  acquiring  agency  to  provide  all 
forms  of  social  and  economic  relief.  The  imposition  of  the  collateral 
requirements  by  this  proposal  might,  as  a  practical  matter,  often 
result  in  costly  delays  or  preclude  the  accomplishment  of  land  ac¬ 
quisition  programs  to  meet  defense  missions.  However,  it  is  the  view 
of  this  Department  that  title  VIII,  while  administratively  burden¬ 
some,  presents  a  woi’kable  system,  provided  it  is  amended  in  certain 
aspects.  Comments  will  be  confined  to  those  sections  recommended 
for  modification. 

Section  802(b)  provides  that  under  certain  circumstances,  a  dis¬ 
placed  person  who  moves  or  discontinues  his  business  may  elect  to 
accept  an  optional  payment  of  up  to  $5,000.  IVe  undeirtand  that  the 
intent  of  this  optional  payment  is  to  cover  both  ( 1 )  the  cost  of  moving, 
and  (2)  a  readjustment  allowance  payment  to  assist  small  businesses 
in  making  up  for  the  economic  impact  of  displacement. 

If  this  is  in  fact  the  intent,  w^e  recommend  that  section  802(b)  lie 
revised  to  treat  these  two  purposes  more  clearly  by  providing  for 
two  separate  payments;  one  for  actual  moving  expenses  and  one  for 
economic  readjustment.  Accordingly,  section  802(b)  should  be 
amended  as  follows:  Delete  the  first  sentence  in  section  802(b)  be¬ 
ginning  on  line  19,  page  33,  with  the  word  “If”  and  ending  on  line 
2,  page  34  with  “lesser.”  Substitute  the  following  for  this  sentence : 
“In  addition  to  the  payment  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  an  additional  payment  is  authorized  for  any  displaced  per¬ 
son  who  moves  or  discontiniies  his  business;  Provided,,  The  average 
annual  net  earnings  of  the  business  are  less  than  $10,000  per  year. 
This  payment  shall  be  in  an  amount  equal  to  the  average  annual  net 
earnings  of  the  business  or  $2,500,  w^hichever  is  the  lesser.”. 

Section  802(c)  (3)  pro'vides  that  an  additional  payment  of  $300  l'>e 
made  if  the  displace<l  i>erson  purchases  a  dwelling  as  his  residence 
within  1  year  from  the  date  of  displacement.  This  is  an  optional  lump 
sum  payment  to  cover  closing  costs  and  miscellaneous  expenses  for 
the  acquisition  of  a  replacement  dwelling.  The  amount  is  not  consid¬ 
ered  unreasonable  in  view  of  current  market  conditions.  It  is  an  item 


whidi  thiH  I>(!pai  fiiic,n(,  under  exisliii^^  re^nilm  ions,  allows  ind  only  ns 
lo  (Iwellin^rH,  |,uf,  also  as  U)  rephu-emenL  in  kind  of  all  types  of  real 
property. 

S(j<-,tion  802(f)  would  inakci  all  functions  perforrnexl  under  section 
802  subject  <x)  (he  provisions  of  I  he  act  of  June  11,  l!M0,and  U,  judicial 
review.  I  lie  iniinary  purpos<‘ of  sect  ion  802rf)  is  (o ‘rive  recx>^rni(  ion 
(«)  (he  principle  that  the  payments  authorized  hy  section  802  .should  he 
vicwcmI  as  ri^ditful  compensation  of  persons  displaced  hy  Federal  pro- 
/rrams  J'he  need  for  (his  iirovision  would  apjiear  to  he  more  (hefi- 
n^tical  than  practical.  J'he  ])e{, art  merit  of  Defense  lias  duriiiLr  17  years 
ailministered  thousands  of  applications  for  payments  for  I'elocation 
costs  under  its  Inoad  authority  (10  (J.S.C.  2080)  with  a  iieLrli.dhle 
niimlau'  of  ap|M*als  from  displac/a]  individuals  to  the  Depaitnumt  We 
heheve  tliat  the  ohjective  of  this  provision  can  Ire  achieve<l  hy  makinir 
clear  (iiat  the  provisions  of  ,s<-c,tion  802  as  re^rards  relocation  payment 
won  (  repi'es<mt  con/rressional  policy  and  that  the  heads  of  aLremdes 
would  he  responsihle  for  its  faithful  execution.  For  the  laiiLruace  now 
pi  s(M-(pon  802(f)  we  recommend  saihst itiit in^r :  “Any  fier-son  amndeved 
Iry  a  determination  as  (e  elijrihility  for  a  payment  authorized  hy  (hi- 
.siiclion,  (*r  th(;  amount,  of  a  payment,  may  have  his  application  re- 
viitwed  hy  the  head  of  the  wliose  determination  .shall  he,  final 

and  m>  provision  of  this  H<‘ction  shall  he  construed  to  rdve  any  peivni 
a  cau,s<i  of  a<’.(  if>n  in  any  coiiid .” 

Senat/ir  Muhkii;.  ,\1jiy  I  ask  (his  (jnest  ion  if  ')^>ii  say  (lie  ueeal  for  (his 
provi.sion  would  appear  to  he  more  thefuetical  than  practical.  Do  you 
intend  to  indicate  hy  that  ohs<‘rva(  ion  that,  in  your  jiKlmnent,  it  wriiild 
ire  lit.t  le  u.S(jd  ^ 


Mr.  IIaht.  Our  intent  is  to  point  out  that  from  our  extrerience  we 
<lo  not  think  It  woiihl  he,  really  ri(ce.ssai-y.  We  do  not  helieve  there 
would  iKOhat  many  disputes.  Of  coiir.se,  under  our  present  authordty 
we  pay  for  rmtual  exje,ns<*,s  iricuraed.  J'he.s<;  are  realistic  firriiies  arid’ 
they  can  (>e  proven  or  drK:urnen;(.ed.  We  have  taken  a  very  liher-al  view 
111  our  le^riihilions  as  to  the  items  covered.  We  have  endeavored  to 
cover  prarJically  all  actual  expenses. 

Now  of  roirrse,  thesr*,  do  not  include,  as  we  now  mi^.dit  have,  in- 
taiijrihle  or  indirect  dama^^es  that  a  person  rni^rht  suffer-,  hut  only  any 
imtiral  rnoviri^  expense.s.  So  as  an  illiist r-al ion,  we  have  chei-ked  just 
i-exently  our  last  2  years  of  fijrur-esr  and  in  some  H,U(}0  afi|dir;a(  ions  for- 
payments  that  have  hecri  pr-o<-c,.ssed,  we,  have  only  had  47  actual,  you 
misfit  say,  aj>|Hials  and  thesr*,  wer-e  not  all  ajipeals  ficr  se.  J'hat  included 
r-e/piests  for-  <,midarKe,  from  the  field  o/fires,  it  included  inquiries  as  to 
^yflether  thin^rH  could  l>e  allowerl.  Actual  disputes,  we  have  had  rela¬ 
tively  very  few.  So  in  this  ca.se,  we  think  that  you  do  not,  actually  have 
to  have  a  judicial  r-eview,  or  rather-,  if  you  had,  there  would  not  he  too 
much  r-equirernent. 

Senator-  Muskik.  J'he  reason  J  jnit  the  question  as  f  did  is  that  it 
would  mJ,  he  a.s  easy  a.s  /ou  may  think  to  eliminate  (hi.s  pi-ovr.sion  of 
(he,  hill.  It  was  certified  in  the  last  Con^.'-ie.s.s  as  a  result  of  very  stroiirr 
i-ej>i-es(jnta(ion  hy  a  rnernlier  of  this  committee,  ft  would  Ik;  diffir-irlt  to 
e  nninate  It,  so  J  wanted  to  know  to  what  extent  would  it  he  u.sed 
Would  it  1x5  hur-derisorne,  would  it  flood  us  with  a  Iori«  line  of  litirra- 
(lon^  Is  It  kind  of  thin^r  that  perhaps  rn i^drt  fie  ealutary  by  its 
I>r-(;serice  in  the  hill  ?  j- 
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Ml’.  Hart.  If  I  may  just  make  a  comment,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  our 
what  we  call  Kesettlement  Act,  there  is  not  such  a  provision,  of  course, 
for  judicial  review.  The  question  might  come  up  as  to,  if  there  wei’e, 
might  that  not  be  an  incentive  further  to  encourage  that,  whereas  when 
you  are  dealing  with  strict  factual  evidence  as  to  cost,  your  issues  are 
more  clearly  defined.  In  this  case,  if  it  were  set  up  as  a  judicial  review 
and  everything  would  be  tried  de  novo,  there  is  no  telling  where  it 
might  end. 

Certainly  the  implications  as  to  the  Administrativ’e  Procedure  Act, 
if  this  were  developed  to  its  fullest  extent,  would  become  extremely 
burdensome  by  reason  of  the  details  involved,  whether  they  were 
appeals  or  not. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  suggest  you  may  wish  to  exercise  your  persuasive 
powers  with  the  other  members  of  the  committee. 

I  have  to  go  vote,  but  I  will  be  back  as  soon  as  I  can.  I  am  glad  you 
have  gone  as  far  as  you  have  in  your  testimony.  I  think  we  can  pro¬ 
ceed  fairly  expeditiously  when  I  return. 

( Recess. ) 

Senator  Muskie.  Proceed,  Mr.  Hart. 

Mr.  Hart.  Section  803(a)  provides  that  each  acquiring  agency  shall 
establish  a  relocation  assistance  program  offering  services  enumerated 
in  subsection  803(c)  for  both  displaced  persons  and  others  occupying 
adjacent  property  deemed  adversely  affected.  While  the  need  for  such 
services  is  fully  i-ecognized,  there  exist  many  agencies  at  all  three  levels 
of  government  which  si>ecialize  in  the  various  essential  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  and  which  have  trained  personnel  to  perform  such  functions. 
It  is  the  preference  of  this  Department  that  the  primary  responsibility 
for  providing  these  comprehensive  economic  and  social  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  remain  within  those  agencies  currently  equipped  to  handle  the 
same. 

In  any  case,  the  expansion  of  these  assistance  programs  to  include 
persons  occupying  adjacent  properties  is  considered  impractical  to 
properly  administer  in  view  of  the  innumerable  and  variable  factors 
essential  to  a  determination  of  adverse  effect  resulting  from  a  specific 
project.  Accordingly,  it  is  recommended  that  the  last  sentence  of  sec¬ 
tion  803(a),  beginning  with  the  word  “If”  on  page  38,  line  18,  be 
deleted. 

Section  803(c)  enumerates  and  describes  the  services  and  assistance 
programs  to  be  provided.  In  order  to  assure  flexibility  and  consistency 
with  other  administrative  provisions  of  this  act,  it  is  recommended 
that  this  subsection  be  amended  on  page  39,  line  6,  by  inserting  after 
the  word  “include”  the  words  “to  the  maximum  extent  practicable.” 

Section  803(c)(2)  would  require  Federal  agencies  to  assure  the 
availability  of  adequate  substitute  dwellings  within  a  reasonable  ])eriod 
prior  to  displacement.  It  also  provides  for  a  waiv'er  of  this  requirement 
in  ])eriods  of  national  emergency  proclaimed  by  the  President. 

This  Department  views  ivith  great  concern  the  serious  impact  the 
requirements  of  this  section  may  have  on  Department  of  Defense  pi’o- 
grams.  A  strict  interpretation  of  this  provision  appears  to  make  man¬ 
datory  that  the  acquiring  agency  actually  provide  or  be  satisfied  that 
there  is  available  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  housing  prior  to  dis])lace- 
ment  of  individuals.  Adherence  to  this  condition  could,  in  some  cases, 
result  in  serious  delay  of  urgent  national  defense  projects.  The  Pureau 
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of  flic  Budget,  in  recognition  of  tliis  i>ro!)leni  has  recommended  tliis 
provision  be  amended  by  deleting  tlie  balance  of  section  803(c)(2) 
beginning  with  “such  assurance”  on  line  18,  page  39,  and  substituting 
the  following:  “the  President  may  prescribe  by  regulation  situations 
when  such  assurances  may  be  waived;  This  Department  con¬ 

curs  with  the  proposed  change. 

Section  804  provides  that  when  lands  are  acquired  by  a  State  agency 
for  a  Federal  public  improvement  project,  such  acquisition  sliall  be 
deemed  to  be  an  acquisition  by  the  Federal  agency  having  authoi-ity 
oyer  the  project  for  purjioses  of  providing  relocation  payments,  as¬ 
sistance,  and  assurances.  It  is  assumed  that  the  purpose  of  this  j^rovi- 
sion  is  to  assure  relocation  assistance  for  individuals  disiilaced  when 
local  interests  provide  the  necessary  lands  for  Federal  projects,  as 
in  the  case  of  navigation  and  flood  control  projects.  Under  existing 
statutory  authorizations,  a  prere(juisite  for  initiation  of  a  local  co- 
ojiei'ation  project  is  that  the  local  interests  furnish,  without  cost  to  the 
Federal  Government,  necessary  lands,  easements,  and  rights-of-way. 
It  has  been  the  view  of  this  Department  that  any  cost  expended 
for  the  displacement  of  owners  and  tenants  in  this  connection  was  an 
incident  to  the  land  costs  to  be  borne  by  the  locality.  The  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  has  recommended  this  section  be  amended  to  place  primary 
responsibility  on  the  local  interests.  This  Dej)artment  concurs  in  this 
proposal. 

Section  805  pro\  ides  authorization  to  the  President  to  make  such 
rules  and  regulations  determined  necessary  to  carry  out  the  (provisions 
of  the  act  and  also  prescribes  minimum  legislative  guidelines.  This 
Dej)artment  is  generally  in  accord  with  these  provisions  subject  to 
clarification  of  the  several  subsections  as  hereinafter  stated. 

Section  805(a)  (2)  (A)  stipulates  that  the  displaced  person  is  to  be 
paid  for  actual  and  reasonable  expenses  in  moving  himself,  family, 
business,  or  farm  opei'ation,  and  as  to  a  farm,  the  expense  of  locating 
a  replacement  farm.  No  reason  is  apparent  for  limiting  this  benefit 
to  farm  operations.  Therefore,  it  is  recommended  that  tliis  subsection 
be  amended  on  page  42,  by  deleting  the  phrase  “in  the  case  of  a  farm 
ojieration”  commencing  on  line  5,  and  by  substituting  “property”  for 
“farm”  on  line  7. 

Section  805(a)(2)(B)  stipulates  that  if  personal  property  is  dis¬ 
posed  of  in  lieu  of  moving  it  and  is  later  replaced  at  the  new  location, 
the  owner  shall  be  paid  an  amount  equal  to  the  moving  costs.  The 
underlying  objective  of  this  provision  is  to  authorize  payment  of  the 
difference  between  the  sale  price  and  the  cost  of  comparable  replace¬ 
ment  (ii'operty,  but  not  in  excess  of  the  cost  of  moving.  However,  as 
presently  drafted,  the  owner  would  be  entitled  to  an  amount  equivalent 
to  the  full  cost  of  moving  irrespective  of  any  difference  between  the 
disjiosal  and  reiilacement  amounts.  Consequently,  with  respect  to 
standardized  items  of  property,  they  could  invariably  obtain  an  unwar¬ 
ranted  wundfall.  It  is  recommended  that  this  subsection  be  amended 
by  deleting  the  remainder  of  the  paragraph  following  the  words  “such 
property”  on  page  42,  line  10,  and  substituting  the  following:  “with 
comparable  property  at  the  new  locatioii  at  a  price  exceeding  the  sale 
price,  (he  arnount  of  the  difference  of  such  pi-ices,  not  to  exceed,  how¬ 
ever,  the  estimated  cost  of  moving  the  property  or  its  market  value, 
whichever  is  less.” 
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Section  810(a)  would  repeal  existing  laws  relating  to  payment  of 
moving  costs  and  make  the  provisions  of  title  VIII  immediately  ef¬ 
fective  ui^on  the  enactment  of  this  act.  This  is  highly  impractical 
since  it  would  leave  all  agencies  without  any  guidance  pending  issu¬ 
ance  of  regulations  pursuant  to  section  805.  Additionally,  many  States 
will  require  enactment  of  enabling  legislation  for  compliance  with 
the  act.  It  is  suggested  tliat  a  new  section  should  be  added  to  this 
title  to  provide  for  the  effective  date  of  this  title.  This  amendment  is 
necessary  to  provide  sufficient  time  for  the  assignment  of  responsi¬ 
bility  and  for  drafting  of  regulations  for  direct  Federal  programs 
and  to  allow  State  and  local  governments  sufficient  time  to  make 
necessary  changes  in  their  laws  and  possibly  their  constitutions  to 
permit  the  agreements  required  as  a  condition  of  Federal  aid.  We 
recommend  the  new  section  811  should  read  as  follows:  “This  act 
shall  become  effective  180  davs  after  enactment,  except  that  sections 
807,  808,  and  810(a)  (4),  (5),  (6),  (7),  (8),  (9),  and  (10)  shall 
become  effective  3  years  after  enactment;  Provided^  That,  commencing 
180  days  after  enactment,  the  provisions  of  sections  807  and  808  shall 
be  applicable  with  respect  to  any  contract,  grant  to,  or  agreement 
with  a  State  agency,  wliere  such  State  agency  is  able  under  State  law 
or  local  ordinance  to  agree  to  the  requirements  set  out  in  section 
807(a)  and  the  provisions  of  law  governing  relocation  payments  and 
assistance  otherwise  apjilicable  to  the  provisions  of  Federal  financial 
assistance  to  such  State  agency  shall  be  superseded  by  this  act.” 

Title  IX  would  prescribe  uniform  policies  for  the  acquisition  of 
real  property  for  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs.  This  De- 
l^artment  is  in  accord  with  the  general  objectives  of  title  IX,  which, 
for  the  most  part,  coincide  with  established  policies.  However,  it  is 
believed  desirable  to  amend  certain  of  these  piv) visions  for  purposes  of  \ 
clarification,  permitting  greater  flexibility  and  more  fully  protecting  ; 
the  Government’s  interest. 

Section  901(a)(3)  provides  that  prior  to  negotiations  with  land-  i 
owners,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  will  establish  a  fair  reasonable  i 
l^rice  for  the  property  and  make  a  prompt  offer  for  the  full  amount  ^ 
so  established. 

It  is  understood  that  the  intent  of  this  provision  is  to  assure  that  3 
the  acquiring  agency  will  reimburse  owners  in  an  amount  which  is  ■ 
fair  and  reasonable,  commensurate  with  the  appraised  value  of  the 
land,  and  arrived  at  through  mutual  negotiation.  If  this  interpretation 
is  correct  then  these  provisions  woulcl  not  be  in  conflict  with  the 
lU'esent  poliev  of  this  Department.  j 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  agency  is  to  establish  a  fixed  amount  | 
as  the  fair  price  for  the  property,  and  may  not  offer  less,  it  may  be  ! 
equally  inappropriate  for  the  agency  to  voluntarily  pay  more  than  ! 
the  fair  price  should  the  owner  refuse  to  accept  the  fixed  amount. 
This  will  result  in  reverting  to  a  one-price  policy,  utilized  by  this 
Department  prior  to  1961.  The  current  neafotiation  policy  was  adonted  ' 
as  a  result  of  the  enactment  of  section  301  of  the  Land  Acquisition 
Poliev  Act  of  1960.  An  opinion  of  the  Department  of  Justice  was 
that  Congress  intended  for  the  Army  to  engage  in  actual,  practical, 
and  realistic  negotiations,  taking  into  con, si  deration  all  of  the  flexible 
factors  considered  in  normal  transactions  by  a  willing  seller  and  a  ' 
willing  buyer.  The  objective  of  this  policy  is  to  acquire  land  at  a  fair 
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»in(l  leasonable  price  as  that  terui  has  been  defined  by  judicial  deci- 
■  sions  and  legislative  pronouncement.  It  is  not  intended  to  pay  less 
^  compensation  and  no  offers  are  to  be  made  to  landowners 

which,  if  accepted,  would  not  be  just  and  reasonable.  This  policy  has 
received  general  public  acceptance  as  being  fair  to  the  indivulual 
landowner  and  to  the  Government;  and  it  has  reduced,  dra.sticallv, 
the  necessity  to  revert  to  condemnation  litigation  in  the  Federal  courts. 

Section  901(a)  (10)  provides  that  if  the  acquisition  of  a  part  of 
a  property  will  leave  an  uneconomic  remnant,  the  entire  property 
I  .Miould  be  acquired.  It  is  recommended  this  subsection  be  deleted. 
As  a  general  rule,  this  merely  I’eflects  sound  real  estate  practice  when¬ 
ever  the  amount  of  severance  damages  closely  approximates  the  value 
of  the  whole.  However,  unless  expanded  to  provide  further  guidance, 
iiupleii'ientation  will  be  difficult.  For  example,  who  detei*niizies  the 
remainder  to  be  uneconomic  ?  Is  the  basis  of  use  the  same  or  different? 
Is  the  acquisition  of  the  whole  property  to  be  with  or  without  the 
owner’s  consent  and  irrespective  of  the  project  need?  Is  the  procedure 
the  same  for  multiple  ownership  as  for  one  owner?  Is  there  any 
,  lariance  between  direct  purchase  or  condemnation?  Because  of  the 
niany  variable  factors  involved,  each  case  should  be  resolved  on  the 

•  individual  conditions. 

Section  901  (a)  (11)  provides  that  any  agency  in  fixing  boundaries 

•  tor  a  public  improvement  should  take  into  account  ‘diuman  consid¬ 
erations”  including  social  and  economic  effects  on  persons  in  the  area. 
Ihis  subsection  is  so  broad  and  tenuous  in  nature  that  it  would  be 

;  impractical,  if  not  imjmssible,  to  develoji  feasible  project  plans  and 
programs  on  such  basis.  It  is  recommended  that  this  provision  be 
either  deleted  or  amended  to  more  clearly  define  the  purpose. 

_  k  ection  903(a)  would  require  any  Federal  agency  acquiring  an 
interest  in  land  to  acquire  a  like  or  greater  interest  in  all  buildings, 
structures,  and  improvements  comprising  a  part  of  the  real  property 
which  are  required  to  be  removed  or  which  \vill  be  adversely  affected  by 
nie  public  use.  The  intent  of  the  requirement  to  acquire  improvements 
adver*;ely  affected”  is  not  clear  and  does  not  appear  to  serve  any 
juirpose.  It  is  recommended  that  subsection  (a)  of  section  903  be 
amended  on  page  53,  line  16,  by  placing  a  period  after  the  word 
‘land'  and  deleting  the  remainder  of  this  paragraph. 

S^tion  904  provides  that  an  acquiring  agency  shall  reimburse  the 
I  itinrlowner  for  all  reavSoiiable  expenses  incidental  to  the  transfer  of  title 
to  the  Government.  This  Department  has  no  objection  to  this  proposal. 

1  However,  accurate  information  is  not  always  available  at  the  date  of 
closing.  Accordingly,  it  is  recommended  tlnat  this  section  be  amendecl 
l>y  deleting  “not  later  than”  on  page  55,  line  3,  and  inserting  the  wmrds 
*as  soon  as  practicable  after.” 

This  concludes  my  statement,  Mr.  Chainnan,  and  I  will  be  pleased 
.  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have  on  this  matter. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  ajipreciate  your  statement  and  detailed  com- 
rments,  cbservations,  and  recommendations.  We  will  study  them  all 
closely.  I  doubt  that  we  can  get  into  them  all  today. 

With  respect  to  the  disojssion  of  section  901(a)  (10)  on  page  15,  it 
ju'ovides  that  if  the  acqui.sition  of  a  part  of  a  property  will  leave  an 
I  uneconomic  remnant,  the  entire  property  should  be  ^acquired.  You 
object  to  that  as  unrealistic.  I  do  not  see  that  it  is  any  bigger  or  more 
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difficult  to  administer  tlian  the  one  you  de-scribe  as  a  sound  administra¬ 
tive  practice;  that  is,  that  the  full  property  l>e  taken  where  the  amoiint 
of  the  severance  damage  closely  approximates  the  value  of  the  whole. 

We  are  both  getting  at  the  same  problem.  Obviously — at  least  it 
seems  obvious  to  me — you  consider  it  an  equitable  situation  to  acquii'e 
the  taking,  so  the  question  is  what  is  the  best  way  to  approach  at.  I 
think  perhaps  we  both  have  clearlv  in  mind  the  kind  of  situation  tliat 
we  are  trying  to  get  at.  But  I  think  closely  ajipropriating  the  value 
may  not  necessarily  reach  all  the  inequitable  situations. 

iNIr.  Hart.  Our  recommendation  or  suggestion,  Mr.  Chainnan,  was 
directed  primarily  to  the  fact  that  this  may  be  considered  mandatoiw. 
I  think  you  are  correct  that  we  are  both  thinking  of  the  same  tiling 
in  connection  with  severance  damages  or  where  you  take  so  much  of 
the  man’s  land  that  he  cannot  really  use  it  for  anything.  Our  policy 
has  always  been  that  not  only  for  the  sake  of  the  owner,  but  also  just 
for  good  business,  in  la  severance  damage  case  of  taking  a  part,  you 
are  going  to  pay  for  the  whole,  so  it  has  been  our  practice  to  acquire 
the  entire  tract  to  avoid  the  extensive  severance  damages. 

On  the  other  hand,  when  we  read  this,  we  are  not  really  certain  that 
this  was  meant  to  be  mandatory,  that  we  would  have  no  discretion, 
because  lots  of  times,  we  might  be  acquiring  a  piece  of  property  and 
the  owner — it  may  not  be  an  economic  unit,  but  maybe  the  owner 
desires  to  retain  it.  It  might  not  be  our  desire  at  all  one  way  or  the 
other.  If  you  read  this  strictly  as  a  mandate,  then  regardless  of  the 
oivners  desii*es,  we  would  have  to  acquire  it.  This  was  all  we  were 
trying  to  direct  attention  to.  that  it  should  be  flexible.  I  think  you  will 
find  this  runs  through  most  of  our  statement. 

Senator  Muskie.  If  the  bill  requires  it,  it  would  result  in  an 
inequitable  situation. 

INIr.  Hart.  That  is  cori’ect.  And  I  think  if  there  is  a  severance.  I 
think  under  the  existing  interpretation  of  the  court  on  severance  dam¬ 
age,  we  would  be  paying  for  the  whole  whether  we  took  it  or  not. 

Senator  Muskie.  It  may  be  that  in  your  administration  of  that  prin¬ 
ciple,  you  have  been  moi'e  humanitarian  than  other  agencies.  IVe  are 
trying  to  find  a  test  here  that  will  insui'e  equitable  treatment  what¬ 
ever  the  agency  and  program. 

Mr.  Hart.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  not  objecting  to  the  princiiile  at 
all.  We  are  only  worried  about  whether  or  not  there  is  room  for  both 
parties  to  have  a  sa3u 

Senator  Muskie.  I  understand.  I  think  perhaps  we  ought  to  tiy 
to  work  out  some  language  here.  I  do  not  think  we  are  in  disagree¬ 
ment  as  to  the  objective  at  all. 

Mr.  Hart.  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  most  of  our  recommenda¬ 
tions  have  reall}^  been  based  on  not  in  an}-  way  objecting  to  the  pol¬ 
icies  or  principles.  It  is  a  question  strictly  of  administration,  that  we 
do  not  get  ourselves  boxed  in  so  that  in  our  desire  to  do  it  one  way,  we 
are  unable  to  avoid  equally  inequitable  situations.  As  was  said  in  earlier 
testimony  before  me,  we  cannot  foresee  all  of  these  situations;  there¬ 
fore,  the  Department  of  Defense  basically  has  simply  said,  let  us  make 
the  rules  flexible.  We  will  have  uniform  rules  and  regulations.  Cer- 
tainlj"  within  those  rules,  there  is  that  latitude. 

Senator  Muskie.  That  is  my  feeling  about  the  thrust  of  the  testi¬ 
mony,  ]\Ir.  Hart.  It  reflects  a  great  deal  of  experience  in  this  field  and. 
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I  think,  humanitarian  concern,  so  that  we  have  recognition  of  that 
particular  value. 

Jnst  one  other  problem  I  would  like  to  touch  n2:)on.  It  is  on  page 
11.  This  is  with  respect  to  navigation  and  flood  control  problems. 

You  have  raised  the  problem  that  has  really  not  occurred  to  me  with 
respect  to  this  question  of  100-percent  Federal  funding  of  relocation 
costs.  It  runs  counter  to  the  policy  which  is  stated  there,  of  leaving 
these  kinds  of  projects  regarding  land  costs  as  a  local  contribution. 

Is  that  right? 

INfr.  Hart.  IVIr.  Chairman,  I  think  that,  I  believe  you  are  familiar 
with  the  navigation  projects  under  your  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act. 
This  requirement,  I  understand,  has  actually  been  in  being  since  the 
10-16  Flood  Control  Act  where  we  had  what  was  loosely  termed  the 
ABC  requirements,  two  of  which  ai’e  that  the  local  interests  will  con¬ 
tribute  lands,  easements  as  required  for  the  project,  and  No.  2,  will 
hold  the  United  States  free  and  harmless  from  all  claims. 

Xow,  this  is  not  really  a  grant-in-aid  or  something  like  that.  It  is 
really  considered  a  contribution  and  has  been  more  or  less  one  of  the 
underlying  features  of  our  local  cooperation  projects. 

Senator  Mtvskie.  In  etfect,  this  bill  would  change  the  formula  for 
sharing. 

.Mr.  H  ART.  It  certainly  would.  It  would,  in  effect — I  do  not  presume 
to  be  getting  in  over  my  head.  This  is  not  my  field.  But  it  could  affect 
the  cost-benefit  ratio.  I  have  a  representative  of  our  Civil  Works  Plan¬ 
ning  Division  here  if  the  committee  desires  to  explore  it  further. 

Senator  Muskie.  We  might  at  least  invite  a  comment  from  him  at 
this  point. 

Mr.  Hart.  I  have  Mr.  Riley  here. 

Senator  Muskie.  We  will  have  a  sufficient  discussion  of  it  in  the 
record. 

Mr.  Riley.  I  think  Mr.  Hart  has  explained  it  rather  completely  in 
that  this  is  part  of  the  cost  that  we  normally  require  of  the  local  people, 
which  is  in  agreement  with  the  Flood  Control  Act  of  1936  as  it  has  been 
amended.  So  it  is  really  not  a  grant  or  an  aid.  It  is  a  requirement  which 
we  feel  local  people  should  make  toward  the  improvement  which  we 
are  providing  for  their  protection. 

Senator  Muskie.  Do  you  make  any  effort  to  concern  yourself  with 
relocation  problems  that  may  be  involved  in  the  taking  of  lands  in 
connection  with  test  projects? 

IMr.  Riley.  This  is  a  requirement  that  we  ask  the  local  people  to 
do.  They  have  the  responsibility  for  it. 

Senator  Muskie.  So  you  have  never  tried  to  second  guess  them  or 
clieck  them  on  it  ? 

i\Ir.  Riley.  No,  sir:  this  is  their  contribution  to  the  project. 

Senator  Muskie.  Of  course,  the  local  interests  could  conceivalily 
be  ruthless  about  it.  That  is  the  question  that  is  troubling  me  a  little 
bit.  Is  there  any  role  that  you  could  play? 

iMr.  Riley.  We  do  have  certain  requirements  or  agreements  with 
these  only.  This  is  the  part  that  Mr.  Hart  might  be  able  to  explain, 
tills  particular  portion  of  it,  better  than  I  could. 

Senator  Muskie.  Do  you  have  anything  on  that? 

IMr.  Hart.  Senator  Muskie,  I  might  say  this  in  regard  to  the  local 
cooperation  projects.  Heretofore,  the  Department  of  Defense,  in  our 
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previous  reports,  has  not  raised  this  particular  issue  and  we  have 
spoken  to  it  now  only  by  reason  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has 
asked  a  similar  question  and  asked  us  to  bring  it  up. 

Senator  Muskie.  The  Bureau  has  submitted  suggested  language  ? 

Mr.  Hai!t.  Yes,  sir;  and  we,  of  course,  concur  in  it.  I  think  our 
experience  has  been,  why  we  have  not  been  too  concerned  is  that  our 
navigation  projects  are  primarily  widening  or  deepening  waterways. 
While  on  occasion,  you  might  find  someone  living  close  enough  to  the 
bank  of  a  waterway  that  they  might  have  to  move,  in  general,  we  have 
had  vei-y,  very  little  requirement  insofar  as  the  relocation  of  people. 
Occasionally,  you  might  find  a  business  where  there  are  piers  or  wharfs 
that  might  have  to  move  out.  But  again  here,  on  our  navigation  water- 
Avays  on  which  we  operate,  Ave  have  nonnally  established  bulk  head¬ 
lines  and  pier  headlines  so  that  these  structures,  if  they  are  within 
the  channel,  are  generally  already  subject  to  navigation  requirements, 
against  obstructions  to  navigation,  as  you  knoAv.  And  they  are  at 
sufference  if  we  allow  them  at  all.  So  Ave  just  have  not  had  too  many 
jiroblems. 

IIoAvever,  I  might  go  further  and  say  the  reason  Ave  have  not  had 
too  many  problems  is  these  local  cooperation  projects  take  some  time  to 
haA'e  authorization.  They  liaA^e  public  hearings.  The  local  interests  in 
effect  generate  it  and  have  to  support  it  right  up  to  Congress  and  to 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works.  These  problems  are  apparent.  And 
Avhen  there  are  people  displaced,  obviousl}^,  this  comes  out  in  the 
hearings. 

So  normally,  Ave  have  not  in  these  types  of  projects  had  much  trouble 
on  the  displacement  of  persons  and  local  interests,  to  my  knowledge, 
have  had  no  real  problem. 

So  from  a  real  estate  standpoint,  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  direc¬ 
torate  of  real  estate  is  responsible  for  these  types  of  payments,  Ave 
haA’e  had  no  real  problems  over,  I  know,  the  last  15  years,  anyway. 

Mr.  Riley.  I  might  mention  that  in  connection  with  these  items  of 
local  cooperation,  it  has  to  be  a  legally  constituted  body  of  the  State 
and  the  State  laAvs  would  also  tend  to  protect  these  particular  people. 

Senator  Muskie.  I  think  Ave  will  include  at  this  point  in  the  record 
tlie  language  of  the  rivers  project,  section  804,  AA’hich  is  included  in 
the  context  of  the  colloquy  Avith  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  as  folloAvs: 

Sec.  804.  AVlienei'er  real  property  is  acquired  by  a  State  agency  for  a  Federal 
public  improvement  project,  the  Federal  agency  haA’ing  authority  over  such 
project  may  only  accept  such  property  in  those  ca.ses  in  which  the  acquiring 
State  agency  has  made  relocation  payments,  provided  relocation  assistance,  and 
provided  assurance  of  availability  of  housing  as  required  in  the  case  of  acquisi- 
tion.s  of  real  property  by  a  Federal  agency,  such  payments  and  assistance  to  be 
considered  a  part  of  the  real  property  acquisition  cost. 

Mr.  Hart.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  did  not  put  it  in  because  I 
think  my  statement  is  a  little  bit  long.  HoAvever,  since  this  is  a  Depart- 
inent  of  Defen.se  report,  I  did  try  to  make  it  a  little  more  detailed, 
since  AA'e  haA’e  not  sent  you  a  formal  report. 

Senator  Muskie.  It  has  been  very  helpful. 

Senator  Baker? 

Senator  Baker.  I  hat^e  no  questions.  Senator. 

Senator  INIuskie.  Our  next  Avitness  is  Mr.  Bettin  Stalling. 

I  Avould  like  to  express  my  appreciation  to  you  for  your  thought- 
fulne.ss  to  the  committee,  your  graciousness,  and  your  patience  in 
Avaiting, 
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Mr.  Stalling.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  tlie  subcommitLee,  I 
ajipreeiale  tlie  opportunity  of  lieing  here  to  present  tlie  view  of  the 
council.  My  name  i.s  Bettin  Stalling.  I  am  a  lawyer  and  1  live  in  the 
Iti.strict  of  Columbia.  I  should  like  to  state  some  of  the  areas  of  my 
e.x])erience  in  real  estate  law,  homeownership,  and  appraisals. 

I  served  as  counsel  for  the  Appraisal  Division  of  the  Home  Owners 
Loan  Corp.  and  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Board  for  approxi¬ 
mately  r>  years;  and  approximately  10  years  as  Cliicago  regional 
counsel  for  the  Home  Owners  Loan  Corp.,  which  embraced  22  States. 
I  served  as  chairman  of  the  Illinois  State  Bar  A.ssociation,  section  on 
real  estate  law,  and  chairman  of  the  Beal  Estate  Financing  Division 
of  the  American  Bar  Association.  I  am  a  former  national  president 
of  the  Federal  Bar  Association  and  appear  here  on  belialf  of  and  as 
chaii-man  of  the  (kmncil  on  (Minmuyity  Affairs  of  its  District  of 
( 'olumbia  chapter. 

Oui‘  council  has  given  serious  study  to  the  various  as])e<;ts  of  housing 
and  this  has  involved  a  considei'at ion  of  cei'tain  provisions  of  S.  ()t)8. 
'1  he  (council  has  concluded  that  tlu;  critical  housing  situation  is  at  the 
cent(‘r  of  the  pn^sent  (uhsis  in  oui'  city,  affecting  its  welfare  and  safet  y, 
d  he  (iovei’iiment’s  taking  and  threatened  taking,  for  public  use,  the 
homes  of  owners  who  do  not  want  to  sell,  is  adding  to  the  turmoil  and 
ti-ouble. 

Senator  MrsKii:.  May  1  intei'rupt  you.  Mi-.  Stalling.  Lhat  is  an¬ 
other  vote.  1  guess  we  had  belter  go  over  and  make  it  and  come  hack. 

( Recess.) 

Senator  Muskil.  Mr.  Stalling? 

.Mr.  Stai.li.no.  I  think  I  was  on  the  last  paragraph  on  page  1.  I  slate 
t  hat  our  council  has  given  serious  study  to  the  various  asjiects  of  S.  ()!>8 
and  concluded  that  the  critical  housing  situation  is  at  the  center  of 
the  present  crisis  in  our  city,  affect.ing  its  welfare  and  safety,  d'he  (Jov- 
ernment’s  taking  and  threatened  taking,  for  public  use,  the  homes  of 
owners  who  do  not  want  to  sell,  is  adding  to  the  turmoil  and  trouble. 
Families  are  being  uprooted  and  losses  are  occurring  in  ever  inci-eas- 
ing  numbers.  Most,  adversely  atfected,  in  plain  and  simjile  language, 
are  the  jioor,  the  elderly,  the  disabled,  and  peojile  wo  do  not  have  the 
knowledge  and  ca[)ability  for  learning  and  understanding  their  rights. 
'I'he  undeniable  fact  is  tliat  the  Federal  Imlldozer  has  stirred  up  dis¬ 
trust  and  bitterness  and  racial  tensions. 

The  council  believes  that  widespread  individual  homeownership  is  a 
stabilizing  and  beneficial  influence  in  the  community.  Homeownershit) 
develops  a  greater  sense  of  civic  resf)Onsibility.  It  gives  the  whole 
family  a  stake  in  the  community.  Individual  homeownershij)  is  ])ro- 
claimed  by  the  (lovernment  as  good  foi-  the  citizen  and  good  for  the 
country.  Since  the  Government  has  long  promoted  and  encouraged 
its  citizens  to  jnirchase  and  own  their  own  homes,  it  is  the  obligation 
and  duty  of  the  Government  to  foster  and  safeguard  such  ownership. 
Homes  are  acquired  by  the  poor  at  gnnit  sacrifice,  sometimes  by  all  th(\ 
members  of  the  family.  It  is  important  and  vital  to  public  confidence 
and  trust  in  the  Government  that  an  owner  forced  to  sell  his  home  for 
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a  public  improvement  be  treated  fairly,  and  Ixj  compensated  justly. 
Clearly,  he  should  be  no  worse  off  after  the  taking  of  his  home  than 
betbre.  Equity  and  justice  demand  that  the  homeowner  should  be  made 
whole  in  his  social  and  economic  affairs  to  the  fullest  extent  practicable 
and  legal. 

The  council  considers  the  relocation  assistance  provisions  of  title 
VIII  desirable  and  beneficial.  Since  any  money  received  is  subject  to 
Federal  income  tax,  unless  exempted  by  statute,  it  is  suggested  that 
S.  098  contain  an  express  tax  exemption  provision.  This  is  to  assure 
that  the  assistance  which  title  VIII  provides  will  be  fully  available 
for  its  intended  purposes. 

The  council’s  chief  concern  is  with  section  902  which  provides  that 
“the  fair  market  value  *  *  *  shall”  be  paid  as  compensation  for  prop¬ 
erties  puchased  or  condemned  for  public  use. 

The  council  believes  that  to  make  the  fair  market  value  the  sole 
standard  of  compensation  is  unrealistic  and  unfair  as  applied  to  all 
homes.  One  of  the  basic  rights  under  our  Government  is  the  right 
of  private  property.  It  is  one  of  the  most  important  rights  guaranteed 
by  the  Constitution.  The  last  clause  of  the  fifth  amendment  reads: 
“*  *  *  nor  shall  private  property  be  taken  for  public  use,  without  just 
compensation.” 

The  council  considers  that  the  fair  market  value  is  but  one  of  the 
indicators  of  just  compensation,  and  should  be  weighed  along  with 
other  evidences  when  determining  just  compensation. 

The  fair  market  value  is  an  appraisal  concept,  determined  by  ap¬ 
praisers,  and  geared  to  the  marketplace.  It  is  arrived  at  upon  the  as¬ 
sumption  that  the  particular  home  property  is  on  the  market.  But  an 
owner  who  does  not  want  to  sell  his  home,  does  not  have  his  home  on 
the  market.  This  is  not  a  situation  of  determining  the  amount  a  willing 
seller  is  justified  in  accepting  and  a  willing  buyer  is  justified  in  paying 
for  a  property  on  the  market.  There  is  no  warrant  to  substitiite  an  ap¬ 
praisal  concept  of  fair  market  value  as  the  constitutional  equivalent  of 
just  compensation. 

Since  the  fair  market  value  is  a  technical  appraisal  valuation,  the 
services  of  a  real  property  appraiser  must  necessarily  be  engaged.  The 
council  observes  that  the  practical  operating  effect  of  section  902  would 
be  to  place  in  the  hands  of  appraisers  the  function  of  determining  the 
compensation  to  be  paid  for  all  future  proj^eities  purchased  or  con¬ 
demned  by  all  Federal  agencies.  The  unique  social  and  economic  cir¬ 
cumstances  and  affairs  of  a  given  family  in  a  partimdar  home  represent 
values  which  appraisers  do  not  include  in  their  limited  and  technical 
formulation  of  fair  market  value.  Many  home  owners  will  suffer 
losses  and  hardships  beyond  the  assistance  jirovisions  of  title  VIII  if 
the  fair  market  value  becomes  the  maximum  compensation  for  the 
ac(iuisition.  Bather  than  constituting  the  maximum,  the  fair  market 
value  should  be  the  minimum,  for  no  one  should  have  his  property 
taken  for  less  than  its  fair  value  if  such  property  were  on  the  market. 

The  council  suggests  that  section  902  be  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

Sec.  902.  If  the  head  of  any  federal  agency  acquires  real  property  for  public 
u.se  In  any  State  or  the  District  of  Columbia,  by  purchase  or  condemnation,  the 
amount  paid  therefor  shall  be  a  just  compensation  as  the  head  determines  to  be 
legal  and  proper  so  that  those  whose  property  is  acquired  shall  not  be  worse  off  in 
their  social  and  economic  affairs  than  they  were  before  the  property  is  acquired. 
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In  conclusion,  tlie  cost  of  iin})roveinents  for  public  use  slioubl  in- 
clndc  the  amount  necessary  to  put  individual  homeowners,  whose 
))roperties  are  taken  against  their  will,  in  as  good  a  position  as  if  their 
homes  had  not  been  taken.  The  expense  of  doing  this  constitutes  an 
element  of  cost,  to  he  borne  by  all  citizens,  as  are  other  costs  of  im¬ 
provements.  This  is  hut  fair’.  And  the  Government  must  he  the  very 
symbol  of  fairness.  To  he  otherwise  means  the  Government  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  lose,  not  gain,  needed  public  su|)])ort  of  its  ever  expanding 
improvement  programs. 

Gentlemen,  thank  you  for  the  courtesy  of  allowing  me  to  present 
the  views  of  our  Council  on  Community  Affairs. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  you  vei-y  much,  Mr.  Stalling,  for  your 
excellent  statement. 

Our  final  witness  on  the  final  day  of  these  hearings,  is  Mr.  Ilari'y 
Graham,  legislative  representative  of  tlie  Xational  Grange. 

STATEMENT  OF  HARKY  I.  GRAHAM,  LEGISLATIVE  REPRESENTA¬ 
TIVE  OF  THE  NATIONAL  GRANGE 

Mr.  Graham.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  relatively  long  statement 
which  has  been  prepared  which  I  would  like  to  sulunit  for  the  record 
an<l  try  to  summarize  in  less  time  tlian  I  would  spend  in  reading  it. 

Senator  Muskie.  Fine.  It  will  he  included  in  the  record  in  full. 

Mr.  Graham.  There  are  some  parts  of  it  that  I  think  are  jiartic- 
ularly  pertinent  and  some  which  are  more  or  less  a  statement  of  fact, 
hut  it  is  generally  a  very  real  supjiort  of  this  proposed  legislation  aiul 
gratitude  to  those  who  have  S])onsored  it,  because  this,  in  our  judg¬ 
ment,  is  an  attempt  to  right  a  long-existing  wrong  which  we  hear  a 
great  deal  about. 

I  would  say  to  our  friends  from  the  Department  of  Defense  if  they 
were  here  that  they  may  not  have  any  problems  with  their  takings, 
but  this  does  not  correspond  to  my  correspondence.  Some  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  are  having  problems,  to  say  tlie  kindest  thing  that  could  be  said 
about  them. 

This  kind  of  problem  starts  when  projierty  has  to  be  taken  and 
especially  when  property  is  taken  that  has  been  in  families  for  a  long 
time,  in  determining  their  intrinsic  values,  and  it  becomes  complicated 
when  no  compensating  property  is  available.  This  frequently  happens; 
notpo  much  in  the  strip  takings  for  highways  as  it  is  in  the  inundation 
takings  for  lakes  and  that  type  of  project,  where  you  move  a  whole 
coimnunity,  or  maybe  three  or  foui’  villages.  Then  you  have  a  ti'einen- 
dous  problem  with  social  relocation,  plus  the  problem  of  trying  to 
find  a  comparable  2:)roperty  wheii  there  is  no  comparable  property. 
There  is  such  a  taking  or  a  suggestion  down  in  Kentucky,  at  the  present 
time.  We  are  having  some  correspondence  on  this,  whei-e  they  would 
take  the  most  valuable  land  on  all  the  forks  of  the  Salt  River  and  inun¬ 
date  it.  Now,  where  a  property  owner  could  get  comi)arable  property 
in  the  State  of  Kentucky  is  a  real  problem. 

So  despite  the  fact  that,  as  the  previous  Avitness  pointed  out,  ap¬ 
praisers  haA’e  certain  rules  and  one  of  them  is  that  the  fair  market 
price  is  Avhen  a  man  Avho  is  Avilling  to  sell  but  not  forced  to  sell,  agrees 
on  a  ))rice  Avith  a  man  aaFo  is  Avilling  to  buy  but  not  forced  to  buy.  Well, 
one  of  the  four  factors  is  absent  in  eminent  domain.  The  man  may  not 
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he  willing  to  sell.  So  a  fair  market  price,  to  some  e.xtent,  can  he  puni¬ 
tive  in  this  situation. 

Otlier  factors  come  in  of  the  taking  of  all  the  comparable  itroperty, 
the  fair  market  price  that  would  be  established  on  the  property  befoie 
the  taking  began,  which  is  the  rule  under  which  appraisers  operate, 
is  not  possible  to  accurately  determine.  He  cannot  take  into  account 
Jiny  appreciation  of  the  property  due  to  the  projected  taking.  And  I 
wm-ked  for  5  years  as  a  professional  appraiser;  I  know  what  I  am 
talking  about  on  this  subject.  Our  appraiser  is  veiy  much  bound  by 
what  he  can  do  and  what  he  cannot  do  at  this  point. 

But  this  ju.st  is  not  adequate  nor  is  it  fair  to  the  people  who  are 
involved.  The  previous  witness  pointed  out  some  of  the  social  imj)lica- 
tions.  Please  read  what  he  said  on  this,  because  these  social  implica¬ 
tions  are  pretty  tragic  sometimes,  to  say  nothing  about  being 
important. 

Therefore,  there  has  to  be  another  factor  brought  into  this  besides 
just  a  fair  market  value.  Previously — it  has  been  5  years  since  I  worked 
in  this  field — we  were  not  allowed  to  make  any  allowance  at  all  for 
moving  expenses.  We  could  work  a  little  of  it  into  the  appraisal,  hide 
it  somewhere  so  the  negotiator  might  have  a  chance  at  arriving  at  a 
settlement.  But  you  could  not  itemize  it  as  such.  So  the  man  who  was 
being  moved  had  no  way  of  knowing  there  was  any  allowance  being 
made  for  this. 

I  think  the  allowances  for  relocation  are  reasonable.  I  would  ques¬ 
tion,  though,  the  $5,000  limitation  on  this.  I  kno%v  one  man  who  has 
been  relocated  three  times  due  to  highway  takings — this  is  par  for  the 
course — once  now  from  Philadelphia,  another  a  little  farther  north  in 
Pennsylvania,  and  the  last  time  up  into  New  York,  where  U.S.  Inter¬ 
state  81,  took  him  out  again.  Well,  you  do  not  move  a  large  farming 
organization- — and  this  was  a  large  operation — 150,  200,  or  300  miles 
for  $5,000.  It  is  impossible  to  do  it.  There  should  be  some  kind  of  basis 
on  Avhich  the  total  costs  of  moving — this  can  become  more  than  the 
actual  cost  of  a  moving  van — comes  into  play.  The  cost  of  trying  to 
o])erate  land  that  is  not  as  good  as  what  you  had  before  is  important. 
If  you  have  good  bottom  land,  you  have  class  one  land,  this  is  one 
thing.  But  sometimes  none  of  that  is  available.  You  take  all  of  your 
retvirn  out,  all  of  your  capitalization,  and  put  it  on  class  three  land. 
Hoav  much  of  a  loss  have  you  taken  at  that  point  ?  On  just  your  capitali¬ 
zation — you  are  over  capitalized,  even  on  the  same  amount  of  land, 
because  it  is  not  as  productive. 

These  are  some  of  the  problems  that  I  think  you  are  getting  toward 
in  this.  I  hope  that  you  can  do  something  to  e.xpedite  this  whole  pro¬ 
posal  in  the  direction  that  you  are  taking. 

Now,  there  are  some  other  factors  that  enter  into  this.  I  just  want  to 
throw  into  the  picture  this  problem  of  irregularity  of  takings.  This  en¬ 
ters  into  the  other  question  of  the  remainder  of  the  land.  For  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  be  required  to  take  the  remainder  of  the  land  sometiine 
when  it  is  an  uneconomic  unit,  my  experience,  would  be  completely 
impractical.  I  have  seen  uneconomic  units  of  800  acres,  because  they 
were  separated  from  the  barns  and  the  buildings.  Now,  this  800  acres 
is  worth  something  to  somebody,  probably  the  adacent  landowner. 
It  may  not  be  Avorth  as  much,  because  he  has  it  locked  in,  so  the  man 
has  no  access.  So  he  is  in  the  position  to  driA'e  the  hardest  possible  bar- 
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gain.  But  we  compensated  foi-  (his  in  oiir  appraisal  by  putting  90 
percent  damage  against  isolated  land.  It  is  much  better  to  pay  the  man 
pretty  close  to  the  value  of  the  land,  let  it  move  at  a  very  modest  price 
over  into  somebody  else's  ownership,  keep  the  land  in  the  county  and 
in  the  township,  keep  it  on  the  tax  rolls  than  to  have  it  go  into  the 
(Government  where  the  only  way  you  can  get  it  out  is  by  an  Act  of 
Congress,  as  you  know.  It  takes  a  private  bill  to  move  it  out.  This  is 
just  too  difficult  to  do. 

We  can  pay  him  all  right  so  he  has  no  loss  and  somebody  over  on  the 
adjacent  fann  will  pick  it  up. 

Xow,  if  it  is  just  a  small  amount  of  land,  we  believe  the  Federal 
(Government  should  pick  up  the  transfer  costs.  I  have  seen  pieces  of 
land  no  bigger  than  that  newspaper  lying  up  there,  that  were  left.  I 
have  seen  them  take  pieces  of  land  that  size,  too.  These  get  pretty 
minuscule. 

I  have  also  watched  some  irregularity  of  taking  where — and  I  re¬ 
member  a  house  on  Long  Island  on  the  interstate  up  there — which  I 
appraised.  The  line  of  taking  went  up  to  just  about  the  middle  of  the 
house,  if  you  think  of  it  being  like  a  square.  Then  they  moved  G  inches 
away  from  the  foundation  of  the  house  on  two  sides,  went  on  down 
the  middle  of  the  far  side  and  went  on  down  the  line.  Now,  by  any  rule 
of  reason  the  house  should  have  been  taken,  because  no  residence  is 
worth  anything  when  you  have  no  land  against  it,  unless  you  are  a 
townhouse  and  then  you  have  made  provisions  for  that  kind  of 
situation. 

Xow,  this  kind  of  irregularity  gives  an  appraiser  and  the  landlord 
fits.  We  could  not  appraise  this  one — when  we  came  up  to  the  building, 
Ave  Avould  allow  60  percent  damage  and  Ave  Avould  go  further  Avhen  they 
jogged  around  it  like  this.  But  here  is  something  sitting  here  like  a  sore 
thumb  that  has  no  business  being  on  the  right  of  Avay  and  they  have 
no  Avay  of  moving  it.  This  irregularity  of  some  of  these  takings  is  a 
problem  that  somebody  could  very  Avell  deal  Avith  so  they  Avould  run 
relatively  straight  lines.  It  is  l)etter  for  the  (Government  anyAvay.  They 
get  an  irregularity  and  they  have  the  problem  of  fencing  around  it 
and  all  of  the  interstates  haA'e  to  be  fenced.  They  had  better  take  the 
house  and  get  it  out  of  the  Avay,  because  Avhat  they  saved  Avas  about  GO 
I>ercent  of  that  house  and  they  left  an  angry  community.  This  is  not 
the  Avay  to  run  a  government,  in  my  judgment. 

The  negotiating  that  goes  on  after  the  appraiser  has  conducted  Ids 
business  is  a  real  problem.  We  Avere  instructed  to  arri\-e  at  the  best 
A'alue  that  we  could.  Frankly,  our  appraisals  for  condemnation  Avere 
higher  than  the  same  appraisals  for  tax  purposes.  We  Avere  making 
the  appraisal  level  that  could  be  negotiated  in  our  judgment. 

XoAv,  this  is  Avhat  happens,  and  this  bill  deals  directly  Avith  it.  (I  do 
not  knoAv  Avhether  you  kneAv  this  happened  or  not,  from  somebody  avIio 
had  really  worked  Avith  it.)  But  I  do  knoAv  Avhat  has  happened.  In  the 
State  of  NeAv  York,  Avhere  I  Avorked  most  of  the  time,  a  man  came  out 
from  the  bureau  of  public  roads.  He  had  a  little  blue  stamp  ahont  as 
liig  as  a  nickel.  He  put  that  doAvn  in  front  of  the  appraisal  and  he 
placed  a  figure  in  that.  That  figure  had  no  relationship  to  our  appraisal 
at  all.  This  Avas  the  negotiating  figure.  Then  the  negotiator  from  the 
bureau  of  roads  came  out.  He  second  guessed  this. 
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Tliey  made  sight  appraisals;  they  walked  down  the  road  and  looked 
at  it,  and  Avithont  considering  any  of  the  things  we  tried  to  take  into 
consideration.  These  fellows  Avere  professional  appraisers;  I  do  not 
mean  to  imply  they  AA’ere  not. 

The  negotiator  Avho  AA’ent  out  there  AA’as  bound  by  the  negotiating 
figures.  So  I  had  the  embarrassment  of  going  doAAUi  the  road  where  I 
knew  some  of  the  people  and  putting  AA’hat  I  called  inadequate  dam¬ 
ages — one  AA’as  a  case  of  $42,000.  They  offered  liim  $22,000.  At  another 
one  where  I  put  $40,000,  they  offered  him  $28,000.  These  men  Avere  mad 
as  sin  at  me,  because  as  far  as  they  kneAA',  this  AA'as  my  figui’e.  It  had  no 
relationship  to  my  figures  at  all. 

These  AA^ere  fiA^e  different  cases  in  NeAA’  hork  that  AA’ent  to  court,  and 
this  is  an  expensiA^e  process,  because  ymi  liaA’e  to  build  a  AAdiole  book  of 
20  comparable  sales  as  part  of  your  court  records.  So  does  the  ad- 
A^ersary.  This  is  AA’hat  makes  it  so  expensiA’e.  In  fiA’e  of  those  cases,  they 
settled  the  claim  AA'ithin  a  thousand  dollars  of  AA’hat  my  appraisal  had 
been.  If  they  had  just  offered  the  felloAA'  the  appraisal  to  start  AA’ith, 
they  AAmuld  haA^e  saved  the  court  costs,  saved  a  lot  of  mad  people,  saved 
a  lot  of  time,  and  justice  Avould  haA^e  been  served  at  the  same  time. 

XoAV,  the  only  Avay  that  they  Avould  chaiAge  this  figure  Avas  if  ayc 
ATould  admit  Ave  had  made  an  error  in  the  appraisal.  Then  they  Avoidd 
comes  back  Avith  this  windshield  appraisal  and  put  a  different  figure  on 
it.  But  the  onus  Avas  on  the  appraiser,  not  on  the  felloAv  Avho  had  made 
the  stupid  mistake  of  putting  doAvn  a  figure  that  Avas  completely  irra¬ 
tional.  Sometimes  I  changed  the  appraisals  and  sometimes  I  did  not. 
A  couple  of  times  I  just  got  my  back  up  and  said,  it  is  your  fault,  go 
ahead  and  so Ae  it  to  suit  yourself. 

They  became  victims  of  their  OAvn  rulemaking.  In  my  judgment,  the 
bureaucracy  that  people  fear  in  GoA’ernment  is  not  the  bureaucracy  of 
the  White  House  or  the  Congress  or  cabinet  members ;  it  is  the  bureauc¬ 
racy  Avay  doAvn  the  line  to  that  felloAv  Avho  deals  directly  with  the 
people  and  deals  Avith  him  in  terms  of  arrogance :  “I  have  the  poAver 
and  you  can  do  nothing  about  it.” 

Some  of  these  fellows  Avill  go  to  the  people  with  small  claims  and 
after  the  taking,  that  is  what  you  are  left  Avith,  just  a  claim.  The  prop¬ 
erty  is  gone. 

I  want  to  leave  Avith  the  committee  some  testimony  on  another  bill, 
1351,  Avhich  is  OA^er  at  the  Judiciary  Committee,  Avhich  I  think  could 
A'ery  Avell  be  combined  with  this  legislation,  because  it  deals  with 
another  problem  that  comes  right  at  this  point. 

IWien  the  claim  is  large,  a  man  can  afford  to  get  a  lawyer  who  can 
afford  to  hire  an  appraiser  and  get  a  book  of  appraisals  developed  and 
take  it  into  court  and  get  that  laAA^yer  on  a  contingency  basis  of  about 
a  third  of  the  increase  over  the  offering.  This  is  standard  procedure. 

But  if  the  claim  is  down  to  $3,000,  $5,000,  he  has  no  prayer  of  getting 
a  laAvyer  on  a  contingency  basis.  And  that  person,  nine  chances  out  of 
10,  has  no  chance  of  hiring  a  laAvyer  on  a  fee  basis  and  hiring  the 
appraiser  at  the  same  time. 

So  the  little  people  are  denied  justice.  They  are  denied  the  due 
process  of  laAv.  They  are  denied  all  of  the  things  that  the  Constitution 
guarantees  them  Avhen  this  private  property  is  taken  for  the  general 
Avelfare.  So  what  this  other  bill  provides  is  that  in  those  cases  where 
somebody  does  take  this  into  the  court  of  claims  and  the  Government 
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loses  their  case,  the  Government  pays  tlie  cost  of  tlie  court  procee(lin<;s 
on  the  part  of  the  person  who  has  apj>ea]ed  their  decision.  This  would 
brinj);  justice  back  in  the  picture.  I  do  not  think  it  would  create  a  lot 
more  court  cases.  I  think  it  would  solve  a  lot  of  court  cases. 

Incidentally,  I  think  your  legislation  here  would  take  a  great  many 
cases  out  of  the  courts  because  if  they  had  offered  the  reasonable  price 
at  the  first  time,  this  is  all  it  would  have  taken  to  get  a  settlement. 
When  they  do  not,  then  people  get  angrv  and  they  go  to  court.  They 
have  a  right  to  go  to  court.  That  is  what  courts  are  for.  I  think  this 
bill  would  restore  some  of  the  confidence  that  people  have  in  the 
Government.  I  am  getting  pretty  annoyed  at  this  continual  attack  on 
our  Government,  because  I  think  it  is  extremely  dangerous  for 
Government. 

But  I  am  also  annoyed  at  the  people  who,  by  their  arrogance  and  bv 
their  undue  exercise  of  poAver,  bring  this  criticism  about. 

Wo  sugg^t  that  Avhere  eminent  domain  proceedings  are  in.‘.tituted 
or  negotiations  are  entered  into  prior  to  the  taking  of  whole  areas  of 
land  in  keeping  ydtli  the  Supreme  Court  decision  of  informing  indi¬ 
viduals  of  their  rights  in  cases  of  criminal  accusations  that  the  individ¬ 
uals  who  are  losing  property  have  a  right  to  a  statement  in  some  kind 
of  understandable  language,  preferably  in  a  printed  brochure,  of  their 
rights  in  this  case.  Most  of  them  do  not  knoAv  their  rights  as  Avell  as 
the  rights  of  the  Federal  Government.  This  avouIcI  aA'oid  a  lot  of  the 
confusion.  I  do  not  see  why  this  could  not  be  done  and  done  very  easily, 
to  the  benefit  of  all  concerned. 

In  terms  of  the  testimony  that  w^as  giA^cn  by  the  Department  of 
Defense,  I  would  like  to  make  a  couple  of  comments  on  that.  A  great 
share  of  the  correspondence  I  get  has  to  do  Avith  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  their  taking  procedures. 

We  would  oppose  their  suggestions,  under  section  802  on  page  S. 
I  do  not  think  anybody  should  Avrite  into  this  kind  of  legislation  that 
no  provision  of  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  give  any  person  a 
cause  of  action  in  any  court.  This  denial  of  the  right  of  a  man  to  go  to 
court  is  denial  of  a  pretty  fundamental  right.  If  we  cannot  go  to  court 
and  have  to  depend  only  on  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  judg¬ 
ment,  then  where  is  our  defense? 

We  also  would  oppose  their  suggestions  for  amending  sections 
803(a)  and  803(c)  where  they  would  include  the  AAmrds  “to  the  max¬ 
imum  extent  applicable.”  This  is  on  the  bottom  of  page  9  of  their 
testimony. 

This  is  an  escape  clause  that  is  a  nothing  Avord,  “to  the  maximum 
extent  applicable.”  Who  determines  what  is  the  maximum  extent 
applicable?  These  are  ways  out  of  responsibilities. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  recommendations  on  804  Ave  Avould  oppose 
and  Ave  Avould  oppose  them  especially  in  relation  to  the  flood  control 
pi’ojects. 

In  80.5,  the  substitution  of  the  word  “property”  for  “farm”  might 
accomplish  the  same  objectiA^es,  but  frankly,  I  think  you  have  an  aAvful 
lot  of  discontent  in  the  farming  community  over  some  of  these  taking 
proceedings.  I  think  that  you  might  Avant  to  include  “property,”  but 
1  would  not  exclude  “farm.”  I  would  want  these  farmers  to  knoAv  that 
they  were  being  considered  and  they  are  almost  special  cases.  I  knoAv 
I  am  prejudiced,  but  I  think  they  are  pretty  much  special  cases. 
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The  ;]  years  after  tlie  enactment  of  tliis  that  tliey  ask  for  seems  to 
he  a  pretty  lonjy:  period  of  time  for  enabling  legislation  to  be  passed. 
There  are  some  States  that  do  not  have  legislatures  which  meet  every 
year.  So  let  ns  give  them  2  years.  I  do  not  think  1  year  is  practical. 

T  do  not  think  3  years  is  necessary.  I  think  they  can  get  it  done  before 
that  length  of  time. 

In  901(a)  the  problem  has  come  np  in  paragraph  3  of  whether  or 
not  this  offering  of  the  fair  market  value  was  a  binding  offering  which 
conld  not  be  changed  and  sometimes  it  does  have  to  be  changed.  I  would  i 
suggest  the  addition  of  the  words  “at  least”  in  that  and  then  leave  some 
leeway.  | 

The  leeway  that  our  negotiators  had  in  New  York,  as  I  understood  i 
it,  was  that  they  could  go  to  the  limit  of  our  appraisal  plus  10  percent  ! 
in  an  attempt  to  keep  it  out  of  court.  That  plus  10  percent  was  a  pretty 
good  plus  and  this  is  sometimes  what  it  took  to  keep  it  out  of  court,  j 
.Vnd  you  could  not  try  it  for  10  percent  anyway.  So  some  leeway  i 
should  be  left  in  there  on  this,  in  our  judgment.  '  i 

I  would  like  also  to  say  that  we  have — this  is  not  in  the  lull,  but  we  i 
have  had  a  number  of  very  real  complaints  about  the  allocation  of  the  ' 
power  of  eminent  domain  to  State  ageiicies  which  were  not  directly  in- 
A'olved  in  these  takings  to  accomjdish  the  auxiliary  objectives  of  State  ; 
agencies.  In  particular,  we  had  a  good  deal  of  correspondence  from  * 
the  State  of  Missouri  where,  after  they  had  taken  hnul  in  a  valley  for  ' 
one  of  the  dams  and  the  inundation  for  these  projects,  destroyed  a 
wild  life  refuge.  They  therefore  gave  tlie  jiower  of  eminent  domain  I 
to  the  State  conseiwation  department  to  go  beyond  the  taking  of  the  “■ 
Federal  Government  and  take  additional  land  for  wildlife  refuges  j 
that  they  had  destroyed.  Now,  this  seems  to  be  a  rather  farfetched  use 
of  the  power  of  eminent  domain  on  the  paid  of  the  Federal  Govern-  ’ 
ment,  to  be  letting  somebody  else  use  it.  If  they  were  using  a  State  i 
agency  to  take  the  land  for  the  dam,  this  is  one  thing.  But  to  give  an-  I 
other  agency  the  power  to  take  land  for  the  use  of  a  State  agency  seems  ■ 
to  me  to  be  carrying  it  a  bit  too  far. 

The  statement  was  made  by  the  Depaidment  of  Defense  that  they  ! 
have  hearings  regarding  these  takings.  The  problem  of  how  the  hear-  | 
iugs  are  adveifised  and  what  is  made  available  to  the  public  at  the  I 
time  of  the  hearings  is  an  important  element  in  decisions  of  com¬ 
munities  whether  or  not  to  support  these  projects.  In  the  highway 
hearings,  we  first  of  all  were — we  had  hearings  that  sh.owed  the 
general  location  of  the  highways.  This  would  be  subject  to  argument; 
maybe  there  is  a  family  cemetery  or  something  like  that  that  is  in¬ 
volved.  I  have  thought  sometimes  the  engiueers  made  a  curve  to  get  ' 
a  tree,  especially  if  it  were  a  pretty  one.  But  they  will  make  a  curve 
to  avoid  a  cemetery  when  it  is  pointed  out  to  them,  because  this  is  the  , 
last  thing  eveiybody  wants  to  get  into,  moving  a  lot  of  dead  bodies  ' 
from  a  cemeterv  This  is  a  complicated  legal  procedure  that  I  will  not 
go  into  now,  but  I  will  just  tell  you  it  is  really  complicated. 

But  there  are  other  factors  that  come  into  it.  But  \n  the  final  analy¬ 
sis.  this  man  who  is  losing  property — in  strip  takings  this  is  particxi- 
larly  true — may  think  about  his  property  line  l>eing  at  a  certain  level, 
but  unless  he  knows  at  what  elevation  this  road  is  going  to  be,  how 
much  grade  there  is  above  him  or  below  him,  real  critical  factors  in 
terms  of  evaluation  of  damage,  then  he  is  in  difficulty  at  the  same  time. 
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'I  he  o\v)ier  of  the  property  or  tlie  occupant  of  tlie  property,  should  be 
IM'rnutted  to  go  with  the  appraiser  when  he  makes  liis  appraisal  and 
nobody  but  an  idiot,  in  my  jud.onient,  would  oppose  him,  because  he 
has  to  iiet  as  much  information  as  he  can  to  make  a  decent  appraisal — 
I  lifi\  e  Avn.nt6d  tli6  nuui  iiloiig'  if  he  would  go  tilong.  Inside  his 

house,  he  must  go  along,  because  you  are  in  his  most  private  possession. 
But  at  the  time  the  negotiations  begin,  this  man  should  be  offered  the 
a[)piaised  \alne,  but  he  should  also  be  told  specifically  what  is  haripen- 
ing  to  his  propeidy  in  terms  of  grade  changes,  and  a  lot  of  other  things 
that  are  involved  in  this.  Pie  should  have  access  to  the  surveys  not  only 
m  tei  ins  of  the  limits  of  the  taking  but  in  terms  of  all  that  goes  on  in  the 
relationship  to  this  so  he  can  make  some  adequate  decision  about  what 
this  means.  Because  if  you  go  along  the  side  of  a  hill  when  that  takino' 
is  OA  ei  AA ith,  it  may  look  a  lot  different  than  he  thought  it  AA-as  going 
to  look  Avhen  he  looked  at  this  map  and  saAv  that  these  Avere  the  takino- 
lines.  ^ 

In  other  AAords,  AA’hat  we  are  saying  is  the  fullest  possible  information 
should  l:>e.  given  to  the  person  Avhose  land  is  being  taken. 

I  Avould  inake  one  exception  to  this :  I  Avould  not  rcA^eal  the  details  of 
the  appraisal.  A  different  appraiser  Avill  arriA'e  at  the  same  figure  by 
going  different  routes— not  much,  but  there  are  differences.  I  think 
this  gets  doAAm  into  a  nitty-gritty  thing  that  Avill  create  a  great  many 
ju-oblems  for  the  appraiser  in  the  community,  especially  if  he  lives 
there,  and  avouM  really  do  the  other  person  lio  great  good.  The  most 
important  information  is  Avhat  are  the  damages.  If  they  are  adequate, 
this  is  all  really  he  has  a  right  to  knoAv.  But  he  does  luiA-e  a  riglit  to 
knoAA’  AA’hat  is  being  considered  in  terms  of  changes  in  the  propertv 
Avhile  the  damages  are  being  considered. 

I  hese  are  comments  based  on  5  yeai's  of  doing  appraisal  in  this  field. 
It  is  just  fortunate  that  in  this  instance,  the  National  Grange  policy 
and  those  of  this  particular  witness  are  in  complete  agreement,  partly 
because  some  of  the  things  I  told  the  committee  had  something  to  do 
Avith  the  Avay  they  develop  their  policy. 

(The  complete  prepared  statement  "^of  Mr.  Graham  folloAvs:) 

I  am  Harry  L.  Graham,  Legislative  Representative  of  the  National  Grange. 

The  Grange  is  pleased  to  appear  before  this  distinguished  Subcommittee  of 
the  Committee  on  Government  Operations  of  the  United  States  Senate  in  support 
of  S.  698  which  was  introduced  by  Senator  Muskie  from  Maine  and  co-sponsored 
by  the  Senators  from  Washington,  DelaAvare,  South  Dakota  and  Utah. 

In  keeping  Avith  the  present  legislative  language,  this  bill  could  be  called  tlie 
“Pair  Property  Rights  Law”,  because  it  guarantees  to  the  property  owner  losing 
property  to  the  Federal  government  that  he  will  receive  a  fair,  reasonable  and 
just  return  for  this  property.  The  constitutional  provision  for  this  has  been 
repeatedly  perverted  to  provide  for  the  lost  return  aaIucIi  the  acquiring  agency 
could  negotiate  or  intimidate  out  of  the  proi>erty  owner.  The  Grange,  and  aii 
Americans  should  be  grateful,  and  we  ai’e,  to  these  distinguished  senators  for 
again  bringing  this  legislation  to  the  attention  of  this  Committee  and  through 
.vou.  to  this  distinguished  body. 

This  act  includes  the  five  titles  of  the  sdmilar  bill  which  VA’ere  approved 
unanimously  by  the  Senate  in  196.5  and  then  alloAved  to  die  in  the  House  Avould 
be  resubmitted  to  the  Senate,  The  Grange  would  have  no  comment  on  these  except 
to  state  that  they  are  well  within  the  Grange’s  concept  of  trying  to  improA’e 
the  utilization  and  assignment  of  such  grants-in-aid  and  their  efficient  usage 
once  they  have  been  granted. 

This  bill  makes  provision  for  sound  management  techniques  Avhich  are  always 
badly  in  need  and  of  critical  imiwrtance  in  the  effective  use  of  the  overall  grant 
system,  and  there  is  no  argument  from  any  thoughtful  and  responsible  person 
against  better  management  of  our  finances  and  imograms. 
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Title  VI  of  the  new  bill  is  of  interest  to  us  as  an  organization  because  it  does 
make  provision  for  the  consolidation  of  individual  categorical  grants  within 
broad  functional  areas  and  to  affect  the  inter-agency  transfer  of  administrative 
responsibility  for  grant  programs,  subject  of  course  to  the  tyi>e  of  congressional 
veto  proviso  that  governs  executive  re-organization  plans.  One  of  the  complaints 
which  we  receive  from  our  rural  constituency  is  the  difficulty  of  cutting  their 
way  through  the  tangle  of  overlapping  agencies  with  vague  jurisdictional  bound¬ 
aries.  There  certainly  needs  to  be  something  done  to  clear  the  air  of  this  con¬ 
fusing  situation,  not  only  for  the  benefit  of  the  constituency  and  all  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  distinguished  body,  but  from  the  standpoint  of  good  business 
management. 

Title  VIII  of  the  measure  was  also  passed  unanimously  by  the  Senate  as  S. 
1681  in  1966.  This  title  provides  for  relocation  payments  for  those  individuals 
and  businesses  wdiich  are  forced  to  move  as  a  re.sult  of  the  acquisition  of  real 
property  for  federal  and  federally  assisted  programs.  It  also  provides  for  ad¬ 
visory  assistance  and  the  assurance  of  availability  of  standard  housing  as  well 
as  federal  reimbursement  for  relocation  payments  under  these  federally  assisted 
programs. 

This  reimbursement  sugge.stion  is  one  which  is  based  on  the  solid  concept  of 
equity.  Under  the  previous  rules  for  condenniation  proceedings  under  eminent 
domain,  at  least  in  the  highway  takings  program  in  which  I  was  engaged  as  a 
professional  appraiser  for  5  years,  there  was  no  consideration  permitted  for  the 
inconvenience  and  the  cost  of  moving  a  business  that  had  been  dislocated  by  these 
acquisition  programs.  The  best  that  could  be  done  was  to  make  a  little  more 
generous  allowance  in  terms  of  the  damages  and  hope  that  they  could  be  negoti¬ 
ated  out  this  way  to  prevent  the  maximum  of  financial  loss.  As  we  will  indicate 
later  in  the  testimony,  even  this  was  a  pretty  hopeless  gesture,  even  though  those 
of  us  who  worked  on  these  projects  were  certain  that  the  whole  concept  of  forci¬ 
bly  moving  somebody  and  making  him  pay  the  moving  expenses  M'as  an  offense 
to  our  sense  of  justice. 

The  allowance  of  $100  to  $300  for  moving  exi>enses  for  i>eople  whose  dwelling 
has  been  taken  is  a  modest  and  reasonable  allowance,  as  is  the  allowance  of  $1,000 
which  is  the  maximum  which  can  be  allowed  for  the  movement  of  a  farming 
operation  which  has  been  displaced.  The  movement  of  the  animals  and  the  equip¬ 
ment  as  -well  as  the  furniture  on  a  farm.stead  is  an  expensive  procedure  and  the 
$1,000  is  not  beyond  the  realm  of  costs  under  most  circumstances. 

The  granting  of  assistance  to  elderly  and  handicapped  individuals  in  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  a  $1,000  is  aLso  within  the  realm  of  justice. 

The  Grange  is  particularly  interested  in  title  IX  of  this  legislation,  a  uniform 
land  acquisition  policy  for  federal  programs.  Very  frankly,  the  National  Grange 
each  year  has  numerous  suggestions  of  ways  to  facilitate  the  taking  procedure 
and  to  increase  the  injustice  of  the  procedure.  We  are  constantly  receiving  letters 
from  constituents  and  from  those  who  are  not  our  constituents  who  plead  for  our 
help  to  either  save  their  property  from  inundation  or  destruction  or  to  see  that 
they  have  equitable  and  rea.sonable  return  for  their  property.  Many  of  the.se  prop¬ 
erties  have  an  intrin.sic  value  far  beyond  any  commercial  value.  Since  this  value 
cannot  be  satisfied  by  any  kind  of  monetary  payment,  at  least  that  which  is 
offered  to  them  and  which  they  are  forced  to  accept  should  be  a  reasonable  amount. 

As  I  stated  earlier  in  the  testimony.  I’ve  had  considerable  exiierience  in  this 
field  of  preparing  appraisals  covering  the  value  of  and  the  damage  for  federal 
and  state  acquisitions,  primarily  as  a  part  of  the  interstate  highway  .system,  but 
not  confined  to  it.  I  worked  for  the  Thane  Appraisal  Service  of  Binghamton,  New 
York,  which  contracted  with  the  state  of  New  York  for  the  appraisal  of  the  value 
of  the  property  and  the  damage  to  the  property  in  these  takings,  and  then  I  later 
worked  for  the  National  Farm  Consulting  Service  of  Ithaca.  New  York,  a  firm 
which  usually  worked  for  the  person  who  was  losing  the  proi>erty. 

I  would  tell  you  that  the  exjjerience  of  working  for  the  latter  was  considerably 
more  satisfactory  than  the  ones  wdiich  I  had  as  I  worked  for  the  state  of  New 
York  which  was  acting  as  an  agency  for  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  of  the  United 
States  government.  The  procedures  which  we  followed  will  indicate  the  reason 
for  my  dissatisfaction  with  the  employment  by  those  who  were  taking  the  land 
and  the  reasons  for  my  raising  some  serious  ethical  and  moral  questions  which 
apparently  have  been  raised  previously,  or  this  legislation  would  not  have  been 
introduced. 

Briefly,  the  procedure  which  we  followed  was  to  establish  land  values,  measure 
and  type  the  buildings  and  calculate  the  cost  of  reproduction,  and  on  the  basis 
of  comparable  sales  and  fixed  land  values,  we  would  then  figure  the  depreciation 
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oil  the  buildings  to  find  the  market  value  of  the  iiroiierty.  After  that,  we  figured 
the  value  of  the  takings  on  the  same  basis  that  we  had  figured  the  value  of  the 
proiierty  and  then  estimated  the  damage  to  the  remainder  of  the  proiierty  which 
was  altered  by  these  takings.  These  were  many  times  strip  takings  and  frequently 
divided  the  proptu’ty  and  quite  often  left  the  property  owner  without  access.  Most 
of  these  takings  were  for  non-access  highways  to  a  part  of  the  proi>erty  so  if  there 
was  not  a  road  or  right  of  way  into  the  back  side  of  the  farm,  where  the  taking 
was  a  strip  taking  which  would  go  behind  the  barn  and  yet  separate  most  of  the 
land  from  the  buildings,  then  this  land  was  of  no  real  utility  to  the  farmer  be¬ 
cause  he  simply  couldn’t  get  to  it.  If  sold,  it  had  to  be  sold  without  access  which 
meant  that  it  could  be  acquired  by  proian-ty  owners  with  adjacent  proi>erty  at  a 
disaster  price  level. 

After  the  appraisals  were  completed  and  the  damages  had  been  figured,  these 
were  always  checked  by  sui>ervisors  from  the  appraisal  company,  and  then  turned 
over  to  the  claims  department  for  the  New  York  State  government,  who  were  in 
charge  of  the  negotiations. 

(»ne  of  their  men  would  come  to  the  project  and  take  the  appraisals  one  by 
one  and  drive  down  the  road  and  place  a  blue  stamp  on  them  and  put  a  negotiat¬ 
ing  figure  within  the  circle  of  this  stamp  which  was  the  basis  upon  which  the 
negotiator  who  came  along  later  were  to  oiierate  and  the  figure  which  they  were 
not  i>ermitted  to  exceed.  This  figure  might  have  little  or  no  relationship  to  the 
ai>i)raised  value  to  which  we  had  put  on  the  property  or  to  the  damages  which  we 
had  determined  had  been  indicted  against  it.  The  only  way  this  figure  could  be 
changed  was  for  the  appraiser  to  state  that  there  was  an  error  in  the  appraisal, 
re-figure  it  and  re-submit  it.  Then  the  procedures  permitted  change. 

This  figure,  along  with  the  total  appraisal,  was  checked  by  an  agent  of 
the  Federal  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  who  could  put  a  different  negotiating  figure 
on  the  case  if  he  cared  to,  but  both  of  these  were  binding  upon  the  negotiators. 

The  result  of  this  procedure  was  that  frequently  property  owners  were  of¬ 
fered  less  than  half  of  the  damages  which  we  had  concluded  were  the  basis 
for  a  fair  .settlement  for  the  proi>erty  owner.  The  personal  problem  involved 
in  this  was  that  when  the  appraisals  were  being  made  in  the  areas  where  the 
appraiser  was  known,  he  became  the  community  outcast  because  these  people 
thought  that  the  price  which  was  offered  them  as  a  negotiating  figure  was 
what  the  appraiser  had  determined  and  we  were  not  privileged  to  disabuse 
I)eople  of  this  misconception. 

Xegotiators  have  various  attitudes  towards  the  public  with  whom  they  work, 
but  it  is  a  relatively  open  secret  that  they  are  instructed  to  obtain  this  property 
for  as  small  a  consideration  as  can  be  negotiated.  On  the  face  of  it.  this  sounds 
like  good  business,  and  if  it  was  business  between  individuals  or  individuals 
and  cor]r>orations  where  the  .seller  was  not  forced  to  sell  it  would  be.  However, 
by  definition  the  condemnation  proceedings  violates  the  concept  of  the  fair 
market  price  which  is  usually  defined  in  ai>praisal  journals  and  manuals  as 
“the  value  at  which  a  man  who  is  willing  but  not  forced  to  sell  can  agree  on 
with  a  purchaser  who  is  willing  but  not  forced  to  buy”.  Obviously,  where  con¬ 
demnation  proceedings  have  taken  place  and  the  right  of  eminent  domain  is 
being  exercised,  one  of  the  four  conditions  of  this  formula  is  absent  since 
the  seller,  at  least  theoretically,  is  being  forced  to  sell  against  his  will,  and  in 
most  instances  this  is  not  only  theoretically  true  but  it  is  practically  true. 

At  some  i)oint  in  the  procedure,  the  government  or  its  agent  files  the  condem¬ 
nation  proceedings  and  surveys,  and  the  property  then  belongs  to  the  govern¬ 
ment.  The  previous  owner  is  left  with  a  claim,  and  it  is  the  claim  which  is 
negotiated. 

In  cases  where  there  are  substantial  amounts  of  money  involved,  then  the 
{►bvious  remurse  of  the  individual  is  to  place  his  claim  in  the  hands  of  a  lawyer 
who  is  skilled  in  the  negotiating  of  the  subjects  or  who  also  is  skilled  in  the 
presentation  of  these  cases  before  the  appropriate  courts.  In  cases  where  the 
amount  in  di.spute  is  from  .$10,000  up,  and  certainly  when  the  amount  is  in 
excess  of  $20,000,  the  ability  to  get  a  competent  lawyer  who  will  also  bear 
the  co.st  of  the  procedure  which  means  the  hiring  of  an  expert  appraiser  for  his 
purposes,  can  be  done  on  a  contingency  basis.  This  means  simply  that  the 
lawyer  will  take  a  share  of  the  increase  that  he  is  able  to  gain  for  his  client 
over  the  original  offering.  This  usually  amounts  to  a  third  of  the  settlement. 

Let’s  look  at  two  instances  of  how  this  operates.  In  one,  route  81  of  the  In¬ 
terstate  System  cut  off  a  farm  immediately  behind  the  barn  and  missed  the 
corner  of  a  new  barn  by  only  six  inches,  leaving  the  rest  of  the  land  either 
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inaccessible  or  more  than  six  miles  from  the  barn  by  way  of  the  nearest  under¬ 
pass.  I  placed  damages  on  this  farm  at  $44,000.  The  negotiators  offered  them 
$28,000,  they  took  it  to  court,  asking  somewhere  around  $60,000  according  to 
my  recollection  and  after  the  whole  period  of  litigation  was  completed  the  judge 
awarded  the  man  exactly  what  I  had  previously  indicated  was  a  just  and  fair 
figure.  In  another  instance,  where  i*oute  17  was  being  widened  west  of  Horse- 
heads,  New'  York,  we  put  an  appraised  value  of  the  land  and  the  damages  at 
$o5,00>0.  The  owner  w'as  offered  $28,000.  The  owner  sued  for  $75,000  and  the 
judgment  of  the  court  was  $55,000. 

The  foolishness  of  this  is  all  the  more  apparent  when  the  procedures  which 
precede  a  trial  in  the  Court  of  Claims  are  known.  Not  onl.v  is  the  regular  ap- 
prai.sal  insed,  but  it  is  also  necessary  to  develop  a  “book”  of  appraisals  of  com¬ 
parable  proi>erty  which  was  sold  in  the  area  during  a  representative  recent 
period.  This  then  means  that  all  these  other  properties  have  to  be  appraised 
and  compared  to  the  one  which  is  the  subject  of  adjudication.  This  is  obviously 
an  expensive  process,  running  from  $3,000  to  $10,000,  to  say  nothing  of  the 
cost  to  the  federal  and  state  governments  for  their  lawyers  and  the  time  con¬ 
sumed  by  the  courts. 

The  injustice  of  this  is  that  the  final  figure  which  is  awarded  to  the  plaintiff, 
w'hen  it  is  the  same  as  has  been  already  determined  by  the  appraisal,  still  is 
less  than  it  should  be  because  in  the  ca.se  of  the  difference  between  $28,000  and 
$44,000,  then  a  lawyer  was  paid  a  third  of  this  which  w'ould  be  $5,333  which 
is  the  loss  that  the  individual  farmer  had  to  take  in  order  to  get  his  claim 
satisfied.  He  gained  tw'ice  this  amount  but  he  still  came  out  $5,333  under  wdiat 
he  should  have  received. 

In  another  case,  I  put  an  appraised  value  of  damages  at  $42,000  including 
the  value  of  the  land.  This  w'ent  into  court  and  was  settled  before  the  trial  at 
the  maximum  figure  which  was  permissilile  which  was  the  appraisal  plus  10%. 
Again,  in  this  case,  the  farmer  lost  a  third  of  the  increase  over  the  original 
offer. 

This  .situation  is  bad  enough,  but  consider  what  happens  when  the  claim 
is  relatively  small,  say  under  $10,000.  If  we  had  put  in  an  appraisal  for  $10,000 
and  the  negotiators  had  offered  only  $6,000  or  $7,500,  then  the  amount  that  would 
be  adjudicated  is  too  small  for  a  lawyer  to  assume  this  responsibility  on  a  con¬ 
tingency  basis.  In  other  words,  the  plaintiff  has  to  guarantee  a  payment  of  a 
certain  amount  and  this  is  on  a  risk-all  basis  because  there  is  always  a  possibility 
that  the  court  would  not  increase  the  amount  that  had  been  offered.  This,  to 
all  intents  and  purposes,  locks  out  of  the  courts  the  very  people  who  most  need 
assistance,  for  the  simple  reason  that  they  do  not  have  the  money  or  dare  not 
risk  the  money  if  they  do  have  it  for  this  kind  of  a  court  case.  Therefore,  the 
negotiators  are  prone  to  go  to  these  people  and  make  them  a  flat  offer  on  a 
take  it  or  leave  it  basis,  or  rather  on  a  take  it  or  take  it  to  court  basis. 

For  the  poor  and  the  elderly  and  the  infirm,  the  threat  to  take  it  to  court 
simply  scares  them  into  signing  away  their  property  without  just  compensation 
as  is  guaranteed  by  the  Constitution  for  these  cases. 

I  well  remember  one  instance  where  a  lady  of  eighty-four  years  of  age.  a 
widow  woman,  with  very  limited  resources  and  on  limited  social  security,  lived 
in  a  little  house  of  three  rooms  up  a  bank  from  the  road  but  which  still  had 
a  roadway  available  to  get  the  coal  trucks  up  to  discharge  their  cargo  into 
the  coal  bin  and  as  access  to  the  house.  The  taking  line  was  at  the  bottom 
of  her  front  steps. 

This  in  turn  raises  another  question  which  is  not  covered  by  this  legislation 
and  that  is  the  irregularit.v  of  the  takings  which  are  sometimes  surveyed  to 
avoid  touching  a  building,  because  if  they  take  six  inches  of  it  they  must  pay 
for  the  whole  building.  I  have  seen  instances  where  a  straight  line  would  have 
gone  15  ft.  through  the  house  and  when  they  came  down  to  this  residence  itself, 
they  would  veer  off  to  the  right  or  left  as  the  case  would  be  and  mi.«sed  the 
property  by  a  couple  of  feet  on  two  sides  and  then  resume  their  straight  line 
which  leaves  the  property  extremely  undesirable  for  any  kind  of  purposes,  un¬ 
less  it  would  happen  to  be  on  the  back  side  of  a  business  property  where  the 
excess  land  was  never  u.sed.  These  tactics  are  reprehensible  to  say  the  least 
and  down  right  dishonest  to  say  the  most. 

In  the  case  of  this  elderly  lad.v,  .she  was  left  with  28  steps  up  to  her  front 
steps  which  were  probably  another  7  or  8  which  she  had  to  climb  before  she 
could  get  into  the  house.  The  roadway  which  had  been  available  to  her  for 
the  purpose  of  discharging  the  coal  that  she  used  to  heat  her  hou.se  was  de- 
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stroyecl.  I  submit  to  you  that,  whether  this  lady  was  S4  years  old  or  not  that 
there  was  not  a  great  deal  of  value  left  to  a  3  room  house ‘which  had  a  proijerty 
line  that  was  next  to  the  front  steps  and  was  23  ft.  above  the  elevation  of  the 
road.  I  placed,  as  I  remember,  a  damage  of  something  like  $3500  against  this 
property.  The  negotiator  came  out,  gave  her  the  hard  line  which  I  have  previ¬ 
ously  described,  and  almost  forced  her  under  duress  to  sign  an  agreement  to 
release  her  property  for  $1200.  When  I  eame  by  later  she  was  sitting  on  her 
front  steps,  isolated  from  the  road  by  a  muddy  bank  because  the  steps  down 
the  bank  had  not  be  built  and  weeping  copious  tears  about  what  had  hapwned 
to  her,  her  home,  and  her  ability  to  u.se  her  home. 

Gentlemen,  if  one’s  sense  of  justice  isn't  completely  offended  by  this  kind  of 
action,  I  don’t  know  what  their  sense  of  justice  is.  AVe  recognize  the  necessity 
of  the  government  exercising  due  prudence  in  the  exix'nditure  of  public  funds. 
We  expect  that  and  anything  else  would  be  contrary  to  the  intent  and  purposes 
of  any  of  the  laws  which  we  have. 

However,  we  expect  something  else  of  our  government  and  that  is  that  those 
with  i)ower  should  use  it  with  restraint,  those  with  authority  should  use  it  with 
responsibility  and  those  with  power  to  make  decisions  concerning  another  per¬ 
son’s  property  should  make  those  deci.sions  and  arrive  at  the  compensations 
on  the  basis  of  equity  to  the  person  who’s  property  is  being  taken  as  well  as 
prudence  on  the  part  of  the  Federal  Government.  Fiscal  prudence  does  not  give 
license  to  those  who  are  exercising  this  authority  to  be  arrogant,  arbitrary,  and 
unfair. 

As  stated  previously,  for  a  number  of  years  the  National  Grange  has  had 
policy  of  one  kind  or  another  on  this  subject  proposed  to  it  and  usually  has 
accepted  it.  The  latest  policy  declaration  was  during  our  Centennial  Convention 
at  Syracuse,  New  York,  in  November  of  1967.  It  reads  as  follows : 

“Whereas,  we  believe  that  the  present  government  land  acquisition  policy  must 
be  altered,  modified  and  changed  to  further  protect  the  affected  landowner  as 
well  as  the  taxpayer  during  the  full  course  of  negotiations:  Therefore,  be  it 

“Resolved,  That  the  National  Grange  work — 

“1.  To  i-emove  the  secrecy  from  any  government  appraisal  by  requiring 
that  they  be  made  a  matter  of  public  record ; 

“2.  To  eliminate  the  opportunity  of  a  government  agency  to  interpret, 
modify,  alter  or  ignore  the  appraised  values  as  established  by  the  govern¬ 
ment’s  appraisers ;  and 

“3.  To  establish  a  3  member  board  of  qualified  impartial  appraisers  (one 
being  the  choice  of  the  affected  landowners)  to  be  used  in  appraising  and 
determining  the  fair  estimate  of  value.  This  estimated  value  and  the  indi¬ 
vidual  appraiser’s  reports  must  be  presented  to  the  affected  landowner  as 
well  as  the  government  agency  for  consideration  in  negotiating  and  arriving 
at  a  joint  and  realistic  fair  market  value  for  the  lands  to  be  acquired ;  when 
an  agreement  cannot  be  reached,  after  thorough  negotiations,  then  a  con¬ 
demnation  suit  would  be  filed.” 

Page  176,  1967,  Journal  of  the  Proceedings,  Centennial  of  the  National  Grange. 

This  legislation,  especially  that  language  in  paragraph  3  of  section  961  would 
cover  the  intent  and  purposes  of  the  resolutions  which  had  been  passed  by  the 
National  Grange.  This  states  “before  the  initiation  of  negotiations  for  property, 
the  head  of  the  federal  agency  concerned  shall  establish  a  price  which  he  believes 
to  be  a  fair  and  reasonable  consideration  therefore  and  should  make  a  prompt 
offer  to  acquire  the  property  for  the  full  amount  so  established.”  In  paragraph  3 
of  section  905,  the  same  requirement  is  made  of  state  agencies  which  act  in  the 
name  of  a  federal  agency. 

The  Grange,  from  the  resolution  which  we  have  already  read,  would  obviou.sly 
enthusiastically  support  the  passage  of  this  kind  of  legislation.  It  e.stablishes  a 
basis  on  which  the  Federal  Government  will  operate  with  its  citizenry  consistent 
with  every  concept  of  justice  and  fairness. 

Most  cases  are  settled  out  of  court  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  property  owners. 
However,  in  our  judgment,  this  kind  of  legislation  would  remove  most  of  the 
claims  cases  from  the  courts.  Of  course,  in  instances  where  there  is  a  vigorous 
disagreement  between  the  contending  parties,  the  property  owner  is  still  at 
liberty  to  pursue  the  normal  court  procedures,  but  my  own  experience  and 
judgment  would  indicate  that  this  would  be  a  relatively  rare  occurrence. 

Not  only  would  justice  be  served  but  the  purposes  of  the  bill  as  stated  in  sec¬ 
tion  901,  paragraph  (a)  of  title  IX  would  be  accomplished.  These  purposes  are 
“in  order  to  encourage  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  amicable  agreement 


4G6 


with  owners,  to  relieve  congestion  in  the  courts,  to  assure  consistent  tre.ntiiient 
for  owners  in  the  many  federal  programs,  and  to  promote  public  confidence  in 
federal  land  acquisition  practices,  and — 

Not  the  least  of  these  items  is  to  promote  public  confidence  in  federal  land 
acquisition  practices,  which  at  the  present  time  is  at  a  low  water  mark.  Too 
many  people  have  been  mistreated,  mislead,  and  unjustly  deprived  of  that  which 
was  rightfully  theirs — just  and  fair  compen.sation  for  proi)erty  lost  to  the 
federal  government  in  the  interest  of  the  general  welfare. 

The  Grange  believes  that  all  citizens  bear  equal  responsibility  to  their  govern¬ 
ment.  However,  this  does  not  say  that  we  believe  that  some  people  should  bear 
an  inequitable  amount  of  the  responsibility  for  the  general  welfare.  This  has 
been  the  case  in  our  federal  land  acquisition  policy  as  well  as  in  a  number  of 
states. 

In  relationship  to  paragraph  2  of  section  901,  which  requires  that  a  property 
owner  should  be  given  the  opportunity  to  accompany  the  appraiser  during  his 
inspection  of  the  property,  my  own  experience  does  not  indicate  that  there  is 
any  reason  for  this  provision  because  I  not  only  welcomed  them,  but  found  it 
essential  in  order  to  obtain  the  information  which  is  required  before  an  accurate 
appraisal  can  be  made.  It  is  also  a  matter  of  just  plain  good  manners. 

Apparently  there  has  been  some  question  raised  by  the  failure  to  follow  the 
kind  of  policy  which  we  had  adopted,  therefore  to  cover  those  instances  the 
Grange  would  support  this  recommendation. 

The  only  part  of  this  legislation  which  we  would  question  would  be  paragraph 
10  of  section  901.  Under  the  policy  which  we  followed,  such  land  was  depreciated 
or  the  remnant  of  a  property  by  as  much  as  90%.  In  other  words,  the  property 
ovmer  was  paid  that  share  of  the  value  of  the  land.  This  then  left  him  to  nego¬ 
tiate  the  sale  of  the  remnant  with  an  adjacent  property  owner  which  was  usually 
not  too  diliicult  to  do. 

We  would  suggest  however,  that  in  some  insitances  these  units  are  so  small 
that  it  is  uneconomic  to  keep  them  but  it  is  also  uneconomic  to  pay  the  cost  of 
the  transfer  of  the  remnant  of  the  property.  If  the  government  would  have  any 
re.sponsibility  at  all  at  this  point,  it  would  seem  to  us  that  its  responsibility 
should  be  to  cover  the  cosit  of  tlie  tran.sfer  of  the  property,  especially  when  it  has 
to  be  sold  at  an  extremely  low  price.  To  have  the  government  acquire  this  prop¬ 
erty  would  mean  that  it  also  would  own  a  lot  of  property  adjacent  to  legitimate 
rights  of  way  and  the  problem  of  transferring  property  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  back  into  private  hands  is  simply  so  great  and  so  complicated  that  it  would 
have  a  tendency  to  remain  with  the  government.  Most  of  this  would  have  to  be 
cared  for.  the  fencing  would  have  to  be  irregular,  and  the  whole  problem  of  up¬ 
keep  would  far  outweigh  any  other  problems  including  the  cost  of  the  transfer 
of  this  property  to  a  willing  buyer. 

The  only  other  suggestion  which  we  have  is  that  in  cases  where  a  large  amount 
of  property  is  taken  in  one  area,  and  in  those  areas  where  there  are  people  who’s 
roots  are  deep  and  where  for  many  generations  i>eople  have  lived,  then  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  comparable  property  becomes  con.siderably  more  expensive  than  the 
value  of  the  property  which  has  been  taken,  when  that  value  has  been  established 
by  sales  prior  to  the  taking  of  this  land  and  property  by  eminent  domain.  The 
very  act  of  taking  property  creates  a  shortage  of  property  in  an  area.  Some  con¬ 
sideration  sho\dd  be  given,  especially  in  terms  of  farm  land,  to  compensate  the 
individuals  for  a  part  of  the  increment  of  the  price  of  land  that  is  the  direct  result 
of  the  .shortage  which  has  been  created  by  the  federal  acquisition  policies.  We’re 
not  sure  just  how  this  should  be  stated  in  legal  language,  but  we  believe  that  the 
Committee  and  its  staff  understand  how  this  problem  can  arise  and  does  arise 
and  that  some  provision  should  be  made  for  meeting  this  situation  which  should 
provide  that  the  person  who  has  lost  his  property  may  acquire  property  again  of 
similar  value  and  similar  utility. 

This  is  not  quite  so  important  in  terms  of  single  dwellings,  nor  is  it  so  impor¬ 
tant  in  terms  of  business  property.  It  is  extremely  important  in  terms  of  farm 
land,  especially  wdien  that  hirin  land  is  taken  for  purposes  of  inundation,  because 
this  means  that  in  many  areas  the  only  prime  farm  land  that  is  available  has 
all  been  taken  and  the  comparable  land  is  not  available  at  any  price.  The  re¬ 
sulting  financial  loss  to  farm  operators  who  are  forced  to  farm  marginal  land 
and  to  take  the  loss  that  comes  on  the  capitalization  of  their  investment  as  a 
result  of  this,  is  an  economic  problem  which  needs  to  be  considered  in  the  final 
negotiations  and  settlement  for  property  where  this  situation  exists. 


We  would  also  suggest  that  when  eminent  domain  proceedings  are  instituted 
or  the  negotations  an;  entered  into  prior  to  the  taking  of  whole  areas  of  land, 
that  in  keeping  with  the  Supreme  Court  decisions  of  informing  the  individual  of 
his  rights  in  cases  of  criminal  accusations,  that  the  individuals  who  are  losing 
proi>erty  to  a  federal  acquisition  program  should  also  he  informed  in  some  kind 
of  understandable  language  in  a  printed  brochure  of  their  rights  in  this  case  as 
well  as  the  rights  of  the  fedei’al  government. 

W(‘  would  call  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  that  S.  1351  now  before  the 
Judiciary  Committee,  provides  another  important  link  in  this  chain.  This  pro¬ 
posal,  introduced  by  the  distinguished  .senators  from  Oregon,  provides  that,  when 
one  who  has  lost  property  due  to  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  and 
who  chooses  to  go  to  court  for  a  decision,  and  then  has  the  settlement  ligure 
raised  by  the  court  above  the  highest  amount  previously  offered,  the  costs  of  the 
proceeding  including  the  legal  and  other  necessary  tees  of  the  individual,  must 
be  paid  by  the  Federal  government.  This  would  help  to  solve  this  problem  and 
we  would  suggest  that  this  Committee  might  consider  coml)ining  these  two 
pieces  of  legislation  under  one  bill.  This  has  been  done  by  some  states. 

With  the.se  suggestions,  the  Grange  concludes  its  testimony.  We  congratulate 
the  authors  of  this  legislation  and  the  interest  shown  by  the  members  of  this 
Committee  in  it  for  their  proposal.  We  earnestly  urge  the  endorsement  of  this 
bill  l)y  this  Committee.  Likewise,  we  earnestly  urge  its  adoi>tion  by  the  Senate 
and  we  assure  the  Committee  that  the  Grange  will  do  whatever  it  can  and  we 
will  he  willing  to  follow  your  lead  at  this  point  to  assure  that  this  legislation  is 
acceptable  to  the  members  of  this  distinguished  body. 

We  thank  you  for  this  contribution  to  justice  and  equity  which  are  basic  to 
our  democratic  processes  and  without  which  our  democratic  processes  cannot 
.survive.  This  legislation  will  bring  new  meaning  and  value  to  the  fifth  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  Constitution  which  conclude.s,  “nor  shall  private  property  be  taken 
for  public  use,  without  just  compensation”. 

iNIr.  Graham.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  are  very  kind  to  stay  so  long.  It 
is  way  past  lunch  hour.  I  appreciate  your  staff  and  your  staying. 

Senator  Muskie.  Thank  j’ou,  Mr.  Graham.  This  is  very  interesting 
testimony.  It  is  veiy  good  to  have  it.  Sometimes  forces  around  here 
force  us  us  to  bypass  lunch. 

Mr.  Graham.  I  can  afford  to  pass  it.  i\Iy  doctors  say  I  should. 
Senator  Muskie.  I  regret  that  it  was  not  possible  to  arrange  a  satis¬ 
factory  time  for  Secretary  Wilbur  J.  Cohen,  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  testify  in  pei’son.  The  testimony 
that  he  would  have  presented  will  be  included  in  the  record  at  this 
point. 

(The  testimony  of  Secretary  Cohen  follows :) 

Statement  of  Hon.  Wilbur  J.  Cohen,  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 

AND  Welfare 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  welcome  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  two  bilks,  S.  698, 
“The  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968,”  and  S.  2981,  “The  Joint 
Funding  Simplification  Act  of  1968.” 

We  have  made  some  significant  progress,  in  my  opinion,  in  Creative 
Federalism  since  I  last  apiieared  before  you  to  testify  on  S.  561,  “The  In¬ 
tergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1965.”  But  much  remains  to  be  done 
and  it  is  for  this  purjKise  that  you  have  iutrfKluced  S.  698. 

Recent  legislation  by  the  Congress  has  dealt  with  national  problems,  and 
programs  for  overcoming  them,  that  severely  tax  the  combined  re.sources  of 
Federal,  State  and  local  government.  Although  we  mu.st  act  as  a  Nation  on 
national  problems,  we  must  at  the  same  time  keep  the  dispersion  of  power 
and  initiative  which  we  value  so  highly.  National  problems  cut  across  State 
and  local  lines.  And  the  .solutions  to  these  problems  are  dependent  on  an  effec¬ 
tive  working  relationship  among  all  levels  of  government. 

President  Johnson  has  provided  the  leadership  in  developing  a  new  Federal, 
State  and  local  partnership,  which  he  has  describetl  as  Creative  Federalism. 
Through  this  relationship,  power  and  initiative  must  be  shared  in  new  and 
flexible  ways.  It  is  essential  that  this  partnershii; — a  mutually  respecting 
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pal•tner^^hip  of  Federal  and  non-Federal  agencies  and  institutions— be 
strengthened  and  made  more  effective,  enhancing  the  power  and  vitality  of 
each  member. 

The  realization  of  the  great  social  advances  envisioned  by  legislation 
enacted  by  Congress  in  recent  years  is  dependent  upon  effective  administra¬ 
tion  at  the  State  and  local  as  well  as  the  Federal  government  level.  Tlie 
national  interest  requires  both  the  effective  administration  of  programs 
supi>orted  by  Federal  funds  and  the  strengthening  of  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments.  Expanding  State  and  local  services,  shortages  of  personnel,  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  and  fiscal  problems  all  point  to  the  need  for  development  with 
the  States  and  localities  of  ways  of  meeting  these  problems. 

Creating  a  healthier,  more  vital  partnership  will  require  improved  coordi¬ 
nation  of  programs  at  the  Federal  level;  greatly  improved  communications 
among  State,  local  and  Federal  governments ;  better  coordination  of  programs 
at  the  local  level ;  community  and  regional  planning  that  ri.ses  above  frag¬ 
mented  political  jurisdictions,  and  new  forms  of  intergovernmental  cooperation. 
Finally,  the  basic  processes  of  State  and  local  governments  must  be  strengthened 
through  better  planning  and  financing  procedures. 

For  these  reasons  I  strongly  support  the  objectives  of  both  S.  698  and  S.  2981. 

In  the  report  which  I  am  submitting  to  the  Committee  each  of  the  titles  of 
S.  698  is  di.soussed  in  detail  and  we  have  previously  submitted  a  report  on  S. 
2981.  I  would  like  to  confine  my  remarks  to  the  provisions  of  these  two  bills 
that  are  of  the  greatest  interest  to  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
IVelfare. 

TITLE  II — IMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION  OF  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

First,  I  would  like  to  discuss  title  II  of  S.  698.  When  I  testified  on  8.  .o61.  I 
expressed  doubts  about  abandoning  clear  identification  of  responsibility  and 
accountability  for  grant  programs  which  any  weakening  of  the  single  State 
agency  concept  might  entail.  I  recognize  that  new  problems  have  been  develop¬ 
ing.  Many  programs  require  multiagency  and  multidisciplinarv  approaches  to 
accomplish  multiple  goals  and  to  obtain  effective  management.  I  am  also  aware 
of  the  varying  administrative  needs  and  capabilities  of  the  States.  For  these 
reasons.  I  am  in  favor  of  the  single  State  agency  waiver  authority  in  title  II. 

The  fact  that  an  agency  is  designated  as  the  single  State  agency  however 
does  not  exclude  use  by  it  of  otber  State  agencies.  In  fact,  we  encourage 
utilization  by  the  designated  agency  of  the  resources  and  services  of  other 
State  agencies,  and  we  have  required  cooperative  planning  and  working  rela¬ 
tionships  in  a  number  of  programs^ — for  example,  in  the  planning  of  facilities 
for  mental  retardation  programs. 

I  would  also  like  to  mention  a  significant  trend  among  the  States.  This  is  the 
creation  of  a  combined  State  Department  of  Health  and  Welfare.  Ten  jurisdic¬ 
tions  now  have  such  departments.  The  creation  of  these  combined  Health  and 
AVelfare  Departments,  I  believe,  is  a  recognition  of  the  interrelationships  of 
the  problems  of  health,  income,  and  services  and  a  realization  of  the  necessity 
to  better  coordinate  the  services  in  these  fields.  This  trend  among  the  States 
is  further  recognition  of  the  need  for  better  coordination  and  administration 
of  Federally  assisted  programs  at  the  State  level. 

Our  Department  has  recently  advi.sed  grantee  organizations,  including  State 
and  local  governments,  of  the  need  to  improve  methods  for  managing  funds 
under  the  letter  of  credit  procedure.  We  have  recognized  the  incentive  to  better 
ca«h  flow  management  by  the  prohibition  on  the  earning  of  interest  on  Federal 
funds.  Consequently,  we  believe  it  would  be  undesirable  to  adopt  a  provision 
which  relieves  States  of  accountability  for  interest  earned  on  grant-in-aid 
funds. 

.\ccordingly.  after  a  careful  review  of  experience  and  trends,  we  strongly 
favor  the  enactment  of  title  II  with  the  exception  of  the  provision  on  earning 
of  interest. 

TITI.E  IV — COORDINATED  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINISTR.4.TI0N  OF  GR.VNTS 

FOR  LTRBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

The  need  for  improved  interdepartmental  coordination  is  a  particularly  im- 
poi'tant  concern  for  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  with  its 
149  Federal  as.sistance  programs,  which  often  must  be  related  to  programs  or 
activities  of  other  Federal  departments  for  efficient  State  and  local  administra- 
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tion.  Nowhere  is  this  more  significant  than  in  the  administration  of  grants  for 
nrliaii  development. 

To  this  end,  we  have,  over  the  years,  forged  some  efifective  relationships 
through  interdepartmental  committees  or  task  forces  and  through  effective  per¬ 
son-to-person  liaison.  A  recent  example  of  an  effective  coalition  of  the  Federal 
partners  for  a  common  purpose  was  the  establishment  of  a  Joint  Administrative 
Task  Force  by  the  President,  with  repre.sentatives  from  the  Departments  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development;  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare;  Labor;  and, 
the  Office  of  Economic  Opix>rtuuity,  to  speed  the  processing  of  State  and  local 
applications  for  Federal  grauts-in-aid.  The  Task  Force  focused  primarily  on 
four  types  of  multipurpose  projects  of  major  significance — Model  Cities,  Neigh¬ 
borhood  Service  Centers,  Manpower  Programs,  and  Water  and  Sewer  programs. 
The  Task  Force  accomplished  its  objectives  of  reducing  the  processing  time  in 
•some  42  programs  by  50  iiercent,  and,  in  a  second  phase,  extended  its  review 
to  other  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  with  similar  results. 

The  .Joint  Administrative  Task  Force  developed  a  common  application  form 
for  local  governments  to  use  when  applying  for  grants-in-aid  from  several  Fed¬ 
eral  departments  and  agencies  for  support  of  neighborhood  service  programs. 
This  form,  adopted  by  the  Departments  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  I^a- 
bor.  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  as  well  as  the  Office  of  Economic  Op- 
pf)rtunity,  has  greatly  simplitied  the  application  process  for  local  communities 
as  well  as  the  rertews  at  the  Federal  level. 

The  Joint  Administrative  Task  Force  also  recommended  and  has  seen  adopted 
an  interagency  coordination  structure  for  use  in  the  review  and  approval  of 
Model  Cities  applications  and  in  the  provision  of  technical  assistance  to  cities 
preparing  Model  Cities  demonstration  programs.  The  four  agencies  have  estab- 
li.shed  (1)  a  Washington  interagency  review  committee  for  joint  action  on 
Model  Cities  planning  grant  applications  as  well  as  subsequent  program  grants ; 
(2)  regional  review  committees;  and  (3)  joint  technical  assistance  teams  and 
local  city  working  groups. 

Within  the  Department,  we  have  made  specific  organizational  changes  to  im¬ 
prove  our  ability  to  work  effectively  with  other  Departments  on  urban  prob¬ 
lems  ; 

Early  in  1967,  Secretary  Gardner  established  the  Center  for  Community  Plan¬ 
ning  for  the  purpose  of  providing  an  urban  focus  for  the  Department  and  de¬ 
veloping  HEW  resiKtnsiveness  to  the  needs  of  the  city. 

The  Center  coordinates  Departmental  activity  in  connection  with  the  Model 
Cities,  Neighborhood  Services  Program,  Parent  Child  Centers,  the  Youth  Oit- 
portunity  Campaign  and  other  urban  programs.  It  has  built  a  “Technical  As- 
si.stance  Network”  utilizing  local  Social  Security  district  office  managers  and 
other  Departmental  personnel,  through  which  requests  for  information  and  as¬ 
sistance  in  connection  with  urban  problems  may  be  routed  rapidly  to  that  point — 
the  State,  the  Region  or  the  appropriate  agency  in  Washington — where  the  most 
effective  help  can  be  given. 

Due  of  the  Center’s  major  ta.sks  is  to  develop  new  and  more  flexible  mecha¬ 
nisms  of  funding  comprehensive  urban  programs  such  as  the  Model  Cities.  It  has 
developed  and  is  operating  a  system  for  prompt  interagency  evaluation  of  multi¬ 
purpose  projects  involving  HEW  and  other  Departments.  The  Center  represents 
the  Department  on  interdepartmental  task  forces  and  committees  concerned  with 
urban  programs  and  with  semi-public  a.ssociations  such  as  the  Conference  of 
iSIayors  and  the  National  League  of  Cities. 

The  Center  is  currently  working  with  the  Council  of  State  Governments  and 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  to  develop  iwlicy  for  the 
Federal  Departments  in  working  with  the  States  in  the  Model  Cities  and  other 
urban  programs,  and  to  advise  the  States  of  the  role  they  should  be  playing  in 
this  effort. 

While  the  joint  efforts  we  have  undertaken  with  HUD  and  other  agencies  con¬ 
cerned  with  urban  development  have  made  a  substantial  contribution,  it  is 
clear  that  Title  IV  provides  us  with  important  new  tools  to  achieve  a  more 
efficient  admini.stration  of  grants  for  urban  development.  I  therefore  support 
the  purpose  of  Title  IV  to  advance  the  development  of  consistent  Federal  poli¬ 
cies  and  procedures  for  carrying  out  a  firm,  constructive  urban  development 
policy. 
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TITLE  V - CONGRESSIONAL  REVIEW  OF  FEDERAL  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  STATES  AND  THE 

LOCAL  UNITS  OF  GOVERNMENT 

The  need  for  and  importance  of  Congressional  review  of  government  programs 
is  an  accepted  fact.  Department  of  Health,  hiducation,  and  Welfare  grants  are, 
in  effect,  reviewed  through  several  methods:  (1)  The  consideration  of  amend¬ 
ments  to  authorizing  legislation  frequently  requires  a  fresh  look  at  the  basic 
laws.  (2)  There  are  time  limitations  in  most  of  the  ba.sic  enabling  legislation 
requiring  Congressional  action  (for  extension)  and  therefore  review.  (3)  The 
budgeting  and  appropriation  process  provides  an  annual  mechani.sm  for  the 
evaluation  of  the  co.st,  efficiency,  and  performance  of  programs,  (4)  Advisory 
councils  charged  with  the  comprehensive  evaluation  of  programs  have  been  es¬ 
tablished  by  Congress  for  a  number  of  our  major  grant  programs. 

I  concur  in  the  views  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  periodic  reviews  of 
grant  programs  by  the  Comptroller  General  or  other  bodies  as  specified  in 
Title  V  would  not  be  as  effective  or  seiwe  the  same  purpose  as  reviews  by 
the  substantive  congressional  committees. 

Based  on  our  experience  in  the  Department  of  Health.  Education,  and  Welfare 
I  do  not  .see  the  need  for  the  provisions  of  Title  V.  It  proposes  authorit.v  which 
Congress  already  has  for  fixing  the  duration  of  grant  programs  and  procedures 
for  review  of  them. 

I  am  also  concerned  about  the  provision  for  the  automatic  termination  of 
programs  at  the  end  of  five  years.  The  variations  and  complexities  amon.g  our 
many  grant  programs  are  such  that  no  arbitrary  period  of  duration  is  appro¬ 
priate  for  all  of  them. 

I  would  like  to  suggest  as  an  alternative  to  Title  V — or  as  an  addition,  in  any 
case — a  program  which  would  authorize  appropriations  for  one  additional  year 
if  legislation  to  authorize  a  program’s  extension  was  neither  enacted  nor 
rejected  by  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  of  the  program  authorization.  This 
would  provide  lead  time  for  orderly  Federal.  State  and  local  planning.  This 
recommendation  is  essential,  in  my  opinion,  if  we  are  to  improve  the  stability 
of  Pederal-State-local  fiscal,  administrative  and  program  relationships. 

In  addition  I  would  like  to  suggest  that  any  Congressional  review  of  legislation 
of  limited  duration  ought  to  be  completed  at  least  one  year  in  advance  of  the 
expiration  of  program  authority. 

TITLE  VI - CONSOLIDATION  OF  GRANT-I.N-AID  PROGRAMS 

Title  VI  constitutes  a  new  alternative  to  the  current  methods  used  for  consoli¬ 
dation  of  grant-in-aid  programs.  It  would  authorize  the  President  to  follow  a 
procedure  based  on  the  Reorganization  Act  of  194f)  which  would  result  in  the 
submission  of  a  grant  consolidation  plan  to  the  Congress  where  it  would  be 
subject  to  the  type  of  veto  that  presently  applies  to  expensive  reorganization  plans. 

Our  Department  has  been  active  in  seeking  to  achieve  a  strengthened  partner¬ 
ship  with  State  and  local  governments  by  supporting  grant  consolidations  which 
recognize  the  vital  role  pla.ved  by  our  State  and  local  units  and  their  need  for 
increased  grant-in-aid  flexibility.  The  enactment  of  the  Partnership  for  Health 
program,  P.L.  80-749,  and  the  concepts  embodieil  in  title  II  of  the  proposed 
Partnership  for  Learning  and  Earning  Act  of  lOttS  are  recognition  of  the  need 
for  consolidation  and  improvements  in  narrow  categorical  aid  programs. 

Our  deepest  concern  about  title  VI  is  that  it  would  limit  Congressional  action 
to  either  approval  or  veto  of  complex  grant  consolidation  proposals  put  forth 
by  the  President. 

We  believe  the  present  system  of  a  broader  consideration  of  such  legislative 
propo,sals  has  many  advantages.  In  our  experience,  the  amendments  made  as  a 
result  of  congressional  committee  reviews  have  been  a  major  contribution  to  the 
improvement  of  grant-in-aid  legislation. 

While  this  Department  favors  the  objectives  of  title  VI,  we  believe  these 
objectives  can  be  better  accomplished  by  other  means. 

The  first  of  these  we  have  already  mentioned — the  normal  legislative  process. 
The  other  would  be  to  Introduce  the  flexibilities  embodied  in  S.  2981  which  would 
significantly  overcome  the  impediments  re.sulting  from  the  multiplicity  of  narrow 
categorical  grants. 
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8.  2981 — JOIXT  FUNDING  SIMPLIFICATION  ACT 

Section  otb)  of  S.  2981  provides  an  iiniiortant  new  means  by  which  Federal 
agency  heads  may  arrange  for  joint  review  of  proposals  by  a  single  panel,  board, 
or  committee  in  lieu  of  separate  review. 

In  authorizing  the  establishment  of  joint  management  funds  in  section  8  of 
the  bill,  accounting  and  administration  will  be  streamlined  and  simplified  both 
for  recipient  institutions  and  awarding  agencies.  In  addition,  the  establishment 
of  uniform  administrative  and  technical  requirements  encouraged  by  section  6(a) 
will  go  far  in  reducing  the  administrative  complexities  which  often  stand  in  the 
way  of  responsive  program  administration. 

In  summary  this  Department  strongly  endorses  the  concepts  of  grant  simplifi¬ 
cation  reflected  in  S.  2981  and  we  feel  that  the  authority  contained  in  S.  2981 
will  permit  an  application  of  these  concepts  to  help  solve  the  mounting  problems 
associated  with  the  increasing  complexity  of  Federal  aid  administration. 

The  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  welcomes  the  attention, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  Committee  under  your  distinguished  ieadership  is  devot¬ 
ing  to  the  central  issues  of  good  administration  and  intergovernmental  coopera¬ 
tion,  which  are  so  vital  to  the  successful  operation  of  the  Department’s  programs. 

Senator  Muskie.  This  brings  these  hearings  to  a  close. 

(Whereupon,  at  1 :  20  p.m.,  the  committee  adjourned.) 
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Communications  and  Statements  Submiuied  for  the  Record 


Statement  by  John  "W.  Gardner 

I  am  John  W.  Gardner  of  Washington.  D.C.  I  submit  this  statement  on  “Uniform 
Relocation  Assistance”  as  an  individual  and  not  as  a  representative  of  an.v 
organization.  However,  I  draw  uix)n  my  experience  as  the  former  Secretary  of 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  and  my  present  respon.sibil- 
ities  as  chairman  of  the  Urban  Coalition. 

The  renewal  and  reconstruction  of  American  cities  is  an  essential  part  of  the 
needed  response  to  the  urban  crisis  which  now  confronts  this  nation.  Much  of 
the  vitality  of  our  urban  civilization  is  focused  in  our  central  cities.  Although 
suburbs  and  new  towns  have  an  important  place  in  urban  development,  tlie 
central  core  of  metropolitan  areas  must  be  preserved  and  improved. 

To  improve  cities  inevitably  requires  a  certain  amount  of  tearing  down  as  a 
prelude  to  reconstruction.  This  rebuilding  process  means  that  residential  and 
business  properties  must  be  acquired  and  their  occupants  displaced.  Families 
and  single  persons  will  have  to  move  from  their  homes  and  businessmen  from 
their  establishments. 

These  persons  are  inconvenienced  and  some  of  them  suffer  considerable  personal 
hardship  to  benefit  the  whole  community.  Because  of  this,  there  is  a  major  public 
responsibility  to  assure  that  those  who  must  relocate  are  treated  with  great  care 
and  generosity. 

A  wide  variety  of  public  programs  cause  displacement  but  the  two  activities 
which  produce  the  most  reloc-ation  are  urban  renewal  and  highways.  In  the 
cities,  both  seem  to  move  a  disproportionate  number  of  poor  and  moderate  income 
families  and  small  businessmen.  A  major  focus  of  urban  renewal  is  the  demoli¬ 
tion  of  deteriorated  housing,  most  of  which  is  occupied  by  the  poor,  and  within 
an  urban  renewal  area  many  of  the  businessmen  who  must  move  have  small 
operation,  with  modest  net  income.  The  interstate  highway  program,  with  most 
of  the  routes  in  the  countryside  completed  or  underway,  is  concentrating  more 
and  more  on  the  routes  in  and  near  the  heart  of  cities,  that  is,  in  tho.se  neighbor¬ 
hoods  where  low-  and  moderate-income  families  reside.  Yet  it  is  these  families 
who  already  have  the  greatest  difficulty  finding  adequate  housing. 

Over  the  past  two  decades  there  has  been  an  increasing  Federal  concern  about 
the  relocation  process.  Unlike  some  of  the  construction  programs  of  the  nineteen- 
thirties,  the  urban  redevelopment  program,  from  its  beginning  in  1949,  made 
provision  for  relocation  payments,  and  the  amounts  of  financial  assistance  and 
other  services  has  been  expanded  in  the  intervening  years.  The  highway  program 
has  had  more  modest  provisions  for  relocation  assistance,  but  at  least  it  provides 
some  aid  to  the  persons  who  must  move. 

Nonetheless,  when  the  Federal  government  itself  acts  as  a  developer  in  the 
construction  of  Federal  facilities,  it  makes  no  relocation  payments.  Nor  is 
assistance  required  under  a  number  of  the  grant-in-aid  programs.  Moreover,  the 
highway  program  provides  less  assistance  than  urban  renewal,  and  these  different 
benefit  levels  cause  inequities  among  persons  who  are  displaced.  For  example, 
on  one  side  of  the  street  families  might  be  displaced  by  an  urban  renewal  project 
and  given  financial  assistance  at  one  level  while  across  the  street  other  families 
are  dislocated  by  a  highway  project  and  given  lesser  assistance.  This  is  unjust 
to  the  displaced  persons,  and  it  is  confusing  to  the  general  public. 

Because  of  these  problems,  the  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  Act,  which  is 
title  VIII  of  S.  698,  is  highly  desirable  legislation.  It  will  go  a  long  way  toward 
correcting  the  deficiencies  in  existing  arrangements. 

The  proposed  act  is  commendable  because  of  its  broad  coverage.  It  requires  for 
the  first  time  that  Federal  agencies  must  make  relocation  payments  and  provide 
other  assistance  to  displaced  residents  and  businessmen.  It  extends  this  require¬ 
ment  to  States  acting  as  agents  for  a  Federal  public  improvement  project.  It 
applies  to  federal  assisted  programs  where  States,  political  subdivisions,  and 

(47.3) 


474 


special  purpose  units  of  local  government  cause  dislocation.  Thus,  it  covers  all 
pulilic  agencies  which  use  Fetlerai  funds  for  projects  where  relocation  is  necessarj-. 

However,  the  bill  apparently  does  not  apply  to  nonprotit  organizations  receiving 
Federal  assistance.  Yet,  private  colleges,  universities,  hospitabs,  and  nonprofit 
organizations  constructing  neighborhood  facilities,  sometimes  displace  iwrsons 
in  connection  with  projects  which  are  federally  aided.  Perhaps  such  projects,  too, 
should  be  encompassed  by  the  act. 

The  second  important  feature  of  the  bill  is  the  uniformity  which  it  requires. 
Relocation  payments  and  other  assistance  must  be  the  same  for  each  type  of 
Federal  project  and  federally  assisted  program.  Although  I  am  not  a  technical 
expert  on  the  details  of  relocation  payments,  the  requirements  of  the  bill  seem  to 
me  to  be  generally  appropriate.  It  would  be  better  to  err  on  the  generous  side  than  ■ 
to  be  too  stingy  with  those  who  must  make  a  personal  sacrifice  by  moving  to 
promote  the  general  public  welfare. 

The  provisions  for  relocation  assistance  other  than  monetary  benefits  are  also 
important.  The  poor  in  particular  need  assistance  in  locating  adequate  housing 
at  rents  they  can  afford,  and  small  businessmen  need  help  in  finding  other 
quarters  and  in  contacting  institutions  which  make  small  business  loans.  j| 

Relocation  assistance  should  be  a  process  which  starts  early  in  any  project. 

If  unemployed  family  heads  can  enter  manpower  training  programs  six  months  j 
or  a  year  before  they  are  to  be  displaced,  by  the  time  moving  day  arrives  they  can  [ 
be  in  steady  jobs  with  higher  wages,  and  thus  be  able  to  have  more  income  which  j 
will  give  them  a  wider  range  of  housing  choices.  Early  health  examinations  j 
followed  by  any  needed  medical  services  might  be  able  to  remedy  many  health  ^ 
problems  before  the  move.  A  small  businessman  might  benefit  from  management  | 
assistance  before  he  has  to  relocate,  and  this  would  improve  his  chances  for  suc¬ 
ceeding  in  a  new  location.  In  a  similar  manner,  other  opportunities  might  be  f 
made  available  to  persons  prior  to  relocation.  , 

The  bill  should  make  clear  that  full  and  meaningful  relocation  assistance  be-  j 
yond  financial  payments  is  not  merely  desirable  but  is  a  mandatory  requirement. 
Perhaps  the  bill  could  be  strengthened  by  prohibiting  acquisition  and  clearance 
of  property  unless  there  is  a  suitable  program  of  i-elocation  assistance  and  ani 
adequate  supply  of  the  right  kind  of  housing  and  places  for  .small  busines.ses. 

As  to  financing  relocation  programs,  I  believe  that  it  is  appropriate  for  the  Fed¬ 
eral  government  to  pay  the  entire  cost  up  to  $25,000  for  any  one  person,  as  the 
bill  provides.  This  allows  uniform  payments  to  start  immediately  without  wait- ! 
ing  for  state  enabling  legislation.  The  ceiling  permits  the  rare  situation  of  unusu¬ 
ally  high  relocation  costs  of  a  business  to  be  handled  by  .sharing  costs  between  the  ■ 
Federal  government  and  the  State  or  local  agency  on  the  same  basis  as  other, 
costs  of  the  program,  such  as  90-10  percent  in  the  case  of  interstate  highways-, 
and  two-thirds/one-third  for  urban  renewal.  | 

I  would  urge  that  this  bill  be  pas.sed  as  soon  as  possible  with  its  provLsions  to 
take  effect  upon  enactment.  The  next  several  years  will  be  crucial  as  the  activities - 
of  the  Federal  highway  program  are  stepped  up  in  cities  and  as  urban  renewal 
expands  in  conjunctiou  with  the  model  cities  program.  Delay  would  continue  to- 
make  the  poor  and  moderate-income  families  and  small  businessmen  bear  an  in¬ 
ordinate  share  of  the  inconveniences  of  the  programs  which  will  make  American  i 
cities  better  places  to  live  and  work. 


State-mext  by  Hon.  Stuart  Symington,  U.S.  Senator  From  the  State 

OF  Missouri 

MORE  EQUITABLE  TREATMENT  FOR  LANDOWNERS  DISPLACED  BY  PUBLIC  M'ORKS 

Mr.  Chairman,  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  in  support  of  thej 
amendment  we  have  offered  to  title  VIII  of  your  bill,  S.  698,  designed  to  achieve 
a  uniform  policy  for  “fair  and  equitable  treatment  of  owners,  tenants,  and  other' 
persons  di.splaced  by  the  acquisition  of  real  property  for  Federal  and  federally^! 
assisted  programs.”  i 

These  programs  are  justified  by  expected  benefits  for  the  general  public.  The<, 
purpose  of  our  proposal  is  to  ease  the  unfair  financial  burden  often  placed  uponi 
those  who  are  forced  to  sell  their  property  to  the  Government  for  such  programs,- 
when,  because  of  circumstances  beyond  their  control,  the  owners  are  not  able  tO' 
find  reasonable  replacement  property  that  would  entitle  them  to  obtain  capital* 
gains  tax  deferral.  : 
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<  urn^nt  luw  (spotion  1033  of  thp  Intpriuil  llovoniip  Codp)  ^POO^^nizG.s  tlip  iippd 
in  some  c-ircumstances  to  allow  deferral  of  payment  of  capital  gains  taxation  on 
the  proceeds  of  an  involuntary  conversion.  Under  that  section,  the  owner  of  land 
tiiken  for  public  use  can  postpone  recognition  of  gain  on  compensation  he  receives 
only  by  reinvesting  in  property  of  ‘Mike  kind"  within  a  specified  period.  Generaliy 
tins  p«u-mits  the  landowner  to  reinvest  in  any  comparable  real  proix*rty 
The  amendment  we  offer  would  permit  the  taxpayer  to  defer  capital  gains  taxa¬ 
tion  of  condemnation  awards  when  he  reinvests  in  securities  or  a  business  if  he 
e.stabli.shes  that  to  retiuire  him  to  reinvest  only  in  comparable  real  prowrtv  would 
work  “undue  hardship”  on  him. 

The  term  “undue  hardship”  is  one  of  ecpiity  ;  still  this  is  a  situation  which  calls 
for  eauity.  Since  the  burden  of  proof  wilt  be  placed  on  the  taxpayer,  this  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  restricted  to  relief  situations  rather  than  open  up  an  area  of  abu.se 
As  an  example  of  circumstances  which  would  constitute  an  “undue  hardship” 
let  us  take  the  situation  that  arises  in  large  reservoir  takings.  Comparable  re¬ 
placement  pi-oiiei-ty  often  is  not  available  in  the  general  vicinity,  and  landowners 
would  be  required  to  move  considerable  distances  in  order  to  reinve.st  in  similar 
farm  property.  Another  hardship  slituation  would  arise  when  a  landowner  is 
forced  to  sell  ,a  going  farm  operation  but  has  reached  an  age  when  he  does  not 
believe  it  physically  possible  to  start  a  new  farming  or  ranching  life  He  is  being 
pushed  into  an  early  retirement.  These  people  have  no  choice,  no  real  alternative 
to  .selling  their  land ;  in  order  to  avoid  undue  hard.ship,  tax  concepts  should  be 
made  to  conform  with  current  needs  and  the  increasing  .scarcity  of  land. 

Our  amendment  does  not  provide  specific  criteria  for  the  application  of  “undue 
hardship.”  To  do  so  w'ould  only  confine  the  attempt  to  achieve  equitv  to  arbitrary 
limits.  However,  we  can  think  of  several  factors  that  might  merit 'consideration 
in  determining  undue  hardship” ;  the  a,ge  of  the  landowner,  the  number  of  years 
he  has  owned  the  land,  and  evidence  of  his  efforts  to  find  reasonable  replacement 
realcy. 

Mr.  ('hairman,  we  believe  that  our  amendment  would  provide  considerable 
economic  assistance  to  per.sons  across  the  country  whose  property  is  taken  for 
public  works  programs  such  as  reservoirs  and  highwavs.  ^tore  equitable  tax 
treatment  seems  in  order  for  those  who  are  forced  to  give  up  land  that  may  have 
aeen  built  up  over  many  years,  even  generations,  and  then  who  are  taxed 
because  they  are  unable  to  find  replacement  property. 

Your  Committee’s  favorable  consideration  of  this  proposal  will  be  appreciated. 
Amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Symington  (for  himself  and  Mr! 
Long  of  Missouri)  to  the  bill  (S.  G98)  viz:  On  page  49,  after  line  10,  insert  the 
;ollowing : 

Part  C — Amendment  to  Internal  Revenue  Code 

PROPERTY  REQUIRED  TO  REPLACE  REAL  PROPERTY  TAKEN  BY  CONDEMNATION 

Sec.  811.  (a)  Section  1033  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to 
nvoluntary  conversions)  is  amended  by  redesignating  subsection  (h)  as  (i) 
md  by  inserting  after  subsection  (g)  the  following  new  subsection  : 

“(h)  Condemnation  of  Real  Property  After  1906. — 

“(1)  Special  rule. — For  purposes  of  subsection  (a) ,  if  real  property  (not 
including  stock  in  trade  or  other  property  held  primarily  for  .sale)  Ls  (as 
the  result  of  its  seizure,  requisition,  or  condemnation,  or  threat  or  immi¬ 
nence  thereof)  compulsorily  or  involuntarily  converted,  and  if  the  disposition 
of  the  converted  property  (within  the  meaning  of  subsection  (a)  (2) )  occurs 
after  December  31,  1966,  replacement  property  shall  be  treated  as  property 
similar  or  related  in  service  or  u.se  to  the  projierty  so  converted. 

“(2)  Replacement  property  defined. — For  purposes  of  paragraph  (1),  the 
term  ‘replacement  property’  mean.s — 

“  ( A )  real  property  and  any  interest  in  real  property, 

“(B)  property  to  be  used  in  trade  or  business  of  the  taxpayer  (as 
defined  in  section  1231(b)(1),  but  determined  without  regard  to  any 
holding  period) ,  and 

“(C)  subject  to  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (3),  any  property  to  be 
held  for  investment  by  the  taxpayer. 

“(3)  Application  of  paragraph  (2)  (C).— Subparagraph  (C)  of  paragraph 
95-626 — 68 - 31 
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(2)  shall  apply  with  respect  to  atiy  property  only  if  the  taxpayer  estahlishe: 
that  it  would  have  worke<l  an  undue  hardship  for  him  to  rei)lace  the  proj) 
erty  converted  by  the  purchase  of — 

"(  A)  property  similar  or  related  in  service  or  use  to  the  proi)erty  con 
verted,  or 

‘■(B)  property  described  in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  of  paragrapl 
(2).- 

(b)  Section  1088  (g)  of  such  Code  is  amended — 

(1)  l)y  inserting  after  “December  21.  lOo"’’  in  paragraph  (2)  (B).  and  befon 
January  1. 1067”  ;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  the  heading  of  such  paragraph  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereo; 
“PericKl  of  applicability.” 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  Section  shall  apply  to  taxable  years  endinf 
after  December  31. 1966. 

i 

St'ppi.EMKNTAi,  Statement  by  Senator  Stuart  Symington  ! 

Mr.  Chairman  :  Just  this  morning,  Mr.  Charles  Smith,  staff  director  of  you 
subcommittee,  made  available  to  my  office  a  copy  of  a  letter  datetl  May  l.o,  1068 
addressed  to  you  from  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  Stanley  Surre.v 
This  letter  further  states  the  ob.iections  of  the  Treasury  Department  to  tin  I 
amendment  proposed  by  Senator  Long  and  me. 

I  have  had  prepared  a  rebuttal  to  the  Treasury  Department’s  further  argu 
meiit,  and  ask  that  it  he  included  in  the  record  along  with  the  letter  whicl 
you  have  received. 


REBin'TAi.  OF  Treasury  Department’s  Letter  of  May  lo,  1068 

( 

1.  Fear  of  abandonment  of  the  principle  that  a  capital  gains  tax  become  | 

due  upon  change  in  inve.stment  position  is  unwarranted.  The  situation  we  an' 
concerned  about  involves  an  involuntary  conver.sion,  which  allows  deferral  o, 
capital  gains  because  the  change  in  investment  position  is  not  voluntary.  Sectioi  1 
1083  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  is  a  modification  of  the  capital  gains  principl  I 
that  has  been  long  recognized.  Our  amendment  would  merely  make  the  intent  o  ! 
section  1033  applicable  in  situations  where  replacement  realty  was  not  available  1 
No  new  area  for  special  treatment  is  being  suggested.  The.se  landowners  have  ir  i 
choice,  no  real  alternative  to  selling  their  land  ;  in  order  to  avoid  undue  hardshii  I 
historical  tax  concepts  should  be  made  to  conform  with  current  needs  and  th.^ 
increasing  scarcity  of  land.  ,t 

2.  The  fear  that  there  would  he  extensive  litigation  seems  to  be  exaggerateci  1 

Admittedly  the  term  “undue  hardship”  is  one  of  equity ;  but  this  is  a  situatini 
which  calls  for  equity.  Since  the  burden  of  proof  will  be  placed  on  the  taxpayer 
this  amendment  would  be  restricted  to  relief  situations  rather  than  open  up  a:' 
area  of  abuse.  The  possibility  of  litigation  arising  .should  certainly  be  no  excusif 
for  denial  of  the  right  to  relief.  '  j 


Treasury  Department.  ,! 
Washington,  D.C.  May  15,  1968.  / 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie. 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on-  Intergovernmental  Relatimis, 

TJ.S.  Senate,  Wa.shington,  D.C.  ij 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  letter  is  intended  to  .supplement  my  letter  to  you  n' 
May  17,  1967,  setting  forth  the  Treasury  Department’s  views  on  an  amendmen' 
to  S.  698  proposed  by  Senators  Stuart  S.vinington  and  Edward  V.  Long  of  Mi.s.soui’:' 
The  original  amendment  would  have  permitted  the  proceeds  of  a  land  condeii  • 
nation  award  to  be  reinvested,  without  payment  of  a  capital  gains  tax,  in  aiil 
type  of  real  property,  in  any  trade  or  business  property,  or  (in  those  instances  i 
which  it  would  be  “impractical”  or  would  cause  “undue  hardship”  to  inves. 
in  suitable  replacement  property)  in  any  type  of  investment  property,  includinit 
stocks  and  bonds.  Since  that  time.  Senator  S.vmington  and  Senator  Long  hault 
amended  their  proposal  by  removing  the  standard  of  impracticality,  and  I  fel 
that  views  should  reflect  this  change.  y 

The  Treasury  Department  continues  to  be  opposed  to  this  amendment  to  hi 
698.  The  change  in  the  amendment  which  has  been  suggested  does  not  correct 
the  basic  and  serious  policy  problems  of  deferring  the  capital  gains  tax  to  whic'u 
I  referred  in  my  previous  letter :  The  result  of  enacting  the  amendment  woul  . 
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be  to  abandon  tlio  basic  principle  that  a  capital  gains  tax  becomes  dne  when  flip 
investor  changes  his  basic  investment  position.  This  principle  would  then  become 
subject  to  increasing  attacks  and  reipiests  for  special  treatment  in  other 
situations. 

In  addition  to  this  basic  policy  obje^dion,  the  amendment  continues  to  pose 
serious  problems  of  administration  and  very  iK>.ssibly  extensive  litigation  over 
the  issue  of  “undue  hardships,”  which  concept  was  i-etained  in  the  proposed 
amendment.  Therefore,  although  the  nece.ssity  of  defining  impracticality  has 
been  eliminated,  this  change  has  not  vitiated  the  pmblems  which  I  de.scribed  in 
my  previous  letter  hecau.se  of  the  retention  of  the  eciually  abstract  concept  of 
"undue  hardship.” 

For  the  foregoing  rea.sons,  the  Treasury  Department  remains  opixised  to  the 
eiuu'tment  to  S.  6f).S. 

The  Biireau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  the  Treasury  Deiiartrnent  that  there  is 
no  objection  from  the  standiKwnt  of  the  Administration’s  program  to  the  presenta¬ 
tion  of  this  reiHirt. 

Sincerel.v  yours. 


St.xxley  S.  SuiiREY,  Ax.sisf(i)tt  i<ccrctar!/^ 


Statemext  By  Hon.  Edwakd  V.  Loxo,  IhS.  Sexator  From  the  State  of  Missouri 

Mr.  Chairman.  I  apprei-iate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  amendment 
Senator  Symington  and  I  have  proposed  to  S.  698.  The  amendment  would  revi.se 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  so  as  to  iiermit,  under  certain  circumstances,  the 
jiroceeils  obtained  through  involuntary  conversions  to  be  reinvested  without 
payment  of  the  capital  gains  tax  in  property  not  now  authorized. 

My  concern  about  the  present  cajiital  gains  tax  polic.v  was  aroused  h,v  land- 
owners  in  we.stern  iMissouri  who  are  being  forced  to  sell  their  property  to  make 
'way  for  the  Kaysinger  Dam  and  Reservoir  which  will  pi-ovide  flood  protection, 
hydro-electric  power,  water  supply  and  recreation  for  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
.people.  There  are  presently  71  authorized  projects  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
within  a  200-mile  radius  of  Kaysinger  Dam.  107  projwts  within  800  miles. 

The  di.splacement  involved  to  these  projects  is  and  will  continue  to  be  a  nuiior 
factor  in  many  communities  throughout  the  State.  Under  exi.sting  provisions  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  if  a  taxiwiyer  is  forceil  by  some  external  circumstance 
to  change  his  inve.stment  position  and  reinvests  the  piweeds  of  a  wndemnation 
iward  in  pi-of>erty  which  is  similar  or  related  in  service  or  u.se  to  pro])ert.v  con- 
rerted,  or  whh'h  is  of  like  kind  with  the  i)roix‘rt.v  converteil.  then  mpitaT gains 
axation  is  deferred. 

'  In  many  ca.se.s,  those  being  di.splaced  are  unable  to  hx-ate  or  acquire  similar 
>roi>erty  with  their  condemnation  award.  My  pmposal  would  provide  a  more 
;*quitable  treatment  in  such  instances  where  it  was  established  that  .similar 
>roi)erty  is  not  available  in  the  general  vicinity,  and  whei-e  a  landowner  reaches 
he  age  when  it  is  physically  imiiossible  to  .start  a  new  enteri)rise.  It  would 
)roaden  the  range  of  choice  in  the  replacement  of  income  producing  piaqierty 
vithout  the  capital  gains  tax.  to  any  tyi)e  of  real  property,  any  trade  or  husine.s’s 
»roi)erty.  and  certain  types  of  investment  semiritie.s. 

The  Treasury  Dei>artment.  I  under.stand.  is  opixi.sed  to  the  amendment.  It  luas 
on.sistently  taken  a  position  against  legislation  to  extend  special  tax  treatment 
u  the  iRist.  I  firmly  l)elieve,  however,  that  the  situation  is  one  which  must  he  faced 
nd  one  which  deserves  action.  Tlie  issue  is  people  who.se  lives  are  being  disrupted. 
<:>eople  who  mu.st  bear  heavy  financial  Ijiirdens  so  that  all  citizens  will  benefit  from 
rejects.  We  cannot  turn  our  backs  on  these  iieople. 

The  fact  that  the  adoption  of  our  amendment  would  result  in  a  revenue  lo.ss  to 
the  government  is  not  sufficient  reason  for  ignoring  the  pniblem.  Tliose  whose 
Dnds  are  taken  for  the  benefit  of  the  general  public  should  be  afforded  fair  tax 
treatment.  The  thou.sands  of  farmers  and  local  citizens  being  displaced  as  a 
Yesult  of  the  federal  flood  control  ]>rogram  did  not  ask  to  have  their  proi>erty 
iken. 

The  Treasury  Deiiartment  is  also  concerned  that  the  amendment  would  lead 
)  extensive  litigation  to  determine  whether  it  was  an  “undue  hardship”  to  require 
II  investment  in  similar  proi)erty  in  order  to  obtain  deferral  of  the  capital  gains 
IX.  The  fact  that  there  is  no  present  judicial  interpretation  of  this  phrase  which 
ould  be  available  to  the  courts  should  not  lutsfude  action. 
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A  definition  of  the  term  should  he  easily  established  by  consideration  of  the 
time  for  reinvestment  now  allowed  under  section  1033(a)  (B)  of  the  Code,  the 
age  of  the  landowner,  and  evidence  of  unsiu'cessfiil  good  faith  efforts  made  to 
restore  the  former  investment  position.  The  burden  of  proof  is  placed  on  the 
taxpayer  and  .should  insure  that  the  government  is  not  presented  with  unreason¬ 
able  litigation. 

The  proposal  is  not  a  new  one.  In  various  forms  it  has  been  advocated  for 
severai  years.  Conditions  facing  those  di.splaced  by  increasing  federai  activities 
juistify  a  careful  examination  of  the  situation. 


Statement  by  Hon.  Milton  R.  Young,  U.S.  Senator  From  the  State 

OP  North  Dakota 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  you  and  the  members  of 
the  Committee  for  liolding  these  hearings  at  this  time.  I  strongly  support  the 
amendment  which  has  been  introduced  by  our  colleagues,  Senators  Symington 
and  Long  of  Missouri  to  title  VIII  of  S.  698. 

This  proixjsal  -would  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  and  make  possible  more 
equitable  treatment  for  landowners  forced  to  sell  their  property  by  condemna¬ 
tion  or  threat  of  condemnation  for  government  programs  such  as  flood  control 
reservoirs,  road  construction,  and  similar  projects.  The  current  treatment  of  such 
cases  has  cau.sed  many  hardships  and  the  need  for  an  effective  change  has  long 
been  felt. 

In  order  for  a  landowner  to  postpone  the  payment  of  capital  gains  tax  on 
property  taken  in  connection  with  a  government  project,  present  law  requires  that 
he  reinvest  in  real  property.  This  requirement  creates  .severe  problems  for  many 
whose  farms  and  businesses  represent  years  and  even  generations  of  investment 
of  time  and  money.  For  too  many  of  these  people  it  means  either  buying  replace¬ 
ment  property  at  inflated  prices  or  breaking  family  and  community  ties  and  seek¬ 
ing  relocation  in  a  new  area.  This  is  asking  these  folks  to  pay  a  very  high  price 
for  the  progress  of  their  country. 

This  amendment  is  patterned  after  a  recommendation  made  in  the  88th  Con¬ 
gress  in  a  staff  study  by  the  House  Public  Works  Committee  staff.  It  would  permit 
the  landowner  to  make  income  producing  investments  in  nonreal  property  in  cases 
where  it  would  be  impractical  or  would  work  a  hardship  on  him  and  his  family 
to  buy  replacement  real  property. 

Let  me  cite  just  one  ejcample  that  has  come  to  me  recently.  A  North  Dakota 
farmer  had  a  substantial  portion  of  land  taken  for  right  of  way  for  an  interstate 
highway.  Tins  did  not  take  his  wdiole  farm,  but  it  did  reduce  the  size  of  the  farm 
considerably.  He  is  located  in  an  area  where  land  values  are  already  extremely 
high  and  because  many  other  farmers  in  the  community  were  in  the  same  position, 
he  has  been  unable  to  purchase  replacement  land  for  anything  like  a  reasonable 
price.  This  farmer  is  making  a  great  sacrifice  to  pro.gress.  First,  a  substantial 
portion  of  his  farm  was  taken  for  the  highway.  Secondly,  he  will  either  have  to 
purchase  replacement  property  at  inflated  prices  or  pay  capital  gains  tax  on  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale. 

The  proposed  amendment  is  not  a  new  idea,  but  it  does  differ  in  at  least  one 
imiKirtant  respect  from  other  such  suggestions.  This  amendment  would  require 
that  the  subject  taxpayer  establish  that  reinvestment  in  real  property  would 
work  an  undue  hardship  or  would  be  impractical.  I  feel  that  this  requirement 
more  than  meets  the  objections  that  have  been  made  in  the  past  that  such  author¬ 
ity  would  open  a  broad  loophole  in  our  tax  laws. 

Mr.  Chairman,  few,  if  any,  of  our  great  public  works  projects  are  ever  con¬ 
structed  without  creating  some  dislocation  of  businesses,  farms,  and  families. 
A  great  deal  of  effort  is  expended  to  lessen  the  impact  on  those  directly  affected. 
I  strongly  feel  that  this  amendment  would  be  a  great  step  forward  in  these  efforts. 
There  is  good  and  ample  justification  for  such  action. 

I  cannot  urge  too  strongly  that  action  be  taken  now  to  eliminate  this  inequity. 
The  amendment  offered  by  the  Senators  from  Missouri  proposes  an  effective  solu¬ 
tion  to  this  problem  and  I  hope  it  will  be  approved  at  an  early  date. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  these  views  to  the  Committee. 
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National  Council  of  the  Churches  of  Christ  in  the  U.S.A., 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  12,  1968. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Senate  Offlce  Building, 

Wash  ington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Muskie;  We  are  pleased  that  your  Committee  on  Goveimment 
Operations  is  considering  S.  098  which  will  establish  a  uniform  relocation  assist¬ 
ance  policy,  as  well  as  other  matters. 

The  necessity  of  such  a  policy  is  well  established  in  that  the  various  Federal 
programs  have  differing  provisions  regarding  the  relocation  of  iwople  affected  by 
their  projects.  Contact  with  church  units  throughout  the  country  serving  the 
people  who  have  been  affected  by  the.se  programs  impresses  upon  us  the  gi-eat 
imiiortance  of  adequate  and  uniform  relocation  service. 

Let  me  elaborate  on  what  we  mean  by  uniform  relocation  service :  that  each 
family  or  individual  be  treated  the  .same  for  relocation  regardless  of  the  program 
which  necessitates  their  relocation.  The  fact  that  a  iierson  has  to  relocate  is  the 
prime  fact,  and  not  the  particular  program  which  creates  the  problem.  Congress 
in  its  wisdom  may  vary  the  financial  or  supervisory  relationship  the  Federal 
Government  has  with  various  programs  of  highway  building,  public  housing,  or 
urban  redevelopment.  This  variance  however,  should  not  extend  to  the  treatment 
of  the  citizen. 

We  therefore  urge  that  your  bill  contain  provisions  that — 

1.  provide  funds  uniformly  to  the  persons  and  individuals  involved  and  to 
the  agency  administering  the  relocation  program ; 

2.  insure  that  adequate  funds  are  so  provided — it  seems  that  the  provision 
of  the  first  $2.0,000  of  the  cost  of  relocation  contained  in  section  807(b)  should 
be  adequate  in  most  cases. 

Again,  we  emphasize  the  importance  of  this  legislation.  The  process  by  which 
our  cities  are  renewed  is  at  least  as  important  as  the  program  of  renewal.  We 
tru.st  that  this  legislation  will  focus  on  providing  both  uniform  and  adequate 
assistance  to  the  citizen  regardless  of  the  variations  between  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  particular  program.s. 

Sincerely  yours. 


James  A.  Hamilton,  Director. 


National  Governors’  Conference, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  7, 1968. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Committee  on  Oov- 
ernment  Operations,  Senate  Offlce  Building.  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Muskie:  In  te.stimony  by  the  National  Governors’  Conference 
before  your  Subcommittee  on  the  Intergovernmental  Cooi>eration  Act,  it  was 
indicated  that  the  Governors  and  the  .states  are  vitally  concerned  with  the 
problems  created  by  the  action  of  federal,  state,  and  local  govemment.s.  which 
dhsplace  persons  and  businesses.  Specifically,  we  are  concerned  about  the  role 
of  the  states  in  relocation  assistance. 

'  As  was  pointed  out  in  our  letter  to  you  dated  May  21.  lOfiS.  the  states  have 

•  begun  to  assume  a  more  aggres.sive  role  in  relocation  efforts.  While  many  states 
are  meeting  their  responsibility  for  coordinating  r'elocation  efforts,  we  feel  that 
a  commitment  from  the  federal  government  is  needed  if  uniformity  is  to  be 

'  realized  in  the  near  future.  Title  VIII  of  S.  698  providing  for  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  of  up  to  .$25,000  in  federally-aided  programs  is  a  logical  first  step  in 
'  achieving  a  uniform  policy  of  relocation  assd.stance.  Tlie  federal  relocation 
!  ])ayment  would  be  contingent,  of  cour.se,  on  the  state  or  local  agency’s  agreeing 
I  to  provide  as.sistance  payments  as  prescribed  by  federal  law. 

:  In  addition,  however,  .serious  consideration  should  be  given  to  creating  pro- 

•  grams  which  would  bring  the  states  more  fully  into  the  relocation  programs. 
:  Many  .state  officials,  for  example,  favor  federal  matching  funds  to  the  .states 
I  to  provide  for  a  statewide  relocation  effort  as  compl’ementing  the  provisions  in 

title  VIII  of  the  Intergov’eminental  Cooperation  Act  f  S.  098). 

We  trust  that  you  will  find  t.he.se  additional  comments  helpful.  If  we  can 
provide  you  with  further  information,  however,  ifiease  feel  free  to  contact 
this  office. 

Sincerely, 


Charles  A.  Btri.ey, 

Dirt  rt or,  Offlce  of  Federal-State  Relations. 
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Statement  oe  Hoa'.  Johx  A.  A'oi.pe,  Governou  of  the  ('oM.xfONWEAi. ph  of 

Massacipfsetts 

Mr.  Ghainnan,  I  ai)i)re<-iate  very  nuich  this  opi>ortiinit.v  to  present  to  you  the 
views  of  the  ('oiiiinonwealth  of  Massachusetts  on  S.  <>08.  and  more  specifically 
on  title  VIII,  the  I'niform  Relocation  Assistance  Act. 

As  you  know.  I  have  supported  very  strongly  the  provisions  of  S.  G98,  I  do 
feel  rhat  we  in  the  Goinmonwealth  of  Massachusetts  have  had  a  uniciue  experi¬ 
ence  with  busine.ss  rehaaition  in  highway  and  urban  renewal  programs.  I  believe 
this  may  be  a  helpful  di.scussion  in  your  studies  of  title  VIII. 

The  Gommonwealth  has  taken  an  active  interest  in  the  problems  of  reloca¬ 
tion  and  two  years  ago  e.stablished  the  oidy  State  Bureau  of  RehK-ation  with 
authority  to  supervise  and  C(x>rdinate  all  government  takings,  including  high¬ 
way  displacement.'  IVe  now  have  a  bod.v  of  knowledge  and  exi)erieuce  con¬ 
cerning  displacement  ami  the  relocation  process  in  the  (h)mmoiiwealth.  A  statm 
wide  .survey  conducted  by  the  Bureau  of  RehKation  makes  it  possible  for  us 
to  project  that  during  the  next  five  .vears  government  takings  will  displace  almost 
22.(K)0  families  and  individuals  and  over  7.000  bu.siiie.sses.  (  See  Table  A  at¬ 
tached.)  IMost  of  this  displacement  will  result  from  highway  and  urban  renewal 
programs  which  receive  Federal  financing  and  whiih  provide  rehw-ation  assist¬ 
ance  differentially. 

1  nder  our  s''tate  law  we  are  making  r.apid  strides  toward  improvin.g  the 
planning  for  relocation,  promoting  tlie  advance  development  of  housing  resources, 
and  centralizin.g  the  provision  of  relocation  services.  However,  in  the  imi>ortant 
ai-ea  of  i)roviding  uniform  relocation  as.sistance  payments,  Gongressional  action 
is  neerled.  For  that  reason,  we  .support  the  adoption  of  title  ^'III  of  S.  (108 
which  e.stabllshes  .such  uniformity  in  federally  aided  and  Federal  programs. 
The  bill  affects  both  residential  and  tmsiness  relocation  payments,  and  I  shall 
discuss  the  importance  of  both  provisions. 

Fnder  title  VIII  of  S.  608.  moving  exi)enses  of  households  would  be  paid  up 
to  $206  and  the  following  benefits  would  Ive  added  to  all  Fe<leral  relocation 
assistance : 

1.  The  pa.vinent  of  .$.300  to  displaced  families  who  purchase  homes  will  be 
of  great  assistance  to  low-income  families  who  are  often  unable  to  make  a 
liurchase  under  favorable  FHA  terms  becamse  of  the  lack  of  a  down  payment 
(802fG)f3)).  W  favfu'  this  provision.  Several  of  our  Massachusett.s  renewal 
agencies  have  had  success  in  relocating  large  low-income  families  in  home  own¬ 
ership,  but  their  efforts  have  l>een  hampered  by  the  lack  of  a  fund  from  which 
down  payments  could  be  made.  Even  for  middle-income  families  di.splaced  from 
homes  they  own.  the  present  high  interest  rate  and  the  oiieration  of  the  point 
sy.stem  makes  the  purchase  of  a  new  home  a  burden.  This  small  payment  will 
mitigate  the  hardshi))  to  some  extent. 

2.  A  dislocation  allowance  equal  to  moving  expenses  but  not  more  than  ,$100 
(802fG)  (2) ).  and 

.3.  A  payment  to  certain  public  housing  eligible  households  who  move  into 
housing  at  a  cost  of  more  than  20%  of  income.  (This  is  similar  to  the  relocation 
adjustment  payment  established  under  sec.  114  of  the  Housing  Act.) 

We  believe  these  two  provi.sions  of  the  bill  could  be  improved.  We  suggest 
that  it  is  time  for  a  thorough  overhaul  of  categorical  benefits.  Experience  has 
shown,  in  urban  renewal,  as  in  other  programs,  that  categorical  benetit.s  with 
differential  eligibility  involve  administrative  effort  which  could  more  usefully 
be  directed  at  solution  of  relocation  problems.  Furthermore,  unreasonable  in¬ 
equities  and  inconsi.stencies  flow  from  the  categorical  assistance  i)ro.grams. 

The  hidden  costs  of  relocation  to  the  dis)>laced  family  affec-t  all  familie.s— 
they  may  be  increased  rent,  or  abandonment  of  furnishings  un.suitable  to  the 
new  home,  or  deixxsits  for  rent,  utilities  and  the  like.  It  is  partitailarly  critical 
for  poor  families.  Relocation  workers  si)end  much  time  pre.sently  finding  re- 
soTirces  to  meet  these  payments  for  low-income  families,  and  some  times  desirable 
housing  is  lost  when  these  .sums  cannot  be  found. 

Among  the  inequities  inherent  in  the  sugge.sted  payments  is  the  fact  that 
dislocation  allowance  would  tend  to  be  smaller  for  poor  families  with  few  l>e- 
longings.  surely  not  an  intent  of  the  drafters  of  the  legislation. 


’The  State  of  New  .Terse.v  also  ha.s  a  State  Bureau  of  Relooatinii.  but  its  authoritv  does 
not  extend  to  higliway  displacement,  whicb  accounts  for  about  40%  of  displacement  in 
most  states. 
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The  i-eloeatioii  adjustment  iMiyment,  made  only  to  those  imbiic  housing  eligible 
amilies  who  do  not  receive  public  housing  and  who  pay  more  than  20%  of  the 
ncome,  has  two  inconsistencies'.  Fir.st,  one  of  the  bas’ie  protw'tions  of  the  bill 
s  that  displacement  is  not  to  take  phuv  unle.ss  tliere  is  advam-e  assurance  that 
ide<niate  housing,  at  prices  they  can  afford,  will  be  available  to  these  families, 
.’aynient  of  a  RAP  indicates  that  this  reipiirement  is  not  being  met.  Secfmd. 
he  adju.stment  ixiyment  only  defers  the  hardship  uiK)n  the  family  for  two  yeai's. 
U  the  end  of  that  i>eriod  the  payment  ceases,  and  the  household  Is  left  in 
lousing  which  is  beyond  its  means. 

A  tinal  critici.sni  of  the  KAl’  jirogram  has  lieen  its  excessive  administrative 
eipiirements.  Income  eligibility,  absence  of  suitable  imblic  hou.sing.  and  the  rent 
laid  in  new  accommodations,  all  must  be  diK'umented  and  audit«l.  Dedicated 
elocation  workers  si)end  more  hours  trying  to  establi.sh  eligibility  and  to  secure 
his  lienetit  for  their  clients.  The  line  is  tine,  and  receipt  of  the  benetit  deiieiids 
HHin  the  skill  of  the  worker,  rather  than  the  need  of  the  household. 

We  have  gone  into  this  in  .some  detail  in  order  to  lay  the  groundwork  for  a 
ecommendation  which  would  eliminate  both  of  the  spec-ial  payments,  and  pro- 
■ide  instead  a  dislocation  payment  to  all  di.splaced  families,  On  a  sliding  s<-ale, 
•etlecting  the  size  of  the  family,  with  a  minimum  of  .$100.  Coupled  with  adeipiate 
noving  exiienst's,  which  would  include  loss  of  property,  this  would  assi.st  the 
•elocation  process  and  provide  eipiitably  for  the  expenses  incurred  in  these  forced 
noves. 

If  displaced  iiersons  cannot  tind  housing  within  their  means,  other  assi.stance 
nust  be  made  available:  for  example,  an  expansion  of  the  se<-tion  211  leased 
lousing  program,  to  provide  a  sub.sidy  to  rent  in  the  private  market.  This  pro- 
:ram  ha.s  worked  very  well  in  a  nundier  of  communities  in  the  Commonwealth, 
iroviding  incentive  for  rehabilitation  of  private  properties,  increasing  the  tax 
oils,  and  improving  the  (luality  of  housing  available  to  low-income  families. 

Turning  now  to  the  problem  iiresented  by  the  present  differential  in  business 
■elocation  payments,  as  you  know,  a  business  displaml  b.v  a  federall.v  aided 
lighwa.v  is  able  to  recover  only  a  maximum  of  $3000  toward  its  moving  ex- 
enses  and  receives  no  other  l>enelits.  On  the  other  hand,  in  the  Commonwealth, 
usinesses  displaced  by  urban  renewal  receive  full  moving  exiiense.s,  in  addi- 
ion  to  other  lienetits,  including  a  small  busine.ss  adjustment  imyment  and  ivim- 
ursement  for  propert.v  loss.  Sometimes,  as  with  the  Inner  Relt  in  Boston,  the 
lighwa.v  disiilacement  occurs  on  one  side  of  a  street  and  urban  renewal  dis- 
lacement  on  the  other,  with  di.sastrous  results  from  the  uneijual  assistance 
iven.  There  is  attached  as  an  apiiendix  to  this  statement  an  anal.v.sis  of  laist 
nd  projected  displacement  of  businesses  in  the  Commonwealth,  which  details 
he  liiiuidation  rate  and  the  moving  exiienses  of  displaced  businessc's.  From  this 
;  will  be  seen  that  displacement  of  businesses  due  to  public  takings  during  the 
ext  five  .vears  is  projected  to  amount  to  more  than  7(XK)  units,  of  which  42% 
'ill  be  generated  b.v  highways  and  .■>(»%  by  urban  renewal. 

For  this  reason,  we  regard  the  provision  of  uniform  payments  for  full  moving 
xpenses  in  all  federally  aided  displacement  as  essential.  If  prior  experience 
olds  for  future  displacement,  full.v  one  ipiarter  of  the  businesses  which  move 
•om  highway  rights-of-way  in  the  Commonwealth  will  incur  moving  expenses 
1  excess  of  the  $3000  presently  paid. 

The  proix>sed  legislation  provides  $r)lX)0  (or  one  year's  net  income)  as  an 
ptional  payment  insteiid  of  moving  expenses.  This  payment  is  also  available  to 
usinesses  which  disic-ontinue  oi>eration.s.  It  eliminates  a  $2500  small  business 
djnstment  payment  in  the  present  HUD  funded  programs,  and  would  be  entirely 
ew  to  the  highwa.v  program.  Previous  exi>erience  in  the  Oommonwealth  indicates 
lat  about  00%  of  highway  business  di.splac*ement  would  be  eligible  for  such 
ayments.  In  addition  to  being  advantageous  to  businesses  which  are  seriousl.v 
ishK-ated  a.s  a  result  of  forced  moves,  this  flat  sum  would  eliminate  much  of 
le  pai>erwork  and  administrative  overhead  of  business  relocation.  One  of  the 
lost  serious  complaints  of  businessmen  in  urban  renewal  areas  has  Ix'en  the 
mount  of  documentation  n(M;-es.sar.v  for  reimbursement  of  moving  expenses. 
:any  of  them  are  unable  to  sjiend  the  time  necessary  to  sec-ure  documentation, 
t  tile  same  time,  business  relca-atiou  workei's  in  renewal  projec-ts  estimate  that 
le.v  si>end  about  half  of  their  time  on  paperwoi’k  a.ssoc-iated  with  processing 
aims  for  reimbursement.  The  elimination  of  this  amount  of  red  tape  would 
■ee  relocation  workers  for  really  helpful  tasks  related  to  successful  relocation 
’  businesses.  Although  the  amount  paid  to  businesses  is  larger  than  the  former 


IIUl)  displacement  payment,  in  the  end  administrative  savings  may  well  result 
in  fiscal  savings. 

While  provisions  of  more  adecpiate  relocation  payments  will  not  prevent 
lifluidate  of  .some  di.splaced  busines.ses,  notably  those  with  elderly  proprietors, 
for  many  small  undercapitalized  businesses,  the  provision  of  full  moving  costs 
will  make  the  difference  between  successful  relocation  and  the  painful  decision 
to  go  out  of  business.  An  analysis  of  past  experience  in  the  Commonwealth 
shows  that  while  25%  of  businesses  displaced  by  urban  renewal  liquidate,  for 
highway  displacement  this  figure  is  now  35%.  There  apiiears  to  be  a  definite, 
relationishp  between  the  adequacy  of  relocation  payments  and  the  higher 
liquidation  rate. 

Projection  of  past  exi>ei'ience  also  indicates  that  the  uncompensated  moving , 
costs  under  present  highway  restriction  of  $3000  will  reduce  the  net  worth  of 
more  than  500  businesses  and  will  adversely  affect  their  working  cash  iK>sition. 

Therefore,  the  Commonwealth  urges  the  adoption  of  a  Uniform  Relocation 
Assistance  Act  in  order  to  assist  more  adequately  the  relocation  of  households 
from  federally  financed  projects,  and  in  order  to  provide  for  relocation  assistance 
to  businesses  which  will  minimize  the  liquidation  rate  of  displaced  businesses, 
end  the  inequities  between  programs  operating  in  the  same  conununities,  and 
reduced  the  hardship  ui>on  businesses  forced  to  move  for  the  benefit  of  the 
general  public. 

In  conclusion,  we  all  Icnow  that  relocation  has  been  a  major  source  of  con¬ 
troversy  in  capital  improvement  programs  today.  It  can  be  expected  that  this 
tension  will  grow  as  more  public  works  projects  come  into  being.  If  the  relocation 
programs  can  lie  made  more  effective  and  more  equitable,  the  development 
process  could  be  smoothed  and  improved,  greatly  to  the  benefit  of  those  displaced 
and  the  community  as  a  whole. 


TABLE  A— ESTIMATED  DISPLACEMENT  OF  HOUSEHOLDS  AND  BUSINESSES  BY  GOVERNMENT  ACTION,  COM¬ 
MONWEALTH  OF  MASSACHUSETTS,  1968-72 


Takings  by — 

Residential 

Businesses 

Percent 

Family 

Individuals 

Total 

Percent 

Renewal _ 

5,085 

3,942 

9,  027 

42 

3, 871 

56 

Highway  . . 

10,627 

71 

10, 698 

49 

2;  979 

42 

Other. . . . 

1,438 

639 

2,  077 

9 

181 

2 

Total . 

17,150 

4,652 

21,802 

100 

7, 031 

100 

Source:  Commonwealth  ot  Massachusetts,  Bureau  of  Relocation.  Derived  from  estimates  furnished  by  agencies  with 
eminent  domain  power. 


Appendix  A 

This  summary  of  business  displacements  for  the  period  1964  through  1967, 
and  projections  for  1968  through  1972  serve  to  emphasize  the  increasing  serious¬ 
ness  of  the  economic  hardship  on  the  businesses  displaced  incidental  to  Federal 
or  federally  assi,sted  highway  programs. 

Based  on  actual  displacement  reports  received  from  all  taking  agencies  within 
the  Commonwealth,  the  following  has  been  established ; 

REPORTED  DISPLACEMENT  EXPERIENCE 

Vrian  Renewal. — 1964  through  1967,  3623  business  units  were  displaced.. 
Relocation  case  records  indicate  the  total  relocation  experience  is  as  follows; 

( a  )  2717  ( 75% )  units  relocated  with  move  expenses 

( 1 )  2078  (  75.4% )  with  relocation  costs  under  $3000. 

(2)  441  (17.5%)  with  relocation  costs  over  $3,{X)0  but  under  - 

$10,000. 

(3)  154  (5.6%)  with  relocation  costs  over  $10,000  but  under  ■ 

$25,000. 

(4)  42  (1.5%)  with  relocation  costs  over  $25,000. 

(b)  906  (  25%)  units  ceased  oiierations  incurring  no  move  expenses  but 
received  pi-operty  loss,  small  business  displacement  payments  and  other- 
benefits. 
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Federal  and  Federally  Aided  HUjhway  Proyrums,  1963  through  1067,  approx- 
■iiuately  246  luiits  displaced.  Relocation  case  records  indicate : 

(a)  217  (75%)  units  relocated  with  move  expenses  reimbursed  up  to 
$3,000. 

(1)  143  ($65.9%)  with  relocation  costs  under  $3,000  paid  in  full. 

(2)  61  (28.1%)  with  relocation  costs  over  $3,000  paid  only  $3,(X)0. 

(3)  13  (6%)^  with  relocation  costs  over  .$2."),00()  paid  only  .$3,(KMt 

rUOJECTED  DISPLACEMENTS  1»U8  TllUOUGII  1072 

Urban  Rcneical  activities  indicate  3870  units  will  be  displaced  during  this 
period.  There  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  relocation  experience  will  vary 
substantially  from  the  1964  through  1967  period. 

Federal  and  federally  aided  Highway  Programs  project  a  di.splacement  of 
2979  units  during  this  i>eriod,  a  1400%  increase  over  the  past  five  years.  During 
this  five-year  period  there  wull  be  three  units  displaced  by  highway  programs  for 
every  four  units  displaced  by  Urban  Renewal. 

If  the  broader  base  urban  renewal  experience  factors  are  applied  to  the 
projected  highway  displacement,  the  results  are : 

(o)  745  units  (25%)  will  cease  operations — liquidation  or  other — with¬ 
out  benefits. 

(6  )  2,234  units  (75%)  would  normally  be  expected  to  relocate; 

(1)  1675  units  (75%)  with  move  expenses  within  the  present 

$3,000  limit. 

(2)  400  units  (17.5%)  with  move  exiienses  over  $3,000,  but  under 

$10,000. 

(3)  125  units  (5.6%)  with  move  expenses  over  $10,000  but  under 

$25,000. 

(4)  34  units  (1.5%)  with  move  expenses  over  $25,000. 

!Most  recent  national  statistics  indicate  a  liquidation  rate  of  25%  for  urban 
•renewal  activities  and  35%  for  fedei-al  highway  programs.  It  can  be  reasonal)ly 
expected  that  10%  of  the  560  units  -with  move  exix'iises  in  excess  of  .$3000  will 
liquidate  due  to  inadequate  relocation  compensation.  The  average  numl)er  of 
■  employees  in  this  business  category  is  slightly  over  4  per  unit  indicating  a 
:  permanent  loss  of  224  job  opportunities  for  the  area.  The  other  .500  will  in 
:  relocating  experience  unwarranted  economic  hardship,  in  that  the  uncompen- 
i  sated  move  costs  will  reduce  their  net  worth  and,  more  importantly,  their 
j  working  cash  position.  This  loss  of  course  puts  them  in  an  inferior  comiietitive 
'  position  with  both  urban  renewal  relocatees  and  those  businesses  not  displaced 
by  either  program. 

*  As  indicated  above  an  additional  745  units  can  be  exi>ected  to  liquidate  for 
•noneconomic  reasons,  but  accelerated  by  the  forced  displacement.  A  gross 
Inequity  exists  in  that  these  business  displacements  will  not  receive  the  minimal 
:  comiiensation  granted  to  similar  displacements  due  to  urban  renewal  activities. 

:  This  type  of  business  liquidation  almost  without  exception,  involves  an  elderly 
:  business  man  with  a  non-salable  busine.ss  due  to  impending  displacement  anil 
because  of  age  with  no  alternatives  but  to  accept  the  economic  loss  due  to 
I  liqtiidation. 


National  League  op  Cities, 

U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors, 
Washington,  D.G.,  June  18,  ]fW8. 

•  Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Senate  Suheommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Senate  Office 
Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Muskie  :  Please  accept  this  as  a  supplemental  statement  to 
our  testimony  on  S.  698,  the  Jntergovernmental  Cooix^ration  Act.  The  National 
i,  League  of  Cities  and  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  wishes  to  reiterate  its  strong 
support  for  title  VIII  of  S.  698  dealing  with  uniform  relocation  polic.v. 

In  particular,  we  would  like  to  comment  npon  .section  807(b)  which  provides 
i  that  the  Federal  government  shall  contribute  the  first  $25,000  of  the  cost  of 
providing  a  relocation  payment  to  any  displaced  person.  Such  authorization 
is  the  most  significant  step  taken  by  the  Federal  government  in  the  history  of 


1  Urban  Renewal  experience  Is  1.5%. 
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federal  financial  asssistauce  for  relocation  and  is  most  welcome  by  municipalities. 
Wbile  the  price  to  the  Fedei-al  government  at  first  glance  would  appear  high, 
the  uniforniit.v  spread  over  the  entii’e  federal  relocation  assistance  program 
accompanied  by  the  other  provisions  of  this  title  which  will  help  overcome  or 
substantially  reduce  the  far  more  costly  delay,  confusion  and  frustration  that 
now  prevails  from  the  welter  of  relocation  policies,  (with  ensuing  increased 
construction  costs,  exi>ensive  court  suits,  etc.)  will  by  far,  more  than  comi>ensate 
for  whatever  additional  program  exi>ense  section  807(b)  may  create  for  the 
Federal  government. 

As  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  pointed  out  the  effect  of  the  proposal  (.section 
S07(b))  would  be  to  have  the  Federal  government  assume  almo.st  all  relocation 
payments.  We  believe  this  to  be  fair.  However,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  stated 
that  it  sees  “*  ♦  *  no  reason  to  exempt  the  first  $25,000  from  the  usual  [pro¬ 
gram]  sharing  requirements.”  The  rationale  for  this  suggestion  appears  to 
be  one  of  econom.v. 

We  strongly  oppo.se  this  suggestion.  The  adverse  effect  of  this  proposal  on 
municipalities  would  not  be  worth  the  (piestionable  savings  to  the  Federal 
government. 

The  Federal  highway  program  is  the  greatest  consumer  of  federal  relocation 
dollars  and  moves  far  more  people  than  any  other  federally  assisted  program. 
Under  the  B.O.B.  proposal,  the  Federal  government  would  still  have  to  bear 
90%  of  the  relocation  costs.  The  additional  10%  of  the  cost  coiild  be  absorbed 
far  more  easily  by  the  Federal  government  than  by  an  individual  city  faced 
with  relocating  an  exceptionall.v  large  number  of  businesses  and  families  because 
of  highwa.v  construction.  For  example,  most  of  the  large  relocation  task  in 
order  for  the  city  of  Nashville  as  cited  by  Mayor  Briley,  will  be  caused  i>.v 
construction  of  Interstate  40. 

Moreover,  this  proposal  fails  to  recognize  the  alread.v  considerable  exi)ense 
borne  by  a  cit.v  in  any  relocation  undertaking,  be  it  federally  a.ssisted  or  not. 
Most  federal  programs  involving  relocation  requii'e  that  cities  have  working 
I'elocation  programs  in  effect  before  they  become  eligible  for  federal  relocation 
assistance.  A  city  must,  therefore,  provide  a  whole  range  of  services,  including 
planning,  at  its  own  expen.se  aside  from  the  federal  assistance  it  w’ould  receive. 

In  some  cases,  notably  urban  renewal  where  a  %-%  matching  formula  gen¬ 
erally  prevails  in  the  basic  program,  a  similar  matching  requirement  for  reloca¬ 
tion  expense  would  reduce  the  amount  of  relocation  assi.stance  presently 
received  by  cities  from  the  federal  government.  Thus,  introducing  a  variety  of 
matching  formulae  defeats  the  objective  of  uniformity  title  VIII  seeks  to 
achieve. 

In  .summar.v,  citie.s  deepl.v  involved  in  revitalizing  themselves  are  already 
pre.ssed  to  the  limits  of  their  financial  ability  by  the  sheer  costs  of  such  revitali¬ 
zation  including  the  major  expenditures  I’equired  to  match  federal  assistance. 
The  effect  of  the  B.O.B.  proiKKsal  would  be  like  the  straw  that  broke  the  camel’s 
back  to  many  cities  or  at  least  to  bring  about  further  delays  while  additional 
lo<-al  matching  funds  are  literally  “.scrounged”  out  of  other  monies  already 
tightly  budgeted  for  local  programs. 

We  also  oppose  the  suggestion  that  the  effective  dates  of  .sections  S07.  808 
and  SlO(a)  (4),  (5),  (6),  (7),  (8),  (9),  and  (10),  be  delayed  three  years 
after  enactment  of  the  bill.  We  see  no  reason  why  it  should  take  three  .vears 
for  federal  assignment  of  new  re.sponsibilities  and  drafting  of  new  regulations. 
We  fully  believe  these  provisions  .should  l>e  applicable  with  the  180-da.v  period 
assigned  the  rest  of  the  bill  so  that  local  governments  can  immediately  be 
7'elieved  of  the  financial  strains  and  other  improi>er  conditions  title  VIII  seeks 
to  correct. 

In  conclusion,  we  strongly  urge  that  section  807(b)  not  be  amended  as  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  suggested. 

For  the  Coinniittees’  additional  information,  we  ai’e  submitting  a  statement 
filed  jolntl.v  by  the  National  League  of  Cities  and  National  Association  of 
Counties  with  the  Hou.se  Public  Works  Committee  on  the  subject  of  relocation 
and  the  highway  program. 

Sincerely, 


National  League  of  Cities. 

Patrick  Healy.  Executive  Director. 
IJ.S.  Conference  of  Mayors, 

John  Gunther,  Executive  Director. 
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Supplkmkntary  Statemknt  of  Xationai,  Leacute  of  ('ities  AM)  Xational 

Association  of  Counties 

THE  PROBLEM 

Ill  many  urban  areas,  hifihway  iiniirovemenl  iirofirams,  particularly  on  the 
interstate  s.ystem.  are  stalled  b.v  inountiiif;  citizen  opposition.  These  dela.vs  not 
onl.v  put  off  the  date  when  tliese  roads  can  he  completed,  to  the  great  iienetit 
to  the  nation,  hut  also  signiticantl.v  raise  the  cost  of  comiiletion  of  the  dela.ved 
roads  because  of  intiation  of  highway  building  costs  and  lieavy  extra  expense 
often  involved  in  redesigning  roads  to  allay  citizen  opposition.* A  major  factor 
creating  this  opposition  is  the  reloc-ation  lu-ogram  which  is  carried  out  in  con¬ 
nection  with  current  highway  projects. 

I’resentl.v,  displaced  i>ersons  and  businesses  often  must  bear  substantial  eco¬ 
nomic  losses  which  go  uncoiniiensated  hy  the  relo<‘ation  program.  In  addition, 
the  accomiiKKlations  which  displaced  persons  and  busine.ss  tinall.v  obtain  art' 
often  inferior  to  those  which  they  were  reyuireil  to  move  out  of.  The  problem 
is  jiarticularl.v  acute  in  low  income  areas  where  decent  accommodations  are  in 
short  supply.  This  problem  is  aggravated  more  for  minority  groups  who  have 
ditlicult.v  obtaining  accommodations,  or  the  credit  to  finance  the.se  accommoda¬ 
tions,  in  areas  where  decent,  safe,  and  sanitar.v  housing  and  business  locations 
are  in  adequate  supply.  In  addition  to  difiiculties  associated  with  the  highway 
relwation  program,  the  disparity  between  relocation  assistance  under  the  higli- 
wa.v  program  and  relocation  assistance  under  other  programs,  such  as  urban 
renewal,  creates  further  citizen  misunderstanding  iiiul  opiKisition  in  highwa.v 
projects. 

Individual  attempts  are  being  made  by  some  local  governments  to  minimize 
problems  M’hich  rehn-ation  programs  presently  pose.  However,  federal  aid  to 
improve  reha-ation  programs  is  needed  because  onl.v  the  Federal  government  has 
the  financial  resources  lu'cessary  to  support  and  improve  relocation  programs  on 
the  same  broad  scale  as  the  federal  grant-in-aid  programs  which,  in  their  imple¬ 
mentation,  cause  many  of  the  relocation  problems. 

The  highway  program  is  neither  the  best,  nor  the  worst,  of  the  federal  pro¬ 
grams  which  may  ropiire  citizens  to  reloi-ate.  Some  programs,  sm-h  as  those 
carried  out  by  the  (leneral  Services  Administration,  provide  no  <'ompensation 
for  relocation  exi)ense  at  all  and  only  the  fair  market  value  for  property  that 
is  tiiken.  However,  tin*  highway  program,  because  of  its  magnitude  and  the 
admitted  inadequac.v  of  its  relocation  program,  is  perhaps  more  associated  with 
relocation  difficulties  than  any  other  program.  In  l!Mi7.  the  Department  of 
Transportation  estimated  that  48.983  families  and  0.559  businesses  will  be  dis¬ 
placed  annually  between  now  and  1970.  Thus,  improvement  of  reloc-ation  efforts 
under  the  highway  program  is  crucial  to  a  general  improvement  of  relocation 
practices  associated  with  federal  grant-in-aid  programs. 

SUGGESTED  IMPROVEMENTS 

To  correct  present  deficiencies  in  the  rebx-ation  provisions  of  the  Federal  Aid 
Highway  Act  and  to  reduce  citizen  opi>osition  to  highwa.v  construction  pro¬ 
grams.  the  Xationai  League  of  Cities  and  the  Xationai  Ass(')ciation  of  Counties 
urge  that  the  relocation  provisions  he  revised  to  include  the  following  elements. 

(1)  An  e(piitable  relocation  program,  om-e  estal)lished  b.v  the  Congress,  should 
not  require  authorization  hy  each  individual  state  in  order  to  become  effective 
in  that  state*.  The  present  reh)cation  program  is  generally  admitted  to  be  inade¬ 
quate  even  in  tho.se  states  that  have  authorized  the  full  pa.vment  prescribed  in 
the  Higlnvay  Act,  yet  fourteen  states  have  not  authorized  expenditure  of  any 
mone.v  for  relw'ation  i)rogranis  and  a  numher  of  others  have  authorized  less 
than  the  amount  permitted  by  the  Highwa.v  Act.  Inaction  of  individual  states 
should  not  be  iiermitted  to  thwiirt  development  of  a  national  highway  system 
b.v  continuing  inequitable  relocation  policies  which  rai.se  citizen  oppositioii  and 
stall  highway  improvements.  Section  133(c)  of  the  Highway  Act  should  be 
amended  to  assure  that  the  rehn-ation  program  will  apply  in  all  states,  regard¬ 
less  of  state  inaction. 

(2)  The  new  relocation  program  must  require  that  adequate  pro\ision  be 
made  for  relocation  of  persons  and  businesses  to  be  displaced  b.v  the  highwa.v 
program  before  demolition  of  i)roperty  begins.  Section  133(b)  of  the  present 
Highway  Act  requires  the  states  to  give  assurance  that  relocation  “advisory 
assistance”  he  provided  to  families  dis])laced  b.v  highway  projects.  This  is  not 
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rnouffh.  the  Act  should  require  that  before  displacement  t)egins,  new  quarters 
should  be  actually  identified  for  all  those  to  be  displaced ;  families,  individuals, 
and  businesses,  whether  they  be  tenants  or  owners  of  the  property.  An  approved 
relocation  plan  should  be  a  condition  precedent  to  approval  of  any  highway 
project. 

The  recent  report  to  the  Congress  by  the  American  Association  of  State 
OfiScials  notes ; 

Purely  from  the  humanitarian  point  of  view,  and  to  be  fair  and  equitable 
to  those  who  are  inconvenienced  by  the  construction  of  needed  highway  facilities, 
ways  and  means  of  supplying  adequate,  sanitary  housing  before  actual  construc¬ 
tion  starts  on  the  highway  project  must  be  found. 

The  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  has  stated: 

“The  ('ongresis  should  require  that  state  and  local  governments  administering 
federal  grant  programs  assure  the  availability  of  standard  housing  liefore 
proceeding  with  any  property  acquisition  that  displaces  i>eople.” 

(3)  To  the  extent  possible,  federal  programs  should  be  designed  so  that 
relocation  activities  in  connection  with  various  improvement  programs  can  be 
coordinated  under  one  relocation  agency.  Presently,  relocation  is  the  secondary 
concern  of  various  agencies  responsible  for  implementing  improvement  programs 
requiring  relocation.  Assigning  relocation  responsibility  to  a  single  agency  whose 
primary  concern  and  experience  would  be  iJi  the  field  of  relocation  will  assure 
more  equitable  and  efficient  relocation  of  displaced  persons,  while  leaving  the 
normal  operating  agencies  free  to  pursue  their  .assigned  re.sponsibilities  in  con¬ 
nection  with  construction  programs  to  improve  urban  areas.  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs  must  be  reviewed  to  assure  that  participation  of  a  separate  relo¬ 
cation  agency,  as  an  integral  part  of  implementing  the  grant  program,  will  be 
permitted,  and  can  be  supported. 

(4)  Efforts  must  be  made  to  eliminate  the  great  disparity  which  presently 
exists  between  relocation  programs  in  connection  with  various  federal,  state 
and  local  improvement  programs.  There  is  much  discontent  with  the  highway 
relocation  program  in  urban  areas  because  relocation  payments  under  the  urban 
renewal  program  are  so  much  greater  than  those  under  the  highway  program. 
This  disp.u-ity  of  payments  is  very  difficult  for  citizens  displ.aced  from  similar 
properties  to  understand  and  creates  much  frustration  for  tho.se  receiving  the 
lower  payments.  In  addition,  if  a  single  relocation  agency  is  to  be  responsible 
for  the  relocation  program,  as  we  believe  necessary,  great  disi>arity  in  reloca¬ 
tion  payments  must  be  eliminated. 

(5)  Finally,  the  most  important,  a  new  highway  relocation  program  must 
make  the  displaced  person  whole  again.  It  must  place  him  in  a  home  or  busine.ss 
at  least  equal  to  that  he  had  before,  and  on  the  same  terms  and  conditions  as 
he  enjoyed  before  relocation.  If  this  cannot  be  done,  the  individual  should 
receive  adequate  compensation  for  his  loss.  In  many  cases,  particularly  in  lower 
income  neighborhoods  with  a  limited  supply  of  comparable  housing  and  business 
locations.  ])ayments  above  the  fair  market  value  of  the  acquired  proi)erty  and 
above  the  limited  compensation  for  moving  expenses  presently  provided  will  be 
necessary. 

Title  VIII  of  H.R.  5523,  the  Intergovemment  Cooperation  Act.  would  equalize 
relocation  payments  made  in  connection  with  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs, 
and  substantially  improve  the  level  of  relocation  compensation  available.  Title 
VIII  would  permit  the  federal  government  to  reimburse  100  percent  of  state 
and  local  government  payments  for  relocation  expenses  and  damages  up  to 
$25,000  for  each  individual  or  business  displaced  as  a  result  of  a  federally  aided 
program.  A  cost  sharing  formula  is  established  for  any  portion  of  relocation 
costs  above  $25,000  per  displacement.  We  believe  that  this  is  an  excellent  ai> 
proach  and  would  broaden  relocation  compensation  sufficiently  to  limit  much 
of  the  frustration  that  now  occurs  over  the  compensation  problem. 

The  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  estimates  that  ap¬ 
plication  of  this  formula  to  the  highway  program  would  raise  relocation  costs 
by  approximately  $29  million  annually.  It  is  our  opinion  that  by  adopting  this  ap¬ 
proach  expensive  delays  and  revision  of  highway  plans  occasioned  by  citizens 
opposition  would  be  avoided,  and  that  the  total  cost  of  constructing  the  highway 
would  actually  be  reduced.  As  the  recent  report  of  the  American  Association  of 
State  Highway  Officials  notes  in  citing  the  need  for  a  greatly  expanded  and  more 
expensive  relocation  program : 

“Some  of  the  efforts  to  save  existing  homes,  many  of  which  are  in  run  down 
condition,  involve  expensive  additional  construction  costs  for  retaining  wall  con- 
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struc-tion,  and  the  like,  to  resti-iet  the  right-of-way  widths  so  that  tlie  homes  in 
question  can  be  left  in  place.  In  fact,  the  additional  highway  construction  costs 
involved  may  run  to  more  than  twice  the  cost  of  new  replacement  housing. 

“This  additional  cost  is  a  rather  substantial  item  when  considering  the  very 
real  cost  of  substantial  delay  in  getting  the  project  under  way  and  under  trallic, 
for  highway  costs  delinitely  increase  each  year  that  the  projeot  is  delayed." 

Over  the  past  few  years,  it  has  been  estimated  that  highway  costs  have  risen 
annually  about  three  percent  as  a  result  of  inflation,  however,  reports  by  AASIIO 
indicate  that  presently  inflation  may  be  raising  costs  five  or  six  percent'annually. 
A  report  by  the  city  of  Chicago  indicated  that  last  year  highway  construction 
costs  in  and  around  Chicago  went  up  12%  as  a  result  of  inflation.  If  these  more 
recent  inflation  pictures  are  projected  onto  the  whole  highway  pi-ogram,  or  at 
least  that  part  of  it  in  urban  areas,  the  very  real  benefits  from  avoiding  delay 
attributable  to  oi)position  to  relocation  programs  and  other  factors  are  apparent. 

STATE  LAWS 

Some  states  have  passed  laws  to  reduce  the  ineciuities  of  relocation  programs 
in  their  states.  We  cite  some  provisions  of  these  state  laws  which  we  believe  de¬ 
serve  consideration  for  adoption  as  part  of  any  new  federal  highway  relocation 
l)rogram. 

The  State  of  Pennsylvania,  in  IhfU.  adopted  a  relocation  law  which  provides 
a  standard  of  “just  compensation”  for  relocation.  This  standard  consists  of  pay¬ 
ing  the  fair  market  value  for  real  property,  plus  certain  other  damages.  Pay- 
menis  fur  these  other  damages  is  available  to  both  owners  and  tenants.  These 
damages  include:  (1)  reasonable  expenses  for  removal,  transportation,  and  in¬ 
stallation  of  machinery,  equipment,  or  fixtures,  not  to  exceed  $2.5.000  and  in  no 
case  to  exceed  the  market  value;  (2)  business  dislocation  damages,  up  to  $5,000, 
where  it  is  shown  that  the  business  cannot  be  relocated  without  substantial  loss 
of  patronage;  (3)  moving  expenses  for  ix;rsonal  property  not  to  exceed  the 
market  value  of  the  personal  property. 

A  Massachusetts  Ifiw  rccpiires  that  any  proposed  acquisition  involving  dis¬ 
placement  of  occupants  of  more  than  five  dwelling  units  or  more  than  five  busi¬ 
ness  units  may  not  proceed  until  the  State  Relocation  Bureau  has  approved  a 
relocation  agency  and  a  relocation  plan  for  the  project.  The  relocation  plan  must 
include  evidence  of  the  “availability  of  safe,  decent,  sanitary  housing  and  com¬ 
mercial  buildings  within  the  means  of  the  occupant  to  be  displaced,”  it  must  also 
include  a  program  for  relocation  of  the  occupants. 

The  State  of  New  Jersey  required  the  commissioner  of  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
munity  Affairs  to  certify  that  displacing  agencies  have  workable  relocation  as¬ 
sistance  programs  in  effect  before  forcing  anyone  to  move. 

The  State  of  Maryland  has  recently  passed  a  law  which  allows  owner  occupants 
to  be  compensated  for  the  difference,  up  to  $3,500,  between  the  fair  market  value 
of  their  property  and  the  average  cost,  within  the  same  political  subdivision,  of  a 
decent,  safe,  .sanitary  dwelling  generally  comparable  in  size  to  the  dwelling  being 
taken. 

LOCAL  ACTION 

Principal  focus  for  change  in  relocation  policies  must  be  on  the  states  and  the 
Federal  government. 

City  activity  in  relocation  is  generally  governed  by  the  limitations  of  state 
statutes  and  court  decisions  controlling  payments  above  fair  market  value.  Cin¬ 
cinnati,  Ohio  is  presently  developing  a  program  of  relocation  payments  for  city 
programs.  Under  the  program,  the  city  would  be  authorized  to  pay  $200  per 
family  and  $3000  per  business  for  moving  expen.ses.  Before  this  year  it  had  not 
been  thought  that  municipal  relocation  payments  were  pennitted  by  state  law, 
so  the  only  relocation  payments  made  were  those  reimbursed  by  the  state  or 
Federal  government. 

In  the  City  of  Detroit  highway  relocation  payments  are  generally  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  scale  set  in  the  Highway  Act.  however,  a  study  of  one  relocation 
area  indicated  that  relocated  individuals  and  families  were  paying  rents  in  their 
new  quarters  which  averaged  16%  above  their  rentals  before  relocation. 

In  Atlanta,  Georgia  relocation  payments  are  also  made  according  to  the  stand¬ 
ard  set  in  the  Highway  Act,  with  the  state  making  the  payments  after  they  are 
requested  by  the  local  relocation  agency.  Atlanta  goes  beyond  the  state  require¬ 
ments  for  finding  people  housing,  however,  and  helps  the  people  to  be  relocated 
make  contact  with  those  who  might  provide  them  new  quarters. 
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National  Association  ob'  Counties, 

Washington.  D.C.,  June  1-i,  I!)<!S. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Hnhcommittcc  on.  Intergovernmental  Itelationx.  i^cnate  Offlec  Hiiilding,  Wash- 
ington,  D.G. 

Dear  Ed  :  This  is  a  foliow-up  to  oiir  testimony  of  May  14  to  advise  yon  that  tlie 
National  Association  of  Counties  is  strongly  in  favor  of  section  807(1))  of  8098. 
the  Intergovernmental  Coojieration  Act  of  1908,  which  would  permit  the  federal 
government  to  reimburse  100%  of  state  and  local  government  relocation  costs  np 
to  $25,000  for  each  individual  or  business  displaced  as  the  result  of  a  federally- 
aided  program.  A  co.st  sharing  formula  is  established  for  any  portion  of  the  cost 
above  .$25,000  per  displacement.  We  believe  the  approach  you  have  taken  in  your 
bill  is  a  most  desirable  and  workable  one.  It  would  broaden  relocation  compensa¬ 
tion  sufficiently  to  reduce  much  of  the  frustration  now  oexjurring  at  the  local 
level  over  the  compensation  program. 

We  feel  strongly  that  by  adopting  this  uniform  approach,  expensive  delays  and 
reviews  of  plans  occasioned  by  citizen  opiK)sition  would  be  avoided.  This  reloca¬ 
tion  problem  has  also  bec-ome  most  apparent  in  hearings  we  have  testified  at  on 
the  federal  highway  program.  The  great  disparity  between  relocation  assistance 
under  that  program  and  under  other  programs  such  as  urban  renewal  creates 
terrific  citizen  misunderstanding  for  our  local  officials.  Altho  individuals  at¬ 
tempts  are  being  made  at  the  local  level  to  avoid  some  of  the  problems  which 
federal  relocation  programs  pre.sently  pose,  uniform  program  of  federal  assist¬ 
ance  for  all  its  myriad  relocation  programs  is  desperately  needed. 

The  testimony  of  Mr.  Hughes  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  indicated  some 
problems  that  the  Bureau  had  with  section  807(b).  As  our  witness  on  May  14, 
Gladys  L.  Spellman,  chairman  of  the  Board  of  County  Commissioners  pointed 
out.  iiny  attempt  to  turn  back  the  clock  and  require  local  and  state  governments 
to  provide  relocation  matching  assistance  in  the  same  proportion  as  the  grant- 
in-aid  matching  ratios,  would  be  catastrophic. 

We  believe  it  is  impractical  and  unrealistic  to  expect  a  rolling  back  of  HUD 
programs,  not  only  urban  renewal,  but  also  Model  Cities,  which  relocation  as¬ 
sistance  would  go  below  existing  arrangements.  Fiscally,  the  savings  would  not 
be  very  significant  in  that  BOB  proposes  that  a  basic  formula  prevail,  and  in  the 
case  of  our  federal  highway  program,  the  largest  relocation  assistance  progi-am, 
the  matching  ratios  would  be  90-10. 

Title  VI II  would  necessitate  states  and  local  governments  to  enact  legislation 
permitting  their  governments  to  enter  into  contractual  relationships.  Local  bodies 
will  have  to  seek  immediate  enabling  legislation  in  order  to  continue  programs 
they  are  now  in.  Furthermore,  the  .$25,000  maximum  figure  takes  away  much  of 
the"  sting  in  making  relocation  programs  uniform  at  the  local  level.  The  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  proposal,  on  the  other  hand,  sets  an  effective  date  of  3  years  after 
enactment.  This  would  serve  to  avoid  most  of  the  land-acquisition  problems  in 
the  federal  interstate  highway  program.  The  BOB  ixisition  is  that  this  3  year 
interim  period  would  give  legi.slatures  time  to  tool  up  for  the  change.  I  might 
suggest  that  a  more  subtle  reason  might  be  to  save  federal  money  during  this 
most  critical  point  in  our  federal  spending.  We  believe  that  the  effective  date  must 
be  immediate  in  order  to  make  the  job  of  enabling  Iwal  legislation  easier.  The 
,$25,(X)0  provision  of  section  807(b)  would  facilitate  immediate  enabling  legi.s- 
lation  by  our  Ux-al  governments. 

In  conclusion  NACO  believes  that  the  federal  government  must  find  the  finan¬ 
cial  resources  necessary  to  support  and  improve  our  present  relocation  programs. 
Congress  can  make  the  programs  fair  and  uniform  for  all  concerned  by  enactment 
of  title  YIII  in  8698. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Bernard  F.  Hillenbrand.  Executive  Director. 


National  Association  of  Housing  and  Redevelopment  Officials, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  5,  1968. 

Mr.  Charles  M.  Smith, 

Staff  Director,  Suheommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Senate  Offiee 
Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Charles  :  NAHRO  is  glad  to  respond  to  your  request  for  our  opinion  on 
the  proposal  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  relocation  payments  1^  shared 
under  a  matching  formula,  rather  than  reimbursed  in  full  by  the  Federal 
government. 
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We  have  a  niiiiiber  of  observations  related  to;  (1)  past  experience  in  Federal 
assistance  to  reiocation  (2)  practicai  questions  in  achieving  adequate  reiwation 
assistance  (3)  the  eiements  of  uniform  relocation  assistance  and  (4)  the  roie 
of  the  Federal  government  in  reiocation  assistance. 

PAST  EXPERIENCE  IN  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE  TO  RELOCATION 

Under  the  Housing  Act  of  a  system  of  100  percent  reimbursement  v\’as 

established  for  relocation  payments  under  the  urban  renewal  program.  This 
was  extendeil  to  the  public  housing  program  in  1904.  Under  this  system,  local 
laiblic  agencies  administering  urban  renewal  and  public  liousing  estal)lished 
relocation  service  offices  and  began  to  disburse  payments  and  give  iisslstance  to 
all  those  displaced.  Over  the  period  of  the  last  ten  years,  payments  made  to  dis- 
placees  have  universally  met  the  standards  set  in  the  Federal  statute.  With  the 
assistance  of  the  Federal  government,  local  public  agencies  liave  been  able  to 
gain  experience  and  insight  into  the  whole  problem  of  displacement.  The  urban 
renewal  program  has  iierformed  a  leadership  role  in  understanding  the  effects 
of  displacement  and  bringing  assistance  to  tho.se  displaceil.  It  is  on  the  threshold 
of  organizing  even  more  effective  relocation  techniques  and  assistance. 

The  Feileral  Highway  Act  of  1962  provided  for  relocation  assistance  on  a 
matching  basis  of  90  percent  to  ten  percent.  Under  this  system,  only  some  20 
States  have  elected  to  avail  themselves  of  Federal  funds,  and  a  number  of  these 
do  not  pay  the  maximum  beneflte  i>ermissable  under  the  Federal  statute.  More¬ 
over,  the  laws  in  these  some  20  States,  except  for  a  handful  of  exceptions,  cover 
reimbursement  only  for  moving  costs,  and  only  for  federal-aid  highway 
displacement. 

If  experience  under  these  two  systems  in  the  past  is  any  criterion,  than  meet¬ 
ing  the  standards  set  in  Federal  statutes  and  moving  ahead  to  set  up  effective 
relocation  operations  on  the  State  and  local  level,  is  far  more  likely  under 
a  100  percent  reimbursement  schedule. 

PRACTICAL  QUESTIONS  IN  ACHIEVING  ADEQUATE  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE 

As  noted  above,  only  some  20  States  have  established  legislation  wliich  au¬ 
thorizes  relocation  assistance — and  only  six  of  these  States  have  taws  which  cover 
reimbursement  beyond  moving  costs  and  federal-aid  highway  displacement.  Based 
on  past  experience,  it  is  not  likely  that  changes  would  or  could  be  made  in  State 
laws,  within  the  three  year  time  schedule  set  in  the  proiwsal  of  the  Budget 
Bureau,  to  make  a  .shared-cost  system  workable.  One  of  the  imiwrtant  rationales 
in  establishing  a  100  iiercent  reimbursement  schedule  in  the  urban  renewal  pro¬ 
gram  in  19.o6.  was  doubt  as  to  whether  State  constitutions  and  laws  would  permit 
local  public  agencies  to  extend  compen.sation  in  excess  of  awards  for  property 
ac(iuisition.  This  is  still  a  serious  constraint  on  a  shared-l)asis  for  relocation 
assistance. 

Uonversion  of  the  urban  renewal  and  public  housing  programs  to  a  shared  sys¬ 
tem  of  relocation  assistance  at  this  time  could  be  a  serious  set-back  to  the 
relocation  progress  which  has  been  made  over  the  past  decade.  Local  communi¬ 
ties.  already  in  financial  distress,  would  be  required  to  find  a  matching  contribu¬ 
tion  in  most  cases  equal  to  one-third  of  total  costs.  Any  inability  to  do  so  would 
undoubtedly  result  in  discouragement  and  frustration  among  displaces  them¬ 
selves,  particularly  if  this  involved  a  step-back  from  the  benefits  currently  being 
given. 

THE  ELEMENTS  OF  UNIFORM  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE 

Two  factors  relate  to  the  rationale  for  a  uniform  policy  of  relocation  assistance 
by  the  Federal  government.  First,  relocation  assistance  has  come  to  be  recognized 
as  a  unique  governmental  function,  with  an  identity  of  its  own,  not  basically 
affected  by  the  type  of  improv'ement  activit.v  which  causes  displacement.  Under 
such  an  understanding,  it  does  not  seem  logical  or  e(iuitable  for  the  Federal 
government  to  reimburse  relocation  assi.stance  in  one  federally-as.sisted  program 
to  a  greater  degree  than  in  another,  as  would  happen  if  the  current  matching 
formulas  should  be  used  as  the  basis  for  reimbursement:  (for  example,  inter¬ 
state  highway  displacement  would  be  reimbursed  on  a  90-10  basis,  while  most 
reimbursement  for  urban  renewal  would  be  on  a  %-%  basis. )  A  second  factor  is 
that  the  administrative  ground-rules  for  reimbursement,  as  well  as  the  level 
of  reimbursable  payments,  should  be  considered  in  the  establishment  of  a  uni¬ 
form  relocation  assistance  program  by  the  Federal  government.  Only  such  a  sys¬ 
tem  can  truly  be  called  “uniform.” 
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THE  ROLE  OF  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  TN  REI.OCATION  ASSISTANCE 


The  Federal  soveniinent  must  continue  to  perforin  a  leadership  role  in  bringing' 
relocation  assistance  to  all  those  displaced  by  pulilic  action.  The  goal  of  the 
jiresent  title  of  S.  dttcS — uniform  relocation  assistance  for  all  those  displaced  by 
Federal  or  Federally-assisted  programs  must  be  made  a  reality.  The  surest  and 
most  effective  way  to  achieve  this  goal  is  for  the  Federal  government  to  provide 
for  100  percent  reimbursement  of  relocation  costs.  Such  action  by  the  Federal 
government  would  also  provide  the  quickest  way  to  stimulate  State  and  local 
governments  to  take  responsibility  for  providing  assistance  for  those  displaced' 
by  State  and  local  improvement  programs.  At  the  present  time,  about  half  of 
all  displacement  comes  from  State  and  local  public  programs,  not  related  to 
Federal  assistance.  Already,  the  role  of  the  Federal  government  in  bringing  • 
assistance  to  those  displaced  by  Federall.v-assisted  programs  is  bringing  actions  to 
provide  similar  benefits  for  non-Federally-related  displacement. 

For  all  of  these  reasons.  NAHRO  favors  the  establishment  of  a  100  percent 
Federal  relocation  assistance  for  all  Federal  or  federally-aided  programs  which 
cause  displacement. 

Sincerely  yours, 


John  D.  Lange,  Executive  Director. 


Statement  of  Angus  McDonald,  Director  of  Research,  National  Farmers 

Union 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  although  we  cannot  qualify 
as  exi.)erts  in  the  field  of  state  and  local  taxation  and  programs  which  make 
available  to  the  states  grants-in-aid  for  various  purposes,  we  feel  that  this 
legislation  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction  inasmuch  as  it  would,  if  enacted  and 
administered  properly  make  systems  of  states,  grants-in-aid  and  various  pro¬ 
grams  initiated  by  the  Federal  Government  more  consistent  in  carrying  out  the 
objectives  of  Congress. 

Our  impression  is  that  the  several  states  administer  grants-in-aid  in  various 
different  ways  depending  on  the  local  situation.  It  has  been  reported  that  in  some 
instances  grants-in-aid  b.y  the  Federal  Government  were  used  to  reduce  or  sub¬ 
stitute  the  amounts  available  appropriated  by  the  state.  If  this  is  true,  w’e  think 
it  is  a  subversion  of  the  Congressional  purpose. 

The  plight  of  the  states  and  local  tax  districts  in  regard  to  the  availability  of 
needed  funds  is  well  known.  Although  we  do  not  favor  the  turning  over  of  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  to  the  states  without  standards  or  strings  attached,  we  would  hope 
that  the  some  220  grants-in-aid  programs  would  be  continued  and  expanded  and. 
that  this  legislation  would  lead  to  greater  efiSciency  in  the  administration  of 
programs. 

We  would  hoiie  also  that  the  legislation  would  encourage  the  states  to  rely 
more  on  income  taxes  as  a  source  of  revenue.  We  note  from  a  recent  report  titled 
“State  and  Local  Taxes’’  authored  by  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations,  that  of  the  thirty-one  billion,  nine  hundred  and  ten  million 
total  dollars  collected  by  states  in  the  year  1967,  only  two  billion,  two  hundred  and 
twenty-seven  dollars  were  derived  from  corporate  net  income  taxes.  In  view  of  the 
substantial  reduction  in  corporate  taxes  effected  by  Congressional  law,  we  hope 
that  the  states  will  rel.v  more  heavily  on  corporate  taxation  and  taxation  of 
wealthy  individuals. 

The  Farmers  Union  has  recently  supported  the  principle  of  ability  to  pay 
taxation  in  a  resolution  passed  unanimously  at  our  national  convention  in  March 
1968.  This  principle  was  reaffirmed  on  May  27,  1968  in  a  statement  issued  by  the 
Executive  Committee  of  the  National  Farmers  Union  which  called  for  the  impo¬ 
sition  of  excess  profit  taxes  to  meet  the  current  fiscal  emergency. 
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Billions  of  dollars  amiually  are  realized  by  foreign  corporations  from  invest¬ 
ments  in  the  various  states.  Stockholders  residing  in  New  York,  Boston,  Pitts¬ 
burgh  and  other  financial  centers  drain  Southern  and  Western  States  of  their 
financial  resources  contributing  little  for  welfare  and  educational  puii>oses 


State  of  Vermont, 
Montpelier,  May  20,  1968. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Senate  Committee  on 
Government  Operations,  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Senator  Muskie  :  In  October  of  1967.  the  59th  Annual  Governors’  Con¬ 
ference  passed  a  resolution  urging  “enactment  without  delay  of  the  Joint  Fund¬ 
ing  Simplification  Act.” 

This  recommendation  reflects  the  growing  concern  of  the  Governors  with  pro¬ 
liferation  of  federal  grants-in-aid.  More  specifically,  it  reflects  concerns  about 
the  increasing  complexity  in  resiwnding  to  federal  grant  offerings  so  as  to  carry 
out  national  and  state  purposes. 

We  have  long  urged,  in  testimony  before  the  Committees  of  Congress  and  by 
resolution  at  our  annual  meetings,  the  need  for  streamlining  and  simplifying  the 
procedures  which  govern  the  flow  of  federal  funds  to  the  states,  as  well  as  to 
other  governmental  jurisdictions.  As  Governors,  we  welcomed  the  President’s 
message  of  March  1967  in  which  he  took  cognizance  of  the  proliferation  of  grant- 
in-aid  programs  as  contributing  to  red  tape  and  delay,  placing  “extra  burdens 
on  State  and  local  officials.” 

In  that  message,  the  President  proix>sed  general  legislation  making  it  pos.sible 
“for  federal  agencies  to  combine  related  grants  into  a  single  financial  package 
thus  simplifying  the  financial  and  administrative  procedures.”  The  Joint  Fund¬ 
ing  Simplification  Act  was  drafted  to  facilitate  such  simplification  of  financial 
and  administrative  procedures. 

To  give  greater  si>ecificity  to  the  c-onsideration  of  thi.s  Act,  the  National  Gov¬ 
ernors’  Conference  Committee  on  Revenue  and  Taxation,  of  which  I  am  chair¬ 
man,  solicited  from  the  Governors  their  experience  in  packaging  of  federal  grants 
to  achieve  .state  objectives.  Review  of  these  experiences  suggests  that  legislative 
authorizations  called  for  by  the  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  would — 

( 1 )  ijermit  the  more  effective  use  of  federal  funds  in  carrying  out  congres¬ 
sional  intent  as  well  as  state  objectives  ; 

(2)  avoid  the  delays  involved  in  sorting  out  the  multiplicity  of  grant  pro¬ 
visions  now  available ; 

(3)  facilitate  the  adoption  of  packaged  grant  programs  to  move  forward  more 
rapidly  and  in  concert  with  state  policies ;  and 

( 4)  reduce  the  cost  to  the  states  in  applying  for  and  receiving  federal  funds. 

Responses  from  the  Governors  thus  indicate  the  urgency  of  action  as  a  begin¬ 
ning  step  toward  removing  barriers  to  packaging  of  federal  grants-in-aid.  Differ¬ 
ences  in  administrative  rulings,  in  accounting  provisions,  in  plan  submittal 
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requirements,  coupled  with  the  variety  of  appropriation  provisions,  stand  in  the 
way  of  effective  use  of  federal  aids  by  the  states  in  carrying  out  national  and 
state  objectives.  The  attached  statements  abstracted  from  the  responses  of  the 
Governors  indicate  that  combined  packages  of  federal  grants  have  not  been 
successfully  worked  through  under  existing  legislation. 

The  nation’s  interest  in  industrial  development  in  the  backward  areas  would 
be  pursued  more  effectively  if  a  number  of  grant  programs  could,  in  fact,  be 
put  together  to  help  the  states  carry  on  the  intent  of,  for  example,  the  grants 
administered  by  the  Department  of  Transportation  and  the  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment  Administration. 

Water  pollution  control  would  be  achieved  more  rapidly  if  grants  from  .several 
agencies  could  be  combined. 

Rural  water  and  sewer  planning  could  be  advanced  by  combining  funds  ot  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Itevelopment  and  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 

Tlie  pursuit  of  health  services  in  the  neighborhoods,  of  health  care  for  migrant 
workers,  of  child  welfare  services,  could  be  greatly  enhanced  if  the  appropriate 
grant  provisions  could  be  combined. 

It  is  clear  from  the  reports  of  the  Governors  that  where  the  federal  agencies 
have  taken  the  initiative,  such  as  in  combining  through  a  single  plan  submission 
of  separate  grant  programs,  such  combinations  have  been  worked  through  with 
reduced  processing  time  and  reduced  expenditure  of  funds  by  the  states  in  apply¬ 
ing  for  and  rec'eiving  federal  assistance.  The  joint  plan  .submi.s.sions  for  title 
VIII  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1964  and  title  IX  of  the  Demonstration  Cities  and 
MetroiK>litan  Development  Act  of  1966  serve  as  a  model  for  what  might  be  done. 

In  response  to  the  President’s  Quality  of  Gowrnment  Mes.sage  several  federal 
agencies  have  sought  to  develop  other  packages  of  federal  aids.  The  recent 
endorsement  by  the  U.  S.  Office  of  Education  of  a  combined  packaging  of  educa¬ 
tional  aids  proposed  by  the  State  of  Texas  provides  a  design  for  comprehensive 
packaging  and  planning  of  federally  assi.sted  educational  programs.  The  state 
plans  for  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Education  Act,  titles  I,  II,  III,  V  and  VI, 
the  National  Defense  Educational  Act,  titles  III  and  V-A,  the  Vocational  Edu¬ 
cation  Act  of  1963.  and  the  Educational  Professions  Development  Act  of  1967 
are  to  be  modified  to  permit  the  packaging  of  federal  funds  for  the.se  programs, 
and  the  use  of  the  funds  in  accord  with  the  developed  state  coordinated  policy. 
Local  school  districts  in  harmony  with  this  policy  may  generally  submit  single 
plans  for  federal  aid  and  single  reports. 

In  other  instances,  where  the  intent  has  been  to  package  federal  aids,  authority 
was  not  available  that  could  facilitate  and  encourage  such  combinations.  Delays 
in  processing,  developing  out  of  precise  reviews  of  differences  in  legislative 
authority,  create  barriers  to  such  packaging  in  the  absence  of  new  legislative 
authority.  As  one  Governor  points  out  the  progress  toward  program  simplifica¬ 
tion  has  been  haphazard  because  of  the  absence  of  a  strong  federal  commitment, 
an  absence  which  in  part  is  attributed  to  lack  of  clear  legi.slative  authority. 

We  would  welcome  the  inclusion  of  this  letter  and  attached  materials  in  the 
record  of  hearings  on  S.  2981,  the  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act. 

Sincerely, 


Philip  H.  Hoff, 
Governor. 
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(1)  Has  any  single  agency  in  your  State  (or  combination  of  agencies)  been  successful  in  packaging  two  or  more  federal  gnuits 
to  achieve  a  si)ecific  state  objective  under  existing  federal  legislative  authority?  If  so,  list  the  federal  grants  that  were  combined  as 
follows : 
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tempted  have  been  limited  to  planning  and  survey  activities  of  the  Kansas  Department  of  Economic  Development  ( State  planning  agency) 
and  the  State  Highway  Commission. 
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Vocational  training  of  unemployed  and  under-  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Manpower  Development  Social  and  Rehabilitation  Administration;  U.S.  Education;  Maine  Employment  Security  Corn- 
employed.  and  Training  Act;  Vocational  Education-Neigh-  Employment  Service;  Office  of  Education;  De-  mission. 

borhood  Youth  Corps.  partment  of  Labor. 
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lanpower  development  training . .  Manpower  Development  Training  Act;  title  I l-B,  Department  ot  Labor,  Bureau  of  tmployment 

Economic  Opportunity  Act;  title  III,  Elementary  Security  and  Bureau  of  Apprenticeship  Train- 
and  Secondary  Education  Act.  ing;  Department  of  HEW,  Division  of  Vocational 

Education  and  office  Education;  Office  of 
Economic  Opportunity. 


(2)  Please  cite  examples  where  a  State  agency  (or  combination  of  State  agencies)  has  been  unsuccessful  in  their  attempt  to  pack¬ 
age  federal  grants,  or  discouraged  from  such  attempts  by  presumed  lack  of  federal  authority.  Provide  the  same  details  about  the  pro¬ 
grams  and  agencies  as  in  question  (1) . 
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(2)  Please  eite  exaiiiples  where  a  State  agency  (or  coinhination  of  State  agencies)  has  heeii  unsuccessful  in  their  attempts  to 
package  federal  grants,  or  discouraged  from  such  attempts  hy  presumed  lack  of  federal  authority.  Provide  the  same  details  about  the 
programs  and  agencies  as  in  (luestion  (1). 
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(2)  Please  cite  examples  where  a  State  agency  (or  combination  of  State  agencies)  has  been  unsuccessful  in  their  attempt  to  pack¬ 
age  federal  grants,  or  discouraged  from  such  attempts  by  presumed  lack  of  federal  authority.  Provide  the  same  details  about  the  pro¬ 
grams  and  agencies  as  in  question  (1). 
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( Depil rtmeiit  of  Public  Instruction) 

(1)  Has  any  single  agency  in  your  State  (or  combination  of  agencies)  bt'en  successful  in  packaging  two  or  more  federal  grants  to 
achieve  a  specific  state  objective  under  existing  federal  legislative  authority?  If  so,  list  the  federal  grants  that  were  combined  as 
follows : 
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To  iu-hieve  state  objectives,  we  have  attempted  at  the  State  level  to  utilisse  programs  that  are  under  the  jurisdiction  at  tlie  federal 
level  of  the  Department  of  Labor,  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunit.v  and  various  division  of  the  Social  and  Rehab  Services,  such  as 
Vocational  Rehabilitation,  Children's  Bureau,  and  other  divisions  of  the  Department  of  Hc^alth.  Education  and  Welfare,  suc-h  as  Public 
Health,  and  Edu(*ation.  At  the  State  level,  the  following  agencies  have  been  involved :  The  Department  of  Health,  the  Division  of  Voca¬ 
tional  Rehabilitation  of  the  Department  of  Education,  tlie  Voc-ational  Education  Division  and  Basic  Education  Division  of  the  same  de- 
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Plan,  organize,  coordinate  resources,  and  pro-  Public  Health  Services,  sec.  314(d).  Public  Law  Bureau  of  Health  Services,  PHS,  HEW.  .  Do. 

mote  smoking  and  health  program.  89-749. 

Public  Health  Services,  sec.  314(e),  Public  Law  . . . . . .  State  department  of  public  instruction. 

89-749 
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Washington  Urban  League,  Neigiiboriiood  Development  Center  and  Pro¬ 
gram — Pierce  Street:  An  Urban  Renewal  Experience  Tivo  Years  Later 

summary  of  action  taken  to  implement  recommendations  made  AUGUST  17,  19GC 
TO  THE  COMMUNITY  ON  CHANGING  RELOCATION  PRACTICES 

The  Neighborhood  Advisory  Council  of  the  Urban  League  Neighborhood 
Development  Center  published  a  report  in  August  1906  relating  to  the  experiences 
of  families  relocated  from  Pierce  Street  in  the  Northwest  One  Urban  Reneival 
area  in  Washington,  D.C.  The  report  was  prefaced  by  a  number  of  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  the  community  and  urged  appropriate  agencies  and  persons  to  make 
modifications  in  current  relocation  procedures  and  programs. 

Much  of  the  effort  expended  by  the  community  organization  program  of  the 
Neighborhood  Center  during  the  two  years  since  the  report  ivas  released  has  been 
devoted  to  the  implementation  of  these  recommendations.  How  well  both  the 
community  and  the  urban  renewal  agency,  the  Redevelopment  Land  Agency,  have 
succeeded  in  making  modifications  is  summarized  in  the  following  statements. 

Relocation  Staff 

Recommendation  1:  Hire  local  residents  to  assist  relocation  staff  and  in 
imspecting  relocation  housing. 

I’rogress:  The  U.S.  Civil  Service  Commission  responded  to  the  Local  Agency 
request  and  establi.shed  a  new  category  of  civil  servants,  urban  renewal  aides, 
ill  the  Spring  1907.  Twelve  positions  at  GS-3  and  GS-4  were  allocated,  and  are 
being  filled  by  neighborhood  residents. 

Recommendation  2:  Make  staff  available  evenings  and  weekends. 

Progress :  The  office  staff  was  scheduled  to  ivork  half-days  Saturdays  for 
approximately  a  year. 

Recommendation  8:  Increase  effective  use  of  social  services  to  meet  family  and 
employment  problems. 

"  Progress :  Interpretation  of  regulations  relating  to  eligible  project  costs  denies 
Local  Agency  permission  to  provide  direct  services  relating  to  relocation. 

Unsuccessful  attempts  have  been  made  by  Local  Agency  and  community  groups 
to  get  District  government  agencies  to  provide  new  neighborhood  services  for 
Northwest  One  residents.  Moreover,  there  has  been  a  gradual  curtailment  of 
.services  provided  by  the  anti-poverty  program.  Since  1966,  the  neighborhood 
employment  service,  located  in  the  area,  has  been  shut  down.  The  neighborhood 
legal  service  office  was  merged  with  one  in  another  part  of  town  ;  and  the  housing 
office  which  conducted  a  code  enforcement  program  has  been  closed.  Of  the 
remaining  anti-poverty  programs,  only  three  provide  direct  services  to  residents — 
one  day  care  center,  a  credit  union,  and  a  family  counseling  unit,  all  of  which 
serve  an  area-wide  population  of  30,000. 

Residents  have  been  demanding  new  social  services  during  the  entire  period 
of  family  relocation.  They  have  made  appeals,  presented  testimony,  appeared  at 
budget  hearings,  and  issued  reports  to  the  Board  of  Commissioners  and  the  City 
Council,  the  Urban  Renewal  Operations  Committee,  the  Community  Renewal 
Program,  the  Board  of  Recreation,  the  Department  of  Sanitation,  the  Department 
of  Licenses  and  Inspections,  the  Board  of  Education,  the  Police  Department,  the 
Department  of  I’ublic  Health,  and  USES-DC.  Additionally,  an  inquiry  has  been 
made  of  the  National  Capital  Housing  Authority  to  discover  whether  the  agency 
can  provide  any  social  services  to  residents  who  hold  priority  rights  to  return  to 
new  public  housing  in  Northwest  One.  The  Agency  regulations  apparently  bar 
such  “advance”  social  services.^ 

Recommendation  If:  Simplify  and  provide  more  assistance  in  obtaining  docu¬ 
ments  needed  for  public  housing. 

Progress  :  No  significant  changes  have  been  provided. 

“Illegal  tenancy” '  was  another  problem  relating  to  documentation  which 
was  discovered  in  the  Fall  1967  when  the  site  was  being  evacuated  for  the 
construction  of  the  first  moderate  income  housing.  Several  families  who  claimed 
they  had  lived  in  the  project  area  for  several  years  but  who  were  not  included 
among  the  Agency’s  list  of  surveyed  families  and  individuals  wete  reported 
to  be  denied  relocation  benefits.  They  were  termed  “illegal  tenants”  because 
they  were  presumed  to  be  living  in  acquired  properties  without  authorization. 


*  Congres.slonal  review  recommended. 
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AcUlitional  evidence  of  incompleteness  of  original  survey  information  was 
revealed  in  late  1967  as  prosi>ective  lists  of  tenants  were  being  contacteil  to 
apply  for  housing.  Almost  a  dozen  families  who  were  able  to  present  evidence 
of  their  i>riO'r  tenancy  were  denied  first  I’ight  of  refusal  because  the  Agency 
had  no  record  of  them. 

ON  SITE  relocation 

Recommendation  1:  Absorb  percentage  of  rents,  maintenance  costs,  and  guard 
and  police  service  in  projects  co.sts. 

Progress:  A  full  review  of  rentals  in  Northwest  One  resulted  in  imme¬ 
diate  reductions  in  some  rents ;  and  reduction  in  rentals  at  dwellings  with 
excessive  fuel  bills  due  to  heat  loss  (121  of  296  rentals  were  reported  to  have 
been  reduced). 

The  local  agency  has  adopted  a  new  HUD  guideline,  effective  in  May  1968, 
which  would  reduce  rentals  to  welfare  recipients  to  the  level  of  their  shelter 
allow'ance  and  to  other  renters  not  to  exceed  25  percent  of  family  income. 

Reco)nmendation  2:  Increase  efficiency  and  size  of  maintenance  staff. 

Progress :  A  concentrated  maintenance  program,  begun  in  September  1966, 
and  originally  termed  “maintenance  month’’  stretched  over  a  year.  After  eight 
months,  all  properties  had  been  inspected ;  it  was  revealed  by  the  Agency  that 
195  structures  of  220  required  major  -work  (heating,  plumbing,  electrical  or 
roofing).  Between  November  1966  and  May  1967,  the  Agency  reported  it  had 
doubled  its  volume  of  completed  work  orders  over  the  previous  six  months. 

Emergency  telephone  numbers  of  the  property  management  staff  were  cir¬ 
culated  throughout  the  community.  The  maintenance  staff  was  increased  from 
twelve  to  over  thirty,  including  some  area  residents. 

Recommendation  3:  Hire  neighborhood  residents  for  patrol  duty  to  reduce 
breakdowns  in  service  due  to  vandalism. 

Progress:  Pifivate  guards  were  hired  in  February  1968  on  a  twenty-four 
hour  basis  to  protect  government  properties. 

Recommendation  Prepare  a  staging  plan. 

Progress:  A  staging  plan  providing  a  construction  timetable  was  pre¬ 
pared  and  presented  for  community  consideration  in  September  1966.  One  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  plan  was  to  provide  tangible  evidence  to  residents  that  they  did 
not  have  to  move  out  of  the  area  in  advance  of  construction  timetables.  In 
May  1967,  the  Agency’s  policy  on  demolitions  wms  sharply  challenged  by  the 
community,  resulting  in  a  new  agreement,  with  steps  outlined  to  guard  against 
panic  moves  by  residents  and  to  maintain  and  improve  the  quality  of  the  life 
of  the  community  during  redevelopment.  A  second  purpose  of  the  staging  plan 
wms  to  help  residents  identify  with  and  participate  in  planning  for  new  low  and  . 
moderate  income  housing  to  w'hich  th'ey  wmuld  hold  first  priority  to  return. 

The  staging  plan  was  not  adopted  as  binding  but  as  a  plan  suliject  to  revisions 
which  would  better  serve  needs  of  residents.  The  following  modifications  in  the 
staging  plan  have  been  supported,  but  not  yet  achieved,  by  tlie  community  : 

(a)  A  new  elementary  school  building  (estimates  of  classroom  shortages  run 
to  1.000  seats). 

(b)  One  of  the  housing  complexes  to  include  an  early  childhootl  center  (pre¬ 
school  through  first  or  second  grades) . 

(c)  The  shopping  center  to  include  at  least  one  community -owned  business.  1 

{d)  Switch  a  public  housing  and  moderate  income  housing  site  to  allow  a  | 

construction  speed-up. 

(e)  Provi.sion  of  some  new  and  rehabilitated  units  as  sales  housing  (13  units 
scheduled  to  be  ready  July  1968). 

(f)  Extension  of  boundaries  of  the  renewal  project  to  include  the  approved 
section  of  the  Center  Leg  Freeway  so  as  to  provide  air-rights  housing  over  the 
freeway  and  additional  housing  beside  the  right  of  way. 

(.0)  Speed-up  the  beginning  date  of  a  community  facilities  building. 

ill)  Creative  development  of  open  spaces  for  recreation  use. 

(  i)  A  public  swimming  pool. 

Reco^nmendation  4a:  Reserve  a  pool  of  standard  rehabilitated  housing  to  be  i 
demoli.shed  in  the  final  stage. 

Progress :  A  pool  of  standard  rehabilitated  housing  was  not  provided.  ! 
Present  legislation  tends  to  bar  urban  renewal  agencies  from  improving  housing 
designated  for  demolition. 


Congressional  review  recommended 
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The  community  was  successful,  liowever,  in  srottiiiK  tlie  Department  of  lliKli- 
ways  and  Trallic  to  invest  in  the  1!)<>7  rehal)ilitatioii  of  a  tliirty-four  unit  l)uil(lin{; 
which  was  scheduled  to  he  demolished  in  1070  to  accommodate  the  Cmiter 
l'''r(“eway.  (This  area  is  scheduled  to  become  a  part  of  Northwest  One.) 

Recommendation  J,h:  Offer  families  on-site  relocation  without  jeopardizing 
their  linal  relocation  benefits. 

I’rogress;  Ajyproximately  100  families  have  been  relm-ated  on-site  since 
September  ItMtO,  without  jeoi»ardizing  their  final  benefits.  Several  have  been 
moved  more  than  once,  either  l)ecause  their  presfmt  homes  were  beyond  repair 
or  because  they  were  in  an  area  scheduled  for  demolition  in  advance  of 
construction. 

Relocation  Benefits 

Recommendation  1:  Relocation  henefits  should  be  increased  and  each  new 
household  create<l  by  relocation  should  receive  moving  ex[)onses. 

I’rogress:  Agency  a.ssau-ts  it  is  -‘making  payments  to  the  full  extent  author¬ 
ized  by  existing  legislation  and  regulations  i.s.sued  by  IIUD,”  and  that  it  supports 
expanded  and  increa.sed  relocation  benefits. 

I’rivate  Housing 

Recomtnendation  1:  Inspect  all  private  relocation  housing  before  occupancy. 

I’rogress:  Improvement  in  inspection  procedures  have  laam  ma(h‘,  l)ut  gen¬ 
erally  are  not  satisfactory.  The  License  and  Insr>ection  Housing  Division  often 
does  not  respond  promptly  to  insi)ection  reipiests,  and  delays  in  in.si)ecting  prop¬ 
erties  sometimes  result  in  rental  of  units  to  another  prospective  renter.  The 
Agency  conducts  pre-inspection  by  its  own  staff  to  make  judgments  about  con¬ 
dition  of  properties.  (Some  landlords  do  not  list  with  the  Agency  nor  will  some 
rent  to  relocatees  bcKL-ause  they  do  not  want  their  properties  insjjccted.) 

Recommendation  2:  Verify  rents  and  pay  rent  supplements  to  maintain  gross 
rents  at  a  maximum  of  25  percent  of  income. 

I’rogress :  The  number  of  on-site  locations  is  believ(‘d  to  have  reduced  substan¬ 
tially  the  number  of  Northwest  One  families  who  would  pay  excessive  rents  in 
jirivate  housing.  No  new  studies  are  available  which  invalidate  the  Pierce  Street 
figures  that  50  percent  of  families  relo<-ated  pay  more  than  25  percent  of  income 
in  rent;  that  40  percent  of  families  relocated  pay  over  .30  ixu-cent;  and  that  20 
percent  of  families  relocated  pay  over  50  rH'rcent  in  j)rivate  housing. 

d'he  sixuisor  of  the  first  moderate  income  Imusirig  in  Northwest  One  has 
completed  arrangements  to  use  the  rent  sui)plement  program  in  almost-one-fourth 
of  his  units.  Another  fourth  will  be  leased  to  the  public  housing  authority.  The 
significance  of  this  is  revealed  by  the  following  story  :  The  first  former  Northwest 
One  residents  to  return  in  April  1908,  to  newly  completed  public  housing  in 
Northwest  One  had  been  relocatcnl  in  1900  to  a  moderate  income  development 
in  Southeast  Washington.  The  family  income  had  decreased  and  they  were 
unable  to  sustain  themselves  in  221  Id)  (3)  housing,  without  a  rent  supplement. 
None  was  available.  The  shortage  of  rent  supplement  money  makes  it  doubtful 
that  other  non-profit  si)onsors  will  be  able  to  obtain  the  national  rent  supplement 
monies.  The  community  has  strongly  supported  rent  .supplement  legislation  for 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

Recommendation  3:  The  Relocation  Adjustment  Payments,  though  Inadfsjuate, 
were  not  paid  to  Pierce  Street  relocatees  by  August  1966.  (The  last  family  had 
moved  in  June  1966.) 

I’rogress:  Notices  and  claim  foi-ms  were  sent  to  Pierce  Street  families  and  all 
Northwest  One  residents  on  August  4,  1966.  Few  understood  the  intent  or  the 
actual  administration  of  the  payments;  and  the  greatest  benefactors  of  the 
payments  ai)peared  to  be  the  landlords.  There  is  a  recognition  that  legislation  is 
needed  for  the  District  of  Columbia.  One  formula  is  as  follows :  the  payment 
should  be  in  an  amount,  w-hich  when  added  to  20  percent  of  the  annual  income 
of  the  displaced  family  or  Individual  at  the  time  of  displacement  equals  an 
amount  that  will  not  exceed  the  rental,  including  utilities,  required  for  a  twelve- 
month  iKwiod  for  such  a  decent,  safe  and  sanitary  dwelling  of  mode.st  standards, 
aequate  in  size  to  accommodate  the  displaced  individual  or  family  in  an  area 
not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to  public  utilities  and  public  and  commercial 
facilities. 

Recommendation  //:  Acqi;ire  and  rehabilitate  large  housing  units  to  supplement 
the  supply  in  both  imblic  and  private  markets. 
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Progress:  Among  first  families  on-sited  in  Northwest  One  were  tliose  seeking 
large  units.  The  need  for  large  units  continues,  although  a  number  of  new  large 
units  are  coming  into  comi)letion.  The  Public  Housing  Authority,  has  for  two 
years  (since  August  26,  1!)66)  been  able  to  acquire  and  rehabilitate  large  units. 

The  .staging  plan  has  been  revi.sed  to  include  seven  hou.ses  sc-heduled  for 
demolition  but  which  are  now  being  rehabilitated  for  .sale  to  large  bedroom,  low 
income  families  (under  221(h)). 

Public  Housing 

Recommendation  1:  Assign  a  staff  person  from  NCHA  to  the  Relocation  Office 
to  help  process  applications. 

I’rogress :  A  staff  person  was  assigned  September  1J>66. 

Recommendation  2:  Provide  weekly  and  monthly  status  reports. 

Progress :  RLA  receives  monthly  report.s.  Counselors  were  instructed  to  advise 
applicants  about  the  .status  of  their  applications.  Eligibility  records  are  reviewed 
every  three  months.  Many  applicants  still  are  unclear  about  what  they  should  do 
to  qualify  for  housing. 

Recommendation  Sa:  Explain  eligibilty  documents  to  all  applicants,  both  in 
advance  of  filing  and  during  document-gathering  period. 

Progress:  Many  residents  still  are  unclear  about  the  importance  of  certain 
documents  they  are  required  to  obtain,  and  do  not  understand  the  relationship 
of  the  documents  to  their  eligibility  for  housing. 

Recommendation  Sh:  Help  families  overcome  eligibility  requirements  which  bar 
their  acceptance. 

Progress :  Living  arrangements  appear  to  be  a  continuing  major  cause  of  in¬ 
eligibility  for  families  trying  to  get  into  public  housing.  This  includes  non- 
marriage.s,  as  well  as  inclusion  in  the  family  unit  of  persons  not  related  by 
blood  marriage.  National  Capital  Housing  Authority  will  accept  common  law 
marriage,  but  refuses  to  extend  eligibility  to  families  whose  heads  are  barred 
from  a  legal  relationship  (i.e.,  one  partner  separated  from  but  legally  married 
to  another)  although  they  have  been  living  in  a  .stable  relationship  for  a  long 
period  of  time. 

Also,  the  interpretation  of  regulations  bars  elderly  people  of  opposite  .sex  who 
are  living  in  a  companionship  or  housekeeping  arrangement.  It  is  believed  that 
a  substantial  number  of  old  people  are  barred  from  housing  for  the  elderly 
because  bf  this  ruling. 

The  inclusion  in  family  units  of  persons  not  related  by  blood  or  marriage  has 
served  to  disqualify  some  families.  This  may  include  children  and  elderly  single 
persons  as  well  as  mentally  or  physically  handicapped  or  incompetent  persons. 

Recommendation  .ja;  Average  family  incomes  for  at  least  a  twelve-month 
period. 

Progress :  No  changes  in  procedures  for  figuring  family  income  are  known  to 
have  been  made. 

One  significant  change  in  regulations  has  been  made  on  recommendation  of 
community  groups.  In  order  to  close  the  “income  gap”  (the  disparity  between 
maximum  allowable  income  in  public  housing  and  minimum  income  in  221  (d)  (3) 
moderate  income  housing) ,  the  continuing  occupancy  maximum  for  relocatees  has 
been  increased  in  public  housing. 

Rceommendation  '/h:  Help  families  raise  incomes. 

Progress:  Helping  families  receive  benefits  to  which  they  are  entitled  (welfare 
and  social  security)  and  supplementing  incomes  through  partd;ime  employment 
does  not  .solve  problem  of  individuals  and  families  with  incomes  too  low  to 
qualify  for  public  housing.  Among  persons  to  be  relocated  from  the  path  of  the 
Center  Leg  Freeway  and  from  the  older  section  are  some  whose  lack  of  earnings 
will  bar  them  from  public  housing.  Northwest  One  now  has  a  numlx^r  of  families 
and  individuals  living  in  acquired  properties  who  for  a  variety  of  rea.sons  are 
not  eligible  for  nor  are  able  to  afford  any  type  of  decent  housing. 

Rceommendation  5:  NCHA  should  purchase  more  new  and  used  hou.ses,  outside 
project  areas. 

Progre.ss :  The  agency  received  authority  to  acquire  and  rehabilitate  240  units 
(August  26, 1966). 

Recommendation  6a:  Combine  small  public  housing  units  to  create  large  units. 

Progress  :  NCHA  does  this  where  “it  is  appropriate  to  do  so.” 

Recommendation  db:  Adjust  ceiling  costs  to  permit  construction  of  large  apart¬ 
ments. 
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Progress:  According  to  XCIIA,  “An  adjustment  of  statutory  cost  limits  on 
a  per  room  basis  would  require  a  change  in  the  U.S.  Housing  Act.  Housing 
Assistance  Administration  has  been  informed  of  XCHA's  difficulty  in  building 
within  administrative  cost  limits,  especially  for  larger  units.  For  several  years 
we  have  urged  that  such  limits  be  increased.” 

JlccMnmcndatian  7:  Give  families  sufficient  advance  notice  of  available  units. 

I’rogress :  Families  continue  to  complain  of  the  short  notice  of  available  units, 
and  security  deposits  and  one  month’s  advance  rent.  There  seems  to  be  an 
a.ssumi>tion  that  the  prospective  tenant  should  have  money  saved  for  the  security 
depo.sit  and  advance  rent.  Although  Housing  Authority  procedures  allow  families 
five  days  to  notify  the  manager  if  they  want  a  location,  some  are  told  they  must 
decide  during  their  first  visit  to  a  proix*rty  office. 

Shelby  County  Commissioners, 

Mciiii)liis,  Tcnn.,  May  SO,  1007. 

Senator  Howard  H.  Baker,  Jr., 

Old  /Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  :  Thank  you  for  forwarding  to  me  copies  of  Senate  Bills  698, 
73.0  and  799. 

The  bills  have  been  reviewed  by  Mr.  Jerrold  Jloore,  Director  of  Planning  of  the 
^Memphis  and  Shelby  County  Planning  Commission ;  Mr.  William  H.  Williams, 
Shelby  County  Attorney  ;  and  myself.  We  have  reached  the  following  conclusions  : 

1.  That  Senate  Bills  799  and  735  should  be  defeated. 

2.  Senate  Bill  698  should  be  supported  if  the  folloiving  modifications  are 
incori>orated : 

A.  Page  13,  section  302,  lines  2  through  10,  be  amended  to  read  as  follows : 
“The  Secretary  of  any  department  or  the  administrative  head  of  any  agency 
of  the  Executive  Branch  of  the  Federal  Government  is  authorized,  upon 
written  request  from  a  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof  to  provide 
specialized  or  technical  services  to  the  department  or  agency  by  the  unit 
of  Government  making  the  request”. 

B.  Section  303  should  be  stricken  in  its  entirety. 

C.  Section  401  could  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  rules  and  regulations 
are  to  be  e.stablished  which  would  be  concerned  with  the  content  of  local 
planning  and  i>rogramming  efforts.  We  strenuou.sly  object  to  some  “paper- 
.shulfler”  in  a  regional  office  or  in  Washington  passing  on  the  adequacy  or 
competenc'e  of  our  work.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  this  Section  may  mean  a 
standardization  of  review  criteria  among  the  several  grant-in-aid  programs, 
we  would  favor  it. 

Section  401  “B”  should  be  changed  to  establish  a  mandatory  review  by  a 
voluntary  advisory  committee,  consisting  in  part  of  officials  representing 
X^ational,  Regional,  State  and  Local  viewjTOints,  appointed  by  the  President 
or  Directors  of  Administering  Agencies,  to  establish  rules  and  regulations 
pertaining  to  eligibility  for  grant-in-aid  assistance.  (As  written,  section  401 
“B”  does  not  make  Xational,  State  and  local  review  absolutely  necessary.) 

D.  Section  602(b)  should  read  as  follows:  “Each  grant  consolidation  plan 
.shall  provide  for  only  one  consolidation  of  individual  grant  programs,  and 
shall  be  .subject  to  review  by  a  voluntary  advisory  committee  as  e.stablished 
in  Paragraph  C  of  this  letter.” 

E.  There  was  a  difference  of  opinion  on  Section  S03 (c)(2).  Mr.  Moore 
felt  this  was  a  resixmsibility  of  county  government.  Mr.  Williams  felt  this 
should  not  be  a  responsibility  of  county  governments.  I  felt  this  responsi- 
l)ility  should  be  shared  by  the  princiiials  contributing  to  the  program  caus¬ 
ing  the  displacement. 

The  need  for  a  firmly  developed  program  of  grant-in-aid  coordination  and 
more  local  participation  in  establishing  grantee  guidelines  is  paramount  to 
closer  Local  and  Federal  intergovernmental  cooperation. 

I  am  grateful  to  you  for  forwarding  these  bills  for  my  comments,  and  would 
appreciate  your  bringing  the  above  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Government  Operations.  If  additionl  correspondence  with  other  Committee  mem¬ 
bers  wmuld  be  helpful,  please  let  me  know. 

Sincerely, 

Clifford  L.  Tuck, 

Director,  Shelby  County  Department  of  Coordination. 
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Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Devei.opment, 

Wasliingtoyi,  D.C.,  September  30,  1967. 

The  President, 

The  White  House, 

Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Mr.  President  ;  On  May  11  you  askoil  Secretary  Gardner.  Secretary 
IViidz,  Director  Shriver  and  me  to  e.stablish  a  Joint  Administrative  Task  Force 
to  Sliced  the  processing  of  state  and  local  applications  for  components  of  multi¬ 
purpose  projects. 

On  behalf  of  my  colleagues,  I  am  pleased  to  submit  this  final  report  of  the 
Task  Force. 

The  goal  you  set  in  your  memorandum  was  to  reduce  by  at  least  50  per  cent 
the  time  it  now  takes  to  process  applications  at  the  Federal  level. 

The  Ta.sk  Force  working  with  program  officials  completed  a  study  of  42  pro¬ 
grams  in  four  broad  areas  of  primar.v  significance  to  multipurpose  projects. 
These  areas  are  Model  Cities,  Neighborhood  Centers,  Manpower  and  Water  and 
Sewer.  Eight  Federal  departments  and  agencies  are  involved  in  all  or  some  of 
these  projects. 

In  the  area  covered  by  the  .study,  we  have  accomplished  your  objective  by 
reaching  decisions  and  initiating  actions  which  will  achieve  a  .solid  reduction 
of  50  per  cent  in  total  Federal  processing  time. 

With  continued  diligence,  we  expect  to  improve  that  percentage. 

IVe  have  developed  measures  to  kindle  a  more  immediate  Federal  response  to 
the  needs  of  the  states  and  cities.  These  include  the  elimination  of  duplicative 
procedures,  delegating  more  decision  making  authority  to  the  field,  and  holding 
more  consultations  with  local  and  state  officials  before  applications  are  filed. 

The  overall  proce.ssing  time  also  depends  heavily  upon  the  actions  of  state 
and  local  governing  bodies.  However,  the  .streamlining  mea.sures  adopted  by  the 
Federal  Government  should  also  produce  savings  in  time  at  the  state  and  local 
lev^el,  enabling  those  officials  to  move  ahead  with  plans  and  programs  at  a  fa.ster 
rate. 


The  time  .saved  will  permit  iow  income  families  to  move  into  housing  at  an 
earlier  date,  neighborhood  centers  will  be  established  more  quickly  in  communities 
that  need  them,  and  manpower  training  will  be  made  available  .sooner — all  with¬ 
out  further  impact  on  Federal  budget  commitments. 

We  regard  this  as  a  milestone  in  your  efforts  to  make  the  machinery  of  the 
Federal  Government  function  more  smoothly  and  efficiently,  and  improve  its  serv¬ 
ices  to  the  cities  and  states.  We  believe  the  report  shows  dramatic  evidence  of 
what  can  be  accomplished  through  inter-departmental  cooperation  and  a  .search¬ 
ing  review  of  program  administration. 

Coupled  with  the  earlier  study  of  muitipurpose  neighborhood  centers  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Executive  Officers  Group,  this  report  represents  an 
important  beginning.  Ahead  are  the  large  tasks  of  completing  implementation, 
examining  additional  program.s,  and  developing  bold  and  innovative  methods  to 
coordinate  Federal  activities  stiU  more  effectively  in  conducting  multipurpose 
projects. 

We  assure  you  that  these  all-important  matters  will  continue  to  receive  high 
priority  and  our  close  attention. 

Re.spectfully  yours, 


Robert  C.  Weaver. 


Summary  of  Joint  Administrative  Task  Force  Report 
scope  of  study 

The  Task  Force  focused  on  42  programs  in  four  multipurpose  areas ; 
Model  Cities  (invoiving  eight  Departments  and  agencies). 
Neighborhood  Centers  ( involving  two  Departments  and  CEO) . 
Dlanpower  ( involving  three  Departments  and  OEO) . 

■Water  and  Sewer  (invoiving four  Departments). 
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RESULTS 

Decisions  already  implemented  or  in  the  planning  stage  of  implementation  will 
acliieve  the  following  estimated  reductions  in  Federal  processing  time  in  each 
multpurpose  area : 

Percent 


IModel  cities _ 50 

Neighborhood  centers - 50 

Manpower  _ 47 

“Water  and  sewer - 57 


Within  these  general  percentages,  time  savings  for  individual  compounds  will 
vary  markedly  because  of : 

current  diffei'ences  in  processing  time 

other  factors  such  as  legal  constraints,  complex  engineering  requirements 
for  construction  projects,  and  the  extent  of  state  involvement  in  the  grant 
process. 

All  the  neces.sary  decisions  have  been  made  to  implement  the  process  of  re¬ 
duction  in  time,  and  in  most  programs  implementing  action  has  been  initiated. 

These  improvements  will  enable  the  Federal  Government  to  respond  more  quick¬ 
ly  to  the  problems  of  the  communities.  At  the  same  time  they  permit  state  and 
local  officials  to  move  ahead  more  rapidly  with  such  programs  as  housing  for  low 
income  families,  the  establishment  of  neighborhood  centers  and  manpower  train¬ 
ing  facilities. 

State  and  local  proces.sing  of  applications  for  Federal  assi.stance  should  be 
made  easier  through  many  of  these  improved  Federal  procedures,  thus  saving 
local  officials  time  not  reflected  in  the  tables  of  this  report. 

SCOPE  OF  STUDY 

The  Task  Force  focused  on  42  programs  in  our  multipurpose  areas : 

Model  Cities  (involving  eight  departments  and  agencies) . 

Neighborhood  Centers  (involving  two  departments  and  CEO) . 

Manpower  (involving  three  departments  and  OEO) . 

Water  and  Sewer  (involving four  departments). 

RESULTS 

Agency  officials  have  made  all  decisions  necessai-y  to  implement  recommenda¬ 
tions,  and  in  most  programs  implementing  actions  have  been  initiated.  “When  all 
implementing  actions  have  been  completed  they  will  achieve  the  following  esti¬ 
mated  reductions  in  Federal  processing  time  in  each  multipurpose  area  : 

Percent 


Model  cities _ ^ 

Neighborhood  centers _ 50 

Manpower  _ 47 

Water  and  sewer - 57 


Within  these  general  percentages,  time  savings  for  individual  components  will 
vary  markedly  because  of : 

crirrent  differences  in  processing  time 

other  factors  such  as  legal  contraints,  complex  engineering  requirements 
for  construction  projects,  and  the  extent  of  state  involvement  in  the  grant 
process. 

Projected  time  savings  listed  above  will  enable  the  Federal  Government  to 
respond  more  quickly  to  the  problems  of  the  communities.  At  the  same  time 
they  permit  state  and  local  officials  to  move  ahead  more  rapidly  with  such  pro¬ 
grams  as  housing  for  low  income  families,  the  establishment  of  neighborhood 
centers  and  manpower  training  facilities. 

State  and  local  processing  of  applications  for  Federal  assistance  should  be 
made  easier  through  many  of  these  improved  Federal  procedures,  thus  saving 
local  officials  time  not  reflected  in  the  tables  of  this  report. 

******* 

The  job  ahead  requires  further  action  by  state  and  local  officials  to  improve 
their  handling  of  applications.  During  the  study,  several  opportunities  for  im- 
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provement  were  identified  and  discussed  with  representatives  of  state  and  local 
groups.  The  Federal  departments  and  agencies  stand  ready  to  assis't  in  this 
effort. 

Subsequent  sections  of  the  report  contain  analyses  of  the  four  multipuniose 
areas  included  in  the  .study.  Detailed  working  papers  on  each  program  also 
are  available. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment  A  gives  selective  examples  showing  the  reduction  in  processing 
time. 

Attachment  B  lists  Task  Force  staff  members. 

Attachment  C  itemizes  the  work  covered  by  the  Task  Force  in  submitting 
its  report  in  two  major  phases,  including  a  progress  report  to  the  President  on 
June  30. 
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PROJECTED  PROCESSING  TIME  REDUCTIONS 
IN  SELECTED  PROGRAMS 


Original 


Nevr 


ATTACHMENT  A 


PROCESSING  TIME  IN  WORK  DAYS 
0  100  200  300 

I - \ - ^ - r 


400 

“I 


LOW  INCOME  AND  OTHER 
MULTI-FAMILY  PROJECT 
MORTGAGE  INSURANCE 
(HUD) 


WORK  TRAINING  AND 
EXPERIENCE  (LABOR) 


63%  reduction  will  be  achieved  by  simultaneous  processing 
techniques,  delegations  to  the  field,  improved  production, 
planning  and  scheduling  systems,  creation  of  a  data  banlc 
to  eliminate  re -submission  of  information,  and  increased 
pre -application  consultation.  These  approaches  have  been 
tested  in  seven  FHA  offices  as  part  of  a  comprehensive 
program  originated  and  conducted  by  FHA. 
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55%  reduction  will  be  achieved  by  decentralizing  approval 
process  to  field  for  large  projects,  eliminating  district 
office  reviews,  and  improving  local  technical  assistance 
for  project  development. 


SOCIAL  AND  REHABILITATION 
SERVICE  SECTION  13(a) 
TRAINING  SERVICE  PROJECTS 
(HEW) 


COMMUNITY  ACTION 
PROGRAM  (OEO) 


47 


51%  reduction  will  be  achieved  by  making  early  determina¬ 
tions  of  facilities  having  potential  to  meet  guidelines  and 
standards  of  National  Policy  and  Performance  Council,  in¬ 
volving  regional  office  staff  in  developing  project  program¬ 
ming  and  having  applicants  evaluate  their  ability  to  meet 
standards  and  program  guidelines. 

Il35 


35%  reduction  will  be  achieved  by  increasing  pre-applica¬ 
tion  consultation  and  technical  assistance,  creating  con¬ 
stant  data  files  which  permits  earlier  establishment  of 
grantee  eligibility,  improving  standards  for  application  re¬ 
view  and  improving  completeness  checks  of  grant  applica¬ 
tions  by  regional  office  processing  units. 
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Attachment  B — President’s  Joint  Administrative  Task  Force  Members 

Dwight  A.  Ink,  Chairman,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Leo  R.  Werts,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration,  Department  of  I^bor. 

Donald  F.  Simpson,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration,  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

Robert  C.  Cassidy,  Assistant  Director  for  Management,  Office  of  Economic 
Opportunity. 

STAFF 

Guy  W.  Chamberlin,  Jr.,,  Staff  Director,  Director,  Office  of  Management  and 
Organization,  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Joseph  O.  Smiroldo,  Deputy  Staff  Director,  Office  of  Management  and  Organiza¬ 
tion,  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 


MODEL  cities  TEAM 

Howard  E.  Ball,  HUD,  Chairman. 
Earl  Canlield,  HEW. 

Joseph  Daschbach.  HUD. 

Harold  G.  Fait,  OEO. 

John  W.  Forrest,  HEW. 

Roger  K.  Gibson,  OEO. 

Bernard  Gross,  Commerce. 

Stephen  J.  Havens.  HUD. 
liOgan  B.  Hendricks,  SBA. 

Michael  T.  Kastenec,  HUD. 

Mrs.  Joyce  Kelly,  OEO. 

Arthur  Lieb,  Labor. 

Ernest  M.  Xorsworthy,  Jr.,  HUD. 
Murray  N.  Price,  OEO. 

Lawrence  Stevens,  Interior. 

Grant  Tolley,  Agriculture. 

MANPOWER  team 

Edward  Salner,  Labor,  Ohairman. 
Richard  Baldauf,  Commerce. 
William  DeHarde,  Labor. 


MANPOWER  TEAM 

F.  Randall  Jones,  HUD. 

Charles  McGinnis,  Labor. 

John  Moller,  OEO. 

Thomas  O’Brien,  HEW. 

WATER  AND  SEWER  TEAM 

Leo  A.  Morris,  HUD,  Chairman. 
iMrs.  JIarian  Close,  Commerce. 
Joseph  S.  Crane,  HUD. 

Thomas  L.  P.  Perry,  Interior. 
Gene  Hoffman,  Agriculture. 
Dennis  E.  Walton,  HUD. 

Dale  L.  Jones,  HUD. 

NEIGHBORHOOD  CENTERS  TEAM 

John  Kane,  HUD,  Chairman. 
William  W.  Baird,  HUD. 

James  Brawley,  HEW. 

Arthur  Lieb,  Labor. 

Murray  Price.  OEO. 


Attachment  C — Major  Steps  in  Task  Force  Study 


Action  taken  during  Phase  I  of  the  report  included  : 

Interviewing  local,  state,  and  Federal  Regional  Office  personnel  through 
visits  to  major  cities. 

Interviewing  Federal  Central  Office  personnel. 

Collecting  actual  recorded  data  on  current  processing  steps  and  times 
required  to  accomplish  them. 

Constructing  process  flow  charts. 

Developing  recommendations  to  streamline  Federal  processing  and  esti¬ 
mating  their  potential  impact  on  current  processing  times. 
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Stncly  Phase  II  ends  with  this  final  report  to  the  President.  Major  steps 
included : 

Extenchng  contacts  with  local,  state,  and  Federal  personnel  including  a 
special  presentation  to  representatives  of : 

Council  of  State  Grovernments. 

International  City  Managers  Association. 

National  Association  of  Counties. 

National  League  of  Cities. 

U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors. 

Working  closely  with  program  personnel  to : 

Refine  and  test  recommendations  for  validity  and  feasibility. 

Seek  additional  opportunities  for  processing  improvements. 

Implement  approved  recommendations  to  the  extent  po.ssible. 

Develop  action  plans  completing  implementation. 

Model  Cities 

BACKGROUND  AND  SUMMARY 

The  Model  Cities  demonstration  represents  the  boldest  and  most  innovative 
approach  ever  taken  by  the  Federal  Government  to  respond  to  the  crisis  of  the 
cities.  It  draws  upon  a  broad  range  of  Federal  programs  which  provide  the  maxi¬ 
mum  impact  on  a  problem  area  of  a  city.  Delays  in  individual  programs  could 
pyramid  to  an  intolerable  level  unless  methods  are  adopted  to  streamline  and 
simplify  the  processing  function.  Therefore,  elimination  of  time  lags  has  particu¬ 
lar  significance  for  this  ambitious  program. 

This  problem  has  been  placed  under  the  microscope  of  a  Model  Cities  System 
Improvement  Team  consisting  of  representatives  from  eight  agencies : 

Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Deimrtment  of  Labor. 

Office  of  Economic  Opportunity. 

Department  of  Agriculture. 

Department  of  Commerce. 

Department  of  Interior. 

Small  Business  Administration. 

During  Study  Phase  I  ending  June  30,  the  Team  analyzed  22  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs  relevant  to  Model  Cities.  It  determined  processing  times,  and  made 
recommendations  to  cut  delivery  times  in  Federal  review  and  approval  procedures. 

In  the  second  phase  the  Team  worked  closely  with  program  personnel  in  test¬ 
ing,  refining,  and  implementing  propo.sed  recommendations,  and  in  identifying 
additional  improvement  opportunities. 

RESULTS 

Table  I  (at  the  end  of  this  section)  shows  processing  time  reductions  to  be 
achieved  by  implementing  approved  recommendations.  The  original  average 
Federal  processing  time  for  programs  examined  was  155  days.  This  wiil  be  cut  in 
half  and  reduced  by  an  estimated  77  days,  or  an  average  reduction  of  50  per  cent. 

Most  time  savings  stem  from  four  basic  recommendations  to : 

Delegate  more  authority  for  final  decisions  or  milestone  actions  to  field 
ofiicers. 

Increase  significantly  the  amount  and  nature  of  pre-application  consui- 
tation  and  technical  assistance. 

Adopt  concurrent  processing  techniques  wherever  possible. 

Reduce  to  a  minimum  technical  reviews  iierformed  at  the  national  level. 

In  addition  to  these  basic  recommendations,  more  time  can  be  saved  by 
installing : 

Standard  proce.ssing  times  coupled  with  workable  processing  control  and 
scheduling  systems. 

Simplified  amendatory  and  revision  procedures. 
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THE  JOB  AHEAD 

Three  major  tasks  lie  ahead  : 

Completing  implementation  of  decisions. 

Reducing  processing  time  in  many  programs  not  covered  in  the  study  but 
which  are  potential  components  of  Model  Cities  packages. 

Evaluating  actual  and  projected  results. 

In  addition,  special  studies  should  be  conducted  to  consider  : 

A  “one-shot”  city  eligibility  profile  or  consolidated  data  book.  Under  pres¬ 
ent  systems  applicants  are  required  to  submit  over  and  over  again  informa¬ 
tion  that  is  not  likely  to  change  for  years. 

Consolidated  applications. 

Training  programs  to  foster  improved  inter-governmental  coordination 
in  carrying  out  Model  Cities  activities. 

TABLE  I.— SUMMARY  OF  PROCESSING  TIME  REDUCTIONS,  MODEL  CITIES 


Program 

Original 

processing 

times 

(workdays) 

New 

processing 

times 

(workdays) 

Time  savings 

Workdays  Percent 

Agriculture:  Food  stamps . . . . . 

15 

15 

0 

0 

Commerce:  Economic  development . 

149 

90 

59 

40 

OEO:  Community  Action  program . . . 

135 

88 

47 

35 

Interior:  Land  and  water  conservation . 

71 

30 

41 

58 

Labor:  Work  training  and  experience  (Neighborhood 

Youth  Corps,  New  Careers  program.  Operation  Mam- 

stream,  and  Special  Impact  program) . 

88 

40 

48 

55 

SBA:  Displaced  business  loans _ 

56 

30 

26 

4b 

HUD: 

Community  renewal  _ 

126 

70 

56 

44 

Open  space  land _ _ _ 

364 

121 

243 

67 

Urban  parks  and  urban  beautification . . 

196 

126 

70 

36 

Demolition  of  unsafe  structures.  _ 

59 

45 

14 

24 

Code  enforcement _ _ 

124 

91 

33 

27 

Urban  renewal _  —  _ 

495 

295 

200 

40 

Low-rent  public  housing _ _  _ 

163 

78 

85 

52 

115-312  Rehabilitation  loans  and  grants - 

35 

20 

15 

43 

221(dX3)  housing _ 

376 

139 

237 

63 

Rent  supplements.  _  .  ..  _ 

HEW: 

Hill-Burton _  .  _ _ 

398 

179 

219 

55 

11 

5 

6 

55 

Vocational  rehabilitation  expansion  .  _ 

38 

19 

19 

50 

Equal  educational  opportunity . .  .  .. 

247 

70 

177 

72 

Migrant  health . .  ...  _ 

150 

75 

75 

bO 

Air  pollution  grants . . . . . .  .  .. 

85 

40 

45 

53 

Community  health  service -  -  .. 

83 

42 

41 

50 

Total _  _ 

3,  464 

1,708 

1,756 

50 

Neighborhood  Centers 

BACKGROUND  AND  SCOPE 

In  an  address  at  Syracuse  on  August  19,  1966,  the  President  called  for  a  multi¬ 
purpose  neighborhood  center  in  every  ghetto  in  America.  In  response  to  this  call, 
a  Neighborhood  Centers  Pilot  Program  was  initiated  which  will  place  in  each 
of  14  selected  cities  a  multipurpose  center  developed  under  component  programs 
^  in  HEW,  HUD,  Labor,  and  OEO. 

I  To  improve  administrative  procedures  in  both  the  Pilot  I’rogram  and  its  com- 
i  ponents,  an  Interagency  Study  Group  was  established  in  March  1967  under  the 
i  joint  sponsorship  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Executive  Officers  Group. 
Based  on  a  five  week  study,  this  group  identified  several  important  areas  for 
improving  program  processing.  It  also  recommended  major  changes  in  organi- 
I  zational  arrangements  for  managing  the  Pilot  Program.  In  the  Pilot  Program 
i  and  in  component  programs,  many  Interagency  Study  Group  recommendations 
were  installed  or  initiated.  Additional  improvements  were  introduced  to  help 
speed  up  processing  and  insure  a  smooth  operation. 
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RESULTS 

Pilot  program 

The  Washington  Interagency  Review  Committee  (WIRC)  is  the  iwlicy  group 
in  charge  of  the  Pilot  Program.  The  management  improvements  it  installed 
includes : 

1.  A  “project  management”  type  organization  Iwth  in  Washington  and  in  the 
field.  In  Washington,  a  separate  organizational  unit,  under  the  direction  of  the 
Chairman  of  the  WIRC,  is  responsible  for  centralized  operation  of  the  program. 
In  the  field,  each  pilot  city  is  handled  by  a  Federal  Regional  Team  consisting  of 
one  member  each  from  HEW,  HUD,  Lalmr,  and  OEO.  The  team  is  chaired  by  the 
HUD  member,  who  functions  as  field  project  manager.  This  type  of  organization 
structure  was  a  principal  recommendation  of  the  Interagency  Study  Group.  It 
has  proven  a  major  factor  in  promoting  interagency  cooperation  and  instilling  a 
real  “sense  of  urgency”  in  program  operations. 

2.  Group  conferences  and  face-to-face  discussion  among  participants  in  the  pro¬ 
gram,  in  lieu  of  lengthy  review  procedures,  both  in  field  and  Washington 
operations. 

?>.  An  initial  program  submission,  which  served  as  the  major  document  for 
specific  Federal  program  applications  to  the  participating  agencies. 

4.  Simplified  application  forms  and  procedures,  which  will  serve  as  the  final 
submission  for  some  program  components.  Developed  by  the  Manpower  Team 
working  with  the  WIRC,  this  common  application  reduces  to  a  minimum  the 
information  required  for  approval  and  funding  28  component  programs. 

Component  programs 

Decisions  made  in  11  component  programs  in  HEW,  HUD,  and  OEO  will  re¬ 
duce  processing  time  by  an  average  of  50  per  cent  (Table  II).  Actions  to  achieve 
this  reduction  include : 

Delegating  additional  authority  to  the  field. 

Eliminating  technical  reviews  in  Washington. 

Reducing  the  number  of  mandatory  reviews  in  the  field. 

Increasing  pre-application  consultation  and  technical  assistance. 

Installing  a  priority  system  of  rating  applications. 

THE  JOB  AHEAD 

The  Pilot  Program  will  focus  primarily  on  ways  to  capitalize  on  experience 
gained  and  lessons  learned.  Especially  important  is  the  potential  application  to 
the  ongoing  Neighborhood  Centers  Program  and  to  Model  Cities  of ; 

Project  management  techniques. 

Group  conferences. 

Common  application  forms  and  procedures. 

For  component  programs,  the  job  ahead  centers  on  completing  implementation 
and  evaluating  results. 

TABLE  II.— SUMMARY  OF  PROCESSING  TIME  REDUCTIONS,  NEIGHBORHOOD  CENTERS 


Program 

Original 

processing 

New 

processing 

Time  savings 

times 

(workdays) 

times 

(workdays) 

Workdays 

Percent 

HUD:  Neighborhood  facilities . 

HEW: 

Comprehensive  health  projects  314(e)  PHS _ 

212 

93 

119 

56 

230 

104 

126 

55 

National  Institutes  of  Mental  Health  (PHS),.  _  . 

200 

100 

100 

50 

Demonstration  projects,  sec.  1115 . . 

56 

26 

30 

54 

Maternal  and  infant  care . . 

83 

42 

41 

50 

Sec.  13(a)  training  service.. . . 

47 

23 

24 

51 

Sec.  12  construction  grants _ _ 

48 

24 

24 

50 

Vocational  rehabilitation  and  demonstrations _ 

120 

60 

60 

50 

Comprehensive  health  service  youth.. . 

27 

14 

13 

50 

Child  welfare  research  demonstration . . 

83 

42 

41 

50 

OEO:  Community  action  program,. . . . 

135 

88 

47 

35 

Total. . 

1,241 

616 

625 

50 

519 


Manpower 

BACKGROUND  AND  SCOPE 

On  May  26  the  Joint  Administrative  Task  Force  established  a  Systems  Im¬ 
provement  Team  to  study  Federal  Manpower  programs.  The  Team  was  chaired 
by  the  Department  of  Labor,  and  included  representatives  of  HEW,  HUD,  OEO, 
and  Commerce.  It  initially  selected  a  list  of  some  thirty  manpower  programs 
covered  by  the  Cooperative  Area  Manpower  Planning  System  (CAMPS).  Six 
were  analyzed  in  detail.  The  remaining  24  were  already  being  reviewed  by  the 
Model  Cities  or  Neighborhood  Centers  Teams  or  involved  no  Federal  application 
procedure  or  processing  time. 

RESULTS 

When  implemented,  decisions  made  will  reduce  Federal  processing  time  by  an 
average  of  47  per  cent  in  five  of  the  programs  analyzed  (Table  III).  The  sixth 
program.  Work  Experience  and  Training  for  Welfare  Clients,  is  shifting  sig¬ 
nificantly  because  of  statutory  changes,  and  while  the  Team  made  tentative 
recommendations,  new  processing  procedures  for  this  program  have  not  yet  been 
established. 

Decisions  made  for  program  improvement  include  : 

Using  the  CAMPS  Area  Plan  as  a  basic  reference  document  in  preparing 
and  reviewing  manpower  program  applications. 

Increasing  concurrent  reviews  at  Regional  level. 

Delegating  additional  approval  authority  to  Regional  Oflices. 

Increasing  assistance  and  guidance  to  applicants  in  the  preparation  of 
program  plans  and  applications  by  Federal  field  personnel. 

Involving  agency  representatives  earlier  in  programs  operated  jointl5’  by 
two  or  more  agencies. 

Installing  internal  administrative  improvements  such  as : 

Rescheduling  during  peak  application  periods. 

Using  the  telephone,  including  conference  calls,  instead  of  time-consuming 
written  communication. 

Eliminating  “back  and  forth”  sequences  in  processing. 

Expediting  formal  approval  and  notification  for  acceptable  applications. 

In  addition  to  proce.ssing  decisions,  the  Team  recommended  a  coordinated 
approach  to  manpower  programs.  This  proposal  would  expand  the  CAINIPS 
system  from  a  planning  to  an  operational  system,  use  the  CAMPS  Area  Plan  as 
a  unified  basis  for  Federal  project  development,  and  introduce  simplified  and 
uniform  application  forms  and  procedures. 

THE  JOB  AHEAD 

Next  steps  in  the  Manpower  area  involve ; 

Completing  implementation  of  processing  decisions  and  monitoring  results. 

Evaluating  the  proposal  for  a  coordinated  approach  to  manpower 
programs. 

TABLE  III.— SUMMARY  OF  PROCESSING  TIME  REDUCTIONS,  MANPOWER  1 3 


Program 


Original  New  Time  savings 

processing  processing  - 

times  times  Workdays  Percent 

(workdays)  (workdays) 


HEW: 

Vocational  rehabilitation  workshop  project  develop¬ 
ment _ _ _ _ 

Vocational  rehabilitation  workshop  improvement _ 

Vocational  rehabilitation  innovation.. . 

OEO; 

Migrant  and  seasonai  farmworkers . . . 

Labor-Commerce-HEW:  MDTA  241— EDA  training  insti¬ 
tutional  and  on  the  job . . . 

Total . . . . . 


63 

28 

35 

56 

42 

20 

22 

52 

46 

23 

23 

50 

92 

55 

37 

40 

64 

38 

26 

41 

307 

164 

143 

47 

'  Other  manpower  programs  shown  in  model  cities  table. 

3  Status  of  manpower  programs  not  included : 

MDTA — Labor(with  HEW):  No  significant  Federal  processing  time. 

Work  experience-welfare  clients— Labor-HEW:  Legislative  change— new  processing  being  developed. 

Testing,  counseling,  guidance,  job  placement,  and  development— Labor:  Financed  by  annual  appropriations  through 
the  Department  of  Labor. 

National  apprenticeship  program— Labor:  No  application  procedures  required. 


520 


Water  and  Sfaver 

BACKGROUND  AND  SCOPE 

Four  Federal  agencies  make  water  and  sewer  grants  and  loans  under  the  fol¬ 
lowing  .iurisdictions : 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD)  communities  of  all 
sizes  in  urban  or  urbanizing  areas  (except  waste  treatment). 

Farmers  Home  Administration  (FHA)  of  Department  of  Agriculture — Rurally 
oriented  communities  of  under  5,500  people. 

Economic  Development  Administration  (EDA) — Department  of  Commerce — 
Specified  economic  development  areas  regardless  of  community  size,  where  the 
project  will  have  long-range  economic  impact. 

Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Administration  (FAYPCA),  Department  of 
Interior — First  consideration  of  all  waste  treatment  projects,  although  FHA  and 
EDA  may  also  fund  such  projects.  i 

Several  new  laws  in  19G5  expanded  the  program  to  .such  an  extent  that  an 
Interagency  Coordinating  Committee  was  set  up  to  coordinate  the  efforts  of  these 
four  agencies.  In  addition  to  proce.ssing  improvements  generated  through  this  i 
Committee,  each  agency  has  been  active  for  a  number  of  months  in  improving 
its  individual  program  through  such  techniques  as  extensive  on-site  analysis  of  ) 
regional  processing  and  visits  to  applicants.  * 

I 

RESULTS  ’ 

Efforts  by  the  four  agencies  working  individually  and  in  concert  through  the 
Interagency  Coordinating  Committee  generated  decisions  which  will  reduce 
processing  time  by  57  per  cent  over  the  initial  base  period  (Table  IV).  Significant  ’ 
actions  to  achieve  this  reduction  include :  ' 

Developing  a  simple  referral  form  for  applicant  inquiries.  This  permits  j 
filing  an  inquiry  with  any  of  the  four  agencies,  with  jurisdiction  determined  i 
by  the  Government. 

Combining  this  referral  form  with  the  basic  application  to  eliminate  or  ; 
reduce  repetitious  information  and  requests  for  more  data  during  the  pre-  1 
liminary  review  and  rating  process.  The  new  form  also  applies  to  several 
other  programs  of  the  four  agencies. 

Clarifying  and  expediting  jurisdiction  determinations  between  HUD  and 
FHA;  between  HUD  and  EDA  to  cut  down  unnecessary  referrals;  and 
between  FWPCA  and  the  other  three  agencies  to  expedite  processing  of  • 
referrals  for  waste  treatment  plants.  | 

Unifying  auditing,  bidding  and  similar  practices  between  the  four  agen-  . 
cies,  before  exploring  the  fea.sibility  of  developing  standard  forms  for  the  [ 
.supplementary  technical  data  required  for  full  project  reviews.  , 

Revising  internal  processing  procedures  by :  | 

Installing  an  attrition  system  to  keep  backlogs  at  workable  levels  and  < 
expediting  information  to  inquirers  on  project  disposition. 

Eliminating  technical  review  in  Washington. 

Streamlining  press  release  procedures.  : 

Combining  fund  reservation  and  project  approval  processes.  j 

Developing  a  standard  engineering  contract  form.  I 

Providing  design  criteria  and  other  guide  documents  to  engineers. 

Developing  guidelines  for  field  staff  use  in  uniform  assembly  of  loan 
and  grant  dockets. 

Revising  and  simplifying  processing  instructions. 

Releasing  a  standard  construction  contract. 

Improving  instructions  to  applicants  for  preparing  project  submissions. 
Conducting  training  meetings  for  state  office  personnel. 
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THE  JOB  AHEAD 


Most  recoinineiidations  in  tlie  water  and  sewer  area  have  been  iinpleniented 
Hence,  the  job  ahead  will  focus  on : 

ConiparinK  actual  and  projected  results. 

Sttidying  the  execution  i)hase  of  each  department’s  program. 

Improving  the  coordination  activities  of  the  Interagency  Coordinating 
Committee. 

TABLE  IV.— SUMMARY  OF  PROCESSING  TIME  REDUCTIONS,  WATER  AND  SEWER 


Original  New  Time  savings 

Program  processing  processing  — - 

times  times  Workdays  Percent 

(workdays)  (workdays) 


Commerce;  Specified  economic  development  areas. 

Agriculture:  Rurally  oriented  communities . 

Interior:  Waste  treatment  projects . 

HUD:  Communities  in  urban  or  urbanizing  areas... 

Total . 


245 

115 

130 

53 

245 

118 

127 

52 

25 

25 

0 

0 

232 

66 

166 

72 

747 

324 

423 

57 

Statement  of  U.S.  Representatu'e  William  F.  Ryan,  From  the  20th 
CONGKESSIO.NAL  DISTRICT  OF  XeW  YoRK 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  irloascd  to  state  my  views  Itefore  the  Subcommittee  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  on  S.  008. 

This  legi.slation  is  .sorely  needed,  and  I  applaud  your  work  in  this  long  neglected 
area.  I  am  specifically  interestfsl  in  title  VIH,  which  e.stablishes  a  uniform  reloca¬ 
tion  policy.  I  have  been  concerned  with  ine<iuities  in  the  area  of  reUx-ation  for 
some  years.  As  you  w'ell  know,  although  some  Federal  programs  do  reriuire 
relocation  assistance,  most  either  do  not,  or  leave  assistance  to  the  discretion 
of  the  grantee  or  to  the  administrator. 

I  know  that  in  New  York  City  families  displaced  as  a  re.sult  of  urban  renewal 
acquisition  are  eligible  for  relocation  assistance,  but  those  dislocated  as  a  result 
of  direct  Federal  construction  or  institutional  expansion  by  universities  or  hos¬ 
pitals  facilitated  through  Federal  grants  or  loans  often  receive  no  such  benefits. 

In  past  years,  I  have  introduced  legislation  increasing  urban  renewal  bene¬ 
fits,  and  other  legislation  recjuiring  benefits  to  be  paid  by  recipients  of  other 
specific  grant-in-aid  or  loan  programs.  This  year,  I  introduced  H.R.  l()!r>.‘5,  the 
Relocation  Assistance  Act.  It  extends  such  requirements  to  all  Federal  grant-in- 
aid,  direct  loan,  or  acquisition  construction. 

As  I  understand  the  Chairman’s  bill,  S.  G9S,  my  bill  differs  mainly  in  that  m.v 
bill  H.R.  ICtkj.'l  would  e.stablish  a  central  relocation  agency,  to  be  located  in  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  whereas  S.  098  reijuires  each 
agency  to  take  appropriate  action. 

My  bill  provides  that  no  Federal  agency  shall  approve  an  application  for  loan 
or  grant  assistance,  nor  undertake  direct  construction  without  first  identifying 
persons  to  be  relocated,  informing  them  of  their  rights,  and  providing  the 
Director  of  Relocation  Assistance  with  information  sulficient  to  permit  the 
computation  of  relocation  benefits. 

H.R.  10953  charges  the  Director  of  Relocation  Assistance  to  make  payments  of 
benefits,  and  to  keep  a  current  file  on  all  federally  assisted  programs  covered  l)y 
the  act  and  the  necsi  for  relocation  assistance.  It  also  reiiuires  thfit  he  take  action 
to  insure  that  individuals  and  businessmen  di.sqilaced  as  a  result  of  federally 
aided  programs  be  fully  informed  of  their  rights  and  given  assi.stanee  in  reloca¬ 
tion.  He  is  further  reijuired  to  coordinate  his  activities  with  other  Federal 
agencies.  Payments  would  be  made  through  annual  appropriations. 

I  am  certainly  in  accord  with  the  intent  of  S.  098,  and  I  commend  the  Chair¬ 
man.  I  would  ho[)e  that  the  distinguished  subcommittee  would  give  due  consider¬ 
ation  to  the  approach  wdiich  estaldishes  a  central  Relocation  Assistance  P.ureau 
mther  than  leaving  this  function  in  each  admini.stering  agency. 

There  is  a  clear  need  for  general  coordination  of  relocation  measures,  including 
keeping  stati.stics,  providing  information,  and  ensuring  that  agencies  are  comply¬ 
ing  with  the  policy. 

I  include  a  copy  of  my  bill,  H.R.  10953. 

I  am  hopeful  that  uniform  relocation  legislation  will  meet  with  i)rompt  and 
favorable  action. 
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The  New  England  Council, 

Boston,  Mass.,  J une  20, 1968. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  V.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  statement  is  submitted  on  behalf  of  the  New 
England  Council  to  support  S.  698,  the  proposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  of  1968. 

The  New  England  Council  was  established  in  192.5  at  the  request  of  the  six 
New  England  Governors.  It  is  a  broadly  representative  group,  interested  in 
the  sound  economic  development  of  the  region.  As  a  consequence,  it  is  par¬ 
ticularly  interested  in  proiwsed  legislation  which  may  strengthen  and  improve 
the  economy  of  the  New  England  region.  Through  its  interstate  relations 
program,  the  Council  maintains  close  liaison  with  some  25  regional  conference 
groups  of  New  England  state  officials. 

It  has  been  three  years  since  the  Senate  passed  legislation  similar  in  objective 
to  S.  698.  Unfortunately,  this  legislation  was  not  enacted  into  law.  Nevertheles.s, 
as  a  result  of  the  attention  focused  on  the  subject  of  intergovernmental  relations 
at  that  time,  much  useful  work  and  further  development  of  the  subject  has 
occurred.  There  is  unquestionably  an  increased  awareness  of  the  need  to  identify 
ways  to  improve  and  strengthen  Federal-State  relations.  We  think  that  this 
point  has  been  made  with  great  force  in  the  testimony  presented  on  the  pending 
legislation.  By  way  of  further  emphasizing  the  need  for  the  proposed  bill,  how¬ 
ever,  we  would  make  the  following  background  points. 

We  are  presently  in  an  era  of  fiscal  federalism.  The  Federal  government  is 
responsible  for  administering  at  present  over  220  grant-in-aid  programs  in¬ 
volving  over  400  sepai*ate  appropriation  accounts.  By  comparison,  in  1930  Federal 
grants  amounted  to  approximately  $0.1  billion  to  supixirt  ten  programs  with 
Federal  aid  for  highways  accounting  for  approximately  68  percent  of  the  grants. 
Under  existing  programs  which  provide  for  a  total  Federal  commitment  of  over 
$18  billion,  the  Federal  government  has  imposed  a  variety  of  diverse  requirements 
on  State  and  local  governments,  including  different  matching  requirements; 
different  procedures  to  process  grant  ai>plications ;  overlapping  plans  to  qualify 
for  Federal  aid  involving,  among  other  things,  the  development  of  80  State 
comprehensive  plans,  701  comprehensive  plans,  community  development  district 
plans  and  overall  economic  development  plans ;  administration  of  project  grants 
by  different  kinds  of  Federal  authorities  and  officials  at  different  levels  of  the 
Federal  government ;  varying  percentages  of  Federal  support  for  different  pro¬ 
grams  administered  by  the  same  agency  and  varying  percentages  of  Federal 
support  for  similar  programs  administered  by  different  agencies ;  the  need  to 
relate  to  a  number  of  special  units  of  government  and  non-government  corpora¬ 
tions  and  other  units  esiiecially  created  to  deal  with  categorical  grant  programs ; 
a  multiplicity  of  advisory  councils  whose  membership  is  not  consistent,  whose 
function  in  many  respects  is  duplicatory  and  whose  authority  varies  widely, 
and  comiieting  services  such  as  the  agricultural  extension  service  and  the  urban 
extension  service  whose  resiiective  jurisdiction  is  not  clear. 

Out  of  this  maze  or  thicket,  as  it  has  been  characterized  by  the  President,  have 
emerged  two  significant  things :  the  expert  in-grantmaiisliip  and  an  unevenness  of 
grant  programs  which  is  less  widely  known  and  understood.  For  example,  one 
State  in  New  England  actually  received  less  than  its  “share”  of  grants  becau.se 
of  the  inability  to  mar.shall  the  skills  and  effort  to  concentrate  on  grant  proposals. 
Also,  one  ea.stern  State  has  received  70  percent  of  the  funds  under  the  poverty 
program  with  only  30  percent  of  the  population.  At  the  same  time,  a  study  of 
the  school  lunch  programs  has  revealed  that  the  children  who  benefit  are  not 
necessarily  those  most  in  need  in  every  instance.  A  consolidation  and  simplifi¬ 
cation  of  Federal  grant  programs,  such  as  envisioned  by  the  pending  bill,  should 
significantly  improve  the  present  situation. 

Congress  itself  provided  a  precedent  for  the  consolidation  of  grant-in-nid 
programs  with  the  enactment  of  the  Comprehensive  Health  Planning  and  Public 
Health  Service  Amendments  of  1966  which  make  possible  a  “lilock  grant” 
approach  in  certain  health  pro-grams.  A  series  of  bills  have  been  introduced  in 
this  Congress  aiming  at  the  same  objective:  the  Federal  Grant-In-Aid  Review 
Act  of  1967  by  Senator  Scott:  the  Temporary  National  Commission  in  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Fiscal  Needs  and  Rescources  proposed  by  Senator  Kennedy  in  1967 : 
the  .Toint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of  1968  by  Senator  McClellan,  as  well 
as  title  VI  of  the  proposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act. 


The  Congress  has  already  taken  some  decisive  and  signilicant  action  hy  enact¬ 
ing  the  Safe  Streets  and  Crime  Control  Act  providing  for  distribution  of  funds 
on  a  pro  rata  basis  to  the  States.  Further,  the  debate  last  session  on  the  Mundt 
Amendment  to  the  Intergovernmental  I’ersonnel  Act  (S.  O'.ib)  revealed  that 
there  is  more  than  just  a  passing  interest  in  how  to  grant  more  fiscal  independ¬ 
ence  to  State  and  local  governments.  It  is  hoped  that  action  will  be  taken  soon  on 
additional  measures. 

The  problem  grows  as  a  demand  for  increased  public  expenditures  at  all  levels 
of  government  continues  to  increase.  Even  though  State  and  local  revenues  have 
increased  rapidly  (at  the  rate  of  0  percent  a  year),  exi)enditures  have  increa.sed 
at  an  even  higher  rate  (10  percent  annually).  Federal  grants  and  borrowing 
have  helped  make  up  the  difference.  This  trend  has  focu.sed  more  and  more 
attention  on  the  need  to  find  better  ways  to  channel  available  pul)lic  funds  to 
meet  specific  needs  more  adeiiuately.  For  example,  the  Regional  I’lanning 
Association  of  New  York  recently  recommended  that  the  Federal  government 
pay  all  costs  of  welfare,  anti-poverty,  public  health  and  special  educational 
programs  which  in  its  view  VA'ere  putting  an  undue  drain  on  local  resources. 
It  i)ointed  out  that  if  these  costs,  amounting  to  approximately  $5  billion,  were 
shifted  entirely  to  the  Federal  government,  cities  and  States  would  be  better 
able  to  provide  other  needed  services.  It  also  recommended  in  its  study  of 
projects  and  .services  provided  in  the  New  York  metropolitan  region  (including 
Connecticut  and  New  Jersey)  that  public  funds  spent  on  programs  to  alleviate 
poverty  should  be  doubled  from  the  estimated  lOCT  level  of  .$11.5  billion.  In 
short,  the  pressures  continue  to  mount  for  more  programs  and  more  investment. 

At  the  same  time,  it  should  be  noted  that  there  have  been  major  efforts  to 
inform  appropriate  public  officials  about  existing  programs  in  order  to  maxi¬ 
mize  their  effective  use.  In  order  to  inform  key  State  and  local  officials  about 
I  he  operation  of  the  multiplicity  of  Federal  programs,  the  Office  of  the  Vice 
President,  and  the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning  have  over  the  past  couple  of 
years  undertaken  to  organize  comprehensive  briefing  sessions  for  Governors, 
mayors,  city  managers  and  others.  This  concentrated  approach  has  proved  to 
be  of  great  value.  However  successful  communication  has  its  real  limitations. 
As  more  and  more  has  been  learned  about  the  opportunities  available  under 
the  variety  of  Federal  programs  presently  in  effect,  responsible  government 
officials  at  all  levels  have  increasingly  come  to  understand  the  inevitable  difficulty 
of  dealing  with  so  many  diverse  and  duplicatory  programs. 

Further  it  has  become  more  and  more  apparent  that  the  emphasis  under 
various  Federal  programs  on  specific  program  planning  (as  opposed  to  compre¬ 
hensive  planning)  often  distorts  priorities  Ijy  causing  State  and  local  officials 
to  shape  plans  around  the  availability  of  funding.  The  loss  of  momentum  be¬ 
tween  the  time  a  grant  application  is  submitted  and  a  project  is  funded  and 
the  uncertainty  about  the  availability  of  funding  are  also  serious  deterrents 
to  a  consistent  development  of  public  programs.  New  techniques  must  be  found 
which  provide  some  assurance  to  State  and  local  officials  that  the  implementation 
of  prf>grams  can  proceed  in  an  orderly  way. 

It  is  true  that  the  improved  communication  at  all  levels  of  government  about 
common  plans  has  alread.v  had  many  desirable  consequences  in  dealing  with 
some  of  these  problems.  Federal  officials  now  deeply  involved  with  PPBS, 
candidly  speak  about  the  great  deficiencies  in  the  Federal  delivery  system 
and  that  the  Federal  government  is  one  of  the  worst  distributors  of  services. 
Hopefull.v,  as  the  cost-effectivene.ss  anal.y.sis  technique  is  applied  to  more  areas 
of  Federal  government  spending,  this  should  ultimately  lead  to  discontinuing 
less  efficient  grant-in-aid  programs.  In  turn,  the  use  of  the  same  techniques  and 
improvements  can  be  hoped  for  at  the  State  and  local  level.  The.'e  developments 
may  go  far  to  accomplish  .some  of  the  objectives  which  are  embodied  in  the 
pending  bill. 

In  addition,  much  other  Federal  activitv  at  the  administrative  level  is  )ires- 
ently  being  directed  toward  making  the  Federal  government  more  effh'ient  in 
the  delivery  of  services  and  cash.  The  .Joint  Administrative  Task  Force  of 
September  P.IOT  interagency  report  to  the  President,  entitled  “Reducing  Feder.al 
Grant-in-Aid  Processing  Time”  has  been  put  into  effect.  An  interagf-ncy  com¬ 
mittee  with  represent.atives  of  the  Dei>artinent  of  Housing  and  T’^rhan  Develop¬ 
ment,  the  Economic  Development  Administration,  the  Fanner’s  Home  Admin¬ 
istration  and  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Administration  has  been 
formed  to  handle  the  administration  of  the  various  water  and  sewer  grant-in-aid 
programs.  The  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  has  established 
a  priority  system  for  various  grants-in-aid  ;  an  interagency  committee  is  studying 
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the  impact  of  federally  supported  assistance  programs  on  the  State  administra¬ 
tive  structure  and  ways  of  coordinating  funding,  coverage,  and  administration 
of  aid  programs ;  a  Center  for  Community  Planning  has  been  established  in 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  series  of  Executive  Orders  A-SO-85  provide  for  review  proc-edures  by 
State  and  local  government  before  agency  regulations  are  published  in  linal 
form.  An  otiicial  of  IIUD  reported  to  a  group  of  municipal  officials  i-ecently 
that  the  department  has  reduced  the  processing  time  of  17  grants-in-aid  by 
50  percent.  Ju-st  recently,  the  New  England  Planning  Administrators  Conference 
learned  from  the  regional  HUD  staff  that  an  experimental  approacli  to  block 
grants  has  been  developed  with  the  State  of  Colorado  701  funding.  This  effort 
to  give  the  State  planning  staff  some  direction  and  flexibility  in  their  dealings 
with  local  planning  officials  is  significant. 

The  bill  would  also  help  deal  with  the  crisis  in  governmental  organizations 
created  by  the  city  problem.  The  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  has  issued  a  thoughtful  and  powerful  warning  that  the  crisis  in 
American  cities  is  creating  a  crisis  in  the  American  governmental  structure. 
As  cities  in  turmoil  turn  to  the  Federal  government  for  aid,  the  Cknnmission 
fears  that  under  the  strain  of  emergency  conditions  both  cities  and  States  will 
increasingly  allow  the  Federal  government  to  assume  many  responsibilities 
that  local  governments  traditionally  have  carried,  and  if  properly  assisted, 
could  continue  to  carry.  Before  the  balance  in  the  present  Federal  structure 
is  up.set,  it  is  essential  that  steps  be  taken  to  ensure  that  all  levels  of  government 
will  be  strong  partners  in  providing  public  services. 

The  States  have  an  important  role  in  supporting  local  programs  designed 
to  meeting  pressing  needs.  Yet  there  has  been  considerable  pressure  to  bypass 
the  States  in  meeting  local  needs.  We  understand  that  the  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  will  soon  undertake  a  study  of  State  aid 
programs.  Such  a  study  should  serve  a  very  useful  purpo.se  in  clarifying  the 
important  role  that  State  governments  must  play  in  supporting  effective  local 
programs. 

In  money  terms.  States  have  already  dramatically  increased  the  level  of 
support.  A  recent  study  by  the  Tax  Foundation  shows  that  State  aid  programs 
in  support  of  education,  highways,  welfare,  general  government,  housing  and 
a  host  of  other  functions  has  tripled  fromi  $6.5  billion  to  $16.8  billion  at  present, 
an  amount  almost  equivalent  to  the  total  Federal  aid  available  to  State  and 
local  governments.  In  New  England,  each  of  the  States  has  substantially  in¬ 
creased  its  support  of  local  government  functions  during  the  same  period. 
Connecticut  leads  the  way  with  a  248%  increase,  followed  by  New  Hampshire, 
Rhode  Island,  Maine,  Massachusetts  and  Vermont.  Connecticut’s  commitment 
makes  it  the  fifth  highest  on  a  national  basis. 

The  National  Governors  Conference,  in  its  study  of  Federal-State  relations, 
has  urged  that :  all  further  Federal-local  assistance  pi-ograms  be  drafted  so 
as  to  include  the  participation  of  State  governments;  existing  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs  which  bypass  State  governments,  be  amended  to  provide  for  State 
participation ;  and  the  Federal  government  shall  allow  those  States  which  have 
the  interest  and  develop  the  capacity,  to  coordinate  federally  aided  programs 
at  the  State  level  within  broad  and  basic  national  goals. 

This  extensive  background  comment  is  simi)ly  to  make  the  point  that  action 
by  Congress  on  the  pending  bill  is  highly  desirable  this  year  if  we  are  to  make 
further  progress  in  dealing  with  some  of  the  difficult  problems  oiitlined  above. 

In  tliis  connection,  we  would  like  to  submit  these  specific  comments  on  the 
titles  of  principal  interest  to  the  Council  (titles  II,  IV,  V,  VI.  and  X)  : 

Title  II  would  provide  needed  assistance  to  government  officials,  particularly 
relating  to  the  use  of  grant-in-aid  funds  and  the  timely  tran.sfer  of  funds  to  the 
States.  Also  important  is  the  provision  eliminating  the  “single  state  agency” 
concept  to  permit  greater  fiexibility  in  the  States’  deveiopment  of  counterpart 
programs.  Plowever.  the  language  of  section  201  which  places  the  re.sponsibility 
of  obtaining  financial  data  upon  the  Governor  and  the  Legislature  should  be 
revised  to  require  mandatory  reports  to  be  submitted  to  the  Governor  and  the 
Legislature  by  all  Federal  agencies  administering  grants-in-aid  in  the  State. 
Further,  these  reports  should  cover  all  governmental  and  non-governmental 
.iurisdictions.  Such  a  report  is  now  submitted  on  a  quarterly  basis  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  to  the  Governors.  This  provision  would 
go  a  long  way  toward  clearing  up  the  information  gap  which  currently  exists. 

The  provisions  of  title  III  providing  for  the  reimbur.sement  by  State  and  local 
governments  of  technical  services  appear  to  contain  adequate  safeguards  for  the 
private  consultant. 
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We  would  agree  with  the  objectives  of  title  IV  and  the  intention  expressed  in 
sections  401  (b)  and  (c),  to  take  into  account  all  viewpoints  at  all  levels  of 
government  and  that  all  Federal  aid  for  urban  development  be  consistent  with 
ami  further  the  objectives  of  State  and  local  government  comprehensive  planning. 
These  provisions  appear  to  be  the  key  to  minimizing  problems  which  result  from 
bypassing  of  State  government.  However,  the  consultative  mechanism  required 
of  Federal  departments  and  agencies  in  section  401(d)  should  involve  appropriate 
l)articipation  of  State  and  local  otlicials.  I’erhaps  the  process  visualized  in  the 
(’omprehensive  Development  Planning,  Programming,  and  Coordination  Act  of 
1007  offers  a  solution. 

We  also  believe  that  it  is  important  as  provided  by  section  402,  to  recpiire  that 
Fmleral  departments  and  agencies  shall  favor  units  of  general  l(»cal  government. 
Pnfortunately,  this  is  not  the  case  in  the  “Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of 
lOOO".  Grant-in-aid  programs  should,  if  anything,  encourage  the  reduction  in 
the  number  of  units  of  local  government.  At  the  .same  time,  efforts  should  be  made 
to  recognize  interstate  compact  agencies,  intrastate  and  regional  agencies  devel¬ 
oped  by  units  of  general  government. 

Titles  Y  and  VI  provide  significant  authority  to  review,  evaluate  and  consoli¬ 
date  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  The  Congress  in  discharging  its  responsibili¬ 
ties  should  benefit  from  the  experience  of  the  Comptroller  General  and  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  We 
ladieve  further  thought  should  be  given  to  how  the  Congress  can  staff  it.self  to 
effectively  do  this  work.  One  suggestion  which  merits  attention  is  to  authorize 
each  committee  of  Congress  to  retain  a  professional  staff  person  to  seiwe  as  a 
review  specialist.  It  is  to  be  hoped,  however,  that  whatever  approach  is  adopted. 
Congress  will  take  a  broad  comprehensive  view  of  programs  and  priorities. 

The  authorization  in  title  VI  of  the  procedure  allowing  the  President  to  u.se 
the  same  prowers  granted  by  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  represents  an  advance 
toward  the  improvement  of  intergovernmental  relations  that  can  be  best  measured 
liy  enactment.  This  significant  iwwer  not  only  places  upon  the  Chief  Executive 
tile  burden  of  putting  into  effect  administrative  improvement  which  inevitably 
would  flow  to  him  from  his  staff,  but  also  places  Congress  on  notice  that  it,  too, 
must  exercise  its  legislative  powers  effectively.  The  President  has  already  demon¬ 
strated  the  workability  of  this  method  by  the  transfer  of  urban  mass  transixirta- 
tion  grant  programs  from  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
to  the  Department  of  Transportation.  We  assume  that  this  authority  will  be 
carefully  directed  to  matters  of  internal  organization  of  existing  executive 
branch  functions. 

We  believe  that  the  new  title  X  represents  an  important  step  forward  by  allow¬ 
ing  Federal  agencies,  at  long  last,  to  accept  the  accounting  and  auditing  methods 
of  State  and  local  governments.  This  provision  should  not  only  simplify  auditing 
procedures,  but  there  is  merit  in  granting  recognition  to  the  competency  of  State 
and  local  accounting  and  auditing  procedures. 

In  conclusion,  we  believe  the  pending  bill  should  be  enacted.  It  should  l)e  noted 
that  the  Interstate  Relations  Committee  of  The  New  England  Council  has  e.stab- 
lished  a  sptH-ial  subcommittee  to  undertake  an  intensive  study  of  Federal-State- 
local  fiscal  relations.  This  study  will  provide  a  means  to  acquaint  The  Council’s 
membership  with  various  aspects  of  this  important  problem  and  will  be  a  means 
to  provide  a  continuing  review  of  many  of  the  matters  which  are  the  subject  of 
the  pending  legislation. 

Very  truly  yours, 


A.  Thomas  Easley, 
Executive  Vice  President. 


Statement  of  the  National  Association  of  State  Budget  Officeks  on  S.  698, 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1967 

( Submitted  by  Bill  B.  Cobb,  budget  director,  Texas,  and  president  of  the  National 
Association  of  State  Budget  OfBcers) 

The  National  Association  of  State  Budget  Officers  is  an  affiliate  of  the  Council 
of  State  Governments  comprLsed  ex  officio  of  the  state  budget  officers  of  all  fifty 
States  and  the  commis.sioners  of  finance  and  administration  in  those  States  where 
this  official  is  superior  to  the  liudget  officer.  The  Association  is  much  interested 
in  many  of  the  provisions  contained  in  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of 
1967,  and  I  am  pleased  to  testify  in  support  of  the  principles  of  that  act. 
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AVhile  all  iirovisions  of  the  iiroposed  act  would  he  beneficial  to  intergovern¬ 
mental  relations,  I  shall  address  myself  to  those  provisions  of  most  concern  to 
budget  officials. 

The  first  is  section  201,  which  reciuires  federal  agencies,  upon  request,  to  notify 
the  Governor  or  a  state  official  of  federal  grants  to  the  Shite.  This  section  is 
desirable  because  it  attempts  to  solve  a  problem  of  great  concern  to  Governors 
and  legislator.s.  Decisions  on  grants  are  often  made  between  the  federal  agency 
and  its  .state  counterpart  without  clearance  with  the  central  decision-making 
bodies  of  the  State.  Without  this  information  at  an  early  s-tage,  the  chief 
executive  and  legislators  cannot  adequately  plan  state  programs  and  financial 
support.  The  need  for  information  on  grants  has  been  recognized  in  all  States, 
and  at  least  forty-six  of  them  have  established  offices  or  positions  of  federal-state 
coordinator,  most  of  them  located  directly  in  the  Governor’s  Office.  A  formal  fwl- 
eral  requirement  for  the  federal  agency  to  cooperate  with  the  States  in  providing 
the  central  administrative  units  with  information  on  federal  grants  will  strength¬ 
en  state  ability  to  develop  sound  program  and  financial  plans. 

Section  202  will  assist  States  in  good  treasury  management  by  allowing,  in 
cases  where  this  is  not  already  done,  the  commingling  of  all  funds  for  .short-term 
inve.stment  purposes. 

Section  203,  requiring  a  minimum  time  lapse  between  transfer  of  funds  from 
the  IJ.S.  Treasury  and  disbursement  by  the  State,  represents  sound  treasury  man¬ 
agement  on  the  part  of  the  U.S.  Government.  This  section  does  not  recognize,  how¬ 
ever,  a  problem  that  the  States  have  with  reimbur.sable  grants,  such  as  those  for 
highway  programs.  Most  States  receive  more  money  in  reimbursable  programs 
than  they  do  in  programs  funded  in  advance.  It  should  he  possible  to  include  a 
provision  for  immediate  reimbursement  based  on  normal  state  expenditure  pat¬ 
terns  subject,  of  cour.se,  to  federal  audit,  to  assure  that  States  do  not  have  to  lay 
out  money  and  wait  a  considerable  length  of  time  liefore  reimbursement. 

Section  204  provides  for  waiver  of  the  single  state  agency  requirement  if  the 
State  pre.sents  evidence  that  such  provision  “prevents  the  establishment  of  the 
mo.st  effective  and  efficient  organization  arrangements  within  the  State  govern¬ 
ment  *  *  This  provi.sion  will  make  it  easier  for  States  to  reorganize  functions 
for  improved  management.  For  example,  the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Finance 
and  Administration  administers  federal  grants  flowing  through  to  public  schools 
and  the  Illinois  central  personnel  agency  engages  in  per.eonnel  administration 
activities  for  health  agencies.  These  arrangements  were  established  by  the  two 
States  to  bring  about  administrative  improvements,  yet  they  may  run  counter  to 
the  federal  single  agency  requirement. 

The  section  could  he  made  .stronger  from  the  state  point  of  view  if  the  burden 
were  placed  on  the  federal  agency  to  find  something  improper  about  the  state 
admini.strative  arrangement  rather  than  require  the  State  to  defend  any  deviation 
from  the  .single  agency  requirement.  Effective  administration  may  he  accomplished 
under  many  organizational  forms,  and  the  arrangements  .set  up  by  the  States 
should  ordinarily  not  be  challenged  by  federal  agencies. 

Title  III,  allowing  federal  agencies  to  provide  special  or  technical  services  to 
state  and  local  government  on  a  reimbursable  basis,  should  make  easier  the 
utilization  of  the  experti.se  developed  in  the  federal  agencies  in  many  programs 
in  which  States  need  help.  We  endorse  this  attempt  to  make  more  flexible  the 
working  out  of  personnel  interchanges  among  units  of  government. 

The  vast  expansion  of  federal  grant  programs,  and  their  .splintering  into  many 
categories — 480  at  a  recent  count — makes  review  and  coordination  devices  par¬ 
ticularly  necessary.  Titles  V  and  VI  are  addressed  to  this. 

Title  V.  requiring  Congre.s'sional  review  of  federal  grants-in-aid,  will  formalize 
a  procedure  that  Congress  in  the  normal  course  of  events  might  undertake  any¬ 
way,  namely,  to  review  all  programs  periodically,  measure  them  against  their 
intent,  determine  to  what  degree  they  are  meeting  their  intent,  note  the  relation¬ 
ship  among  the  various  programs  that  have  been  established  a  different  times  and 
decide  if  alteraate  arrangements  might  better  serve  national  goals  and  objectives. 
Coordination  among  programs  micht  also  be  achieved. 

For  example,  when  four  programs  provide  aid  for  water  pollution  control, 
some  unifying  legi.slative  action  might  he  helpful. 

The  National  Association  of  State  Budget  Officers  in  1963  adopted  a  resolu¬ 
tion  endorsing  the  periodic  review  of  federal  grant  programs. 

Title  VI  provides  a  means  of  consolidating  grant-in-aid  programs.  Between 
presidential  findings  under  this  title  and  Congressional  findings  under  Title 
V,  considerable  strides  .should  be  possible  to  assure  that  many  related  cate- 


prorit-al  grant  programs  are  eorrelatecl  through  the  use  of  simplified  administrative 
procedures  to  achieve  the  basic  goals  set  Ivy  Congress. 

In  this  connection  we  also  endorse  the  principles  of  S.  29S1,  the  Joint  Funding 
Simplification  Act  of  1967.  This  act,  in  conjunction  with  Titles  V  and  VI  of  the 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act,  will  pi'ovide  a  Ivattery  of  means  to  eliminate 
some  of  the  ill  effects  of  too  many  diverse  categorical  grant  programs. 

Amendment  number  748  to  S.  698,  providing  for  improved  coordination  of 
auditing,  should  be  beneficial  to  both  federal  and  state  agencies.  State  agencies 
have  frequently  complained  of  long  delays  in  federal  audits.  This  amendment 
should  make  po.ssible  more  timely  audits,  whether  done  by  state  or  federal 
auditors,  simply  through  reducing  the  number  of  audits  any  federal  program 
auditor  is  required  to  iverform.  It  should  also,  where  necessary,  encour'age  States 
to  provide  adequate  and  timely  audits  so  that  state  agencies  will  not  be  so 
sulqect  to  later  federal  audits. 

In  .summary,  Jlr.  Chairman,  we  endor.se  the  basic  objectives  of  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Cooperation  Act  and  the  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  and 
urge  favorable  and  prompt  Congressional  action. 

(The  snbcomTnit>tee  suhniitted  tlie  following  questions  to  Federal 
departments  and  agencies : 

(1.  A  description  of  any  changes  in  yonr  agency’s  relocation  assist¬ 
ance  and  compensation  policies,  procedures  and  benefits  made  subse¬ 
quent  to  your  rejxirt  to  the  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Property 
Acquisition,  as  published  in  December  1964. 

(2,  A  description  of  any  changes  in  policy  or  procedure  relating 
to  the  evaluation,  appraisal,  negotiation  and  acquisition  of  real  prop- 
eify  made  subsequent  to  your  report  and  answers  to  questions  given 
to  the  aforesaid  select  subcommittee,  as  published. 

(3.  Are  your  negotiators  allowed  to  make  an  offer  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  real  property  below  the  agency  approved  appraisal;  and  if 
so,  undea’  what  circumstances  or  rules  is  such  action  permitted? 

( 4.  Since  Januaiy  1, 1965,  state  the  following : 

((a)  Number  of  purchases  in  which  tlie  initial  offer  was  less 
than  the  agency  approved  appraisal ; 

((h)  Number  of  actual  purchases  made  at  less  than  the  agency 
ajaproved  appraisal ; 

( (c)  Number  of  purchases  made  at  the  agency  approved  ap¬ 
praisal  ;  and 

((d)  Number  of  purchases  made  above  the  agency  approved 
appraisal. 

(The  responses  received  are  as  follows :) 

Department  of  the  xVrmy, 

Office  of  the  Chief  of  Engineers. 

Washington,  D.C.,  Jane  2.'/,  1968. 

Ilnri.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Suhcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations, 

U.8.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Muskie  :  General  Cassidy  has  asked  me  to  reply  to  your  recent 
communication  requesting  certain  information  to  be  u.sed  in  developing  a  full 
record  with  resiveet  to  S.  698,  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act. 

The  information  in  the  following  paragraphs  is  furnish^  in  response  to  the 
corresponding  paragraphs  in  your  letter : 

(a)  No  changes  have  been  made  in  our  relocation  assistance  and  compensa¬ 
tion  policies,  procedures,  or  benefits,  subsequent  to  the  report  to  the  Select  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Real  Property  Acquisition,  as  published  in  December  1964. 

(fi)  No  changes  in  policy  or  procedure  relating  to  the  evaluation,  apprai.s'al, 
negotiation  and  acquisition  of  real  property  have  been  made  subsequent  to  the 
report  to  the  select  subcommittee. 

(c)  In  our  acquisition  procedures,  the  initial  offer  does  not  always  represent 
the  exact  appraisal  figure  but  it  does  represent  a  fair  price  for  the  property. 
All  initial  offers  are  within  a  reasonable  range  of  the  appraisal  figure,  taking 
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into  foiisidoration  that  an  appraisal  does  not  estal)lish  value  and  that  other 
expert  opinions  of  value  will  normally  vary,  either  higher  or  lower.  Initial 
offers  may  be  made  wliieh  are  below  the  exact  appraisal  figure  but  they  cannot 
be  substantially  below.  They  must  be  within  the  probable  variations  to  be 
expected  to  result  between  opinions  of  different  experienced  appraisers. 

The  concept  behind  this  policy  is  that  market  value  is  not  necessarily  deter¬ 
mined  by  appraisals.  Rather,  market  value  is  arrived  at  by  negotiation  between 
a  willing  buyer  and  a  willing  seller.  A  uniform  practice  of  restricting  offers 
to  the  exact  amount  of  an  appraisal  would  derogate  from  our  stated  policy  of 
engaging  in  actual,  practical,  realistic  negotiations,  taking  into  consideration 
all  of  the  flexible  factors  which  would  influence  a  willing  seller.  Tliis  itolicy 
is  in  accordance  with  the  intent  of  Congress  as  expres.sed  in  Section  301  of  the 


Land  Acquisition  Policy  Act  of  15)60,  Public  Law  86-645. 

policy  providing  that  an  appraisei-  chosen  by  the  Government  shall  fix  a 
value  below  which  the  United  States  cannot  purchase  would,  in  effect,  sub¬ 
stitute  his  judgment  for  market  value.  Furthermore,  if  the  appraiser’s  opinion 
is  considered  as  a  substitute  for  the  eetablishment  of  the  lowest  fair  price,  it 
is  logical  to  substitute  his  opinion  as  the  maximum  price.  As  a  result,  any 
true  negotiations  would  be  precluded. 

As  stated  in  the  select  subcommittee  report.  “The  purpose  of  the  appraisal  is 
to  estimate  the  fair  market  value  of  land  under  judicial  concepts”.  This  is 
defined  in  our  procedures  as  “the  highest  price  estimated  in  terms  of  money 
which  a  property  will  bring  if  exposed  for  sale  in  the  open  market  allowing  a 
reasonable  time  to  find  a  purchaser  who  buys  with  knowledge  of  all  the  uses 
to  which  it  is  adapted  and  for  which  it  is  capable  of  being  used”.  While  the 
appraisal  is  not  an  exact  science,  the  appraisers  rely  on  certain  as.sumptions 
and  data  of  the  real  estate  market  to  arrive  at  price  and  not  a  reapnable  range 
of  value.  Our  negotiations  are  conducted  within  this  range,  which  is  determined 
from  the  appraisal  and  the  appraiser’s  analysis  of  the  data  contained  therein. 

(d)  There  is  inclosed  a  tabulation  showing  the  number  of  tracts  of  land  ac¬ 
quired  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  during  the  period  1  January  1065  through 
30  June  1967,  and  indicating  the  number  and  percentage  of  instances  in  which 
the  propert.v  was  purchased  at  less  than  the  appraisal  estimate,  the  number 
and  percentage  purchased  at  the  apprai.sal,  and  the  number  and  percentage 
purchased  at  an  amount  greater  than  the  appraisal.  This  data  includes  all  land 
acquisition  by  the  Corps  of  Engineei's,  including  that  for  Civil  Works,  Army 
and  Air  Force  military,  NASA  and  others. 

No  consolidated  report  is  available  indicaiting  the  number  or  percentage  of 
tracts  on  which  the  initial  offer  w’as  less  than  the  appraised  valuation.  As  pointed 
out  above,  negotiations  consist  of  a  series  of  offers  and  counteroffers  designed 
to  reach  an  agreement  as  to  price  which  is  just  and  reasonable  to  the  landowner 
and  fair  to  the  Government.  Therefore,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  in  a 
substantial  number  of  cases  the  initial  offer  was  less  than  the  Government’s 
appraisal  estimate. 

I  trust  that  this  information  is  satisfactory  for  your  purposes. 

Sincerely,  ^ 

Max  McCord, 


Colonel,  Corps  of  Enffineers,  and  Director  of  Real  Estate. 


EXHIBIT  A 


Tracts 
optioned 
at  less 
than  the 
appraisal 

Percent 

T  racts 
optioned 
at  the 
appraisal 

Percent 

T  racts 
optioned 
at  more 
than  the 
appraisal 

Percent 

Jan.  1-June  30, 1965 . 

790 

11.0 

2,874 

39.0 

3,621 

50.0 

Fiscal  year  1966. . 

_  1, 060 

10.0 

3.  037 

29.0 

6.290 

61.0 

Fiscal  year  1967 . . 

 831 

10.0 

2, 236 

26.0 

5, 390 

b4.  0 

Total... . 

_  2,681 

10.3 

8,147 

31.2 

15,  301 

58.5 

Note:  Total  tracts,  26,129. 
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T’.S.  DF.p.\nT:vrE.\T  o?'  Transportation. 

Federal  TlroinvAA'  Administration, 

WaxJiitif/ton,  D.G.,  June  2.5,  W6S. 

lion.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations,  U.8.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  MrsKiE:This  is  in  res])onsp  to  yonr  lettor  of  .Tune  l.t,  lOfiS, 
nMinosting  certain  information  for  the  r(‘Cor(l  in  connection  with  S.  (>08,  the  pro- 
l>osccl  InterKOvernmontal  Cooperation  Act.  We  understand  from  iNIr.  Turner, 
Siii)committee  Cotinscd,  that  you  wish  to  learn  chancres  in  our  procedures  since 
.Tanuary  1,  lOCo.  For  convenience,  M’e  have  restated  tlie  specific  reipiests  in  your 
letter  followed  in  each  case  by  our  resiwnses : 

“(1)  A  description  of  any  changes  in  your  agency’s  relocation  assistance  and 
compen.sation  policies,  procedures  and  benefits  made  subsequent  to  your  report 
fo  the  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Proi>erty  Acquisition,  as  piihlished  in 
December,  1064.” 

There  have  been  some  changes.  The  more  significant  ones  are  the  following : 

(«)  Notice  must  he  given  to  a  property  owner  as  to  availability  of  reloca¬ 
tion  assistance  in  1.5  days  after  the  start  of  negotiations  on  a  parcel  where 
such  negotiations  commence  less  than  six  months  before  possession  is  needed. 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  Policy  and  Procedure  Memorandum  (PPM)  80-5, 
is.sued  April  20,  1067.  See  also  par.  Oc,  21^.4,  May  24, 1966. 

(h)  In  the  case  of  a  business  move,  climants  may  be  i>aid  on  the  ba.sis  of 
the  lowest  reliable  estimate,  and  the  cost  of  such  estimates  are  eligible  cost 
items.  Par.  ,3m  (1),  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  Policy  and  Procedure  Memo¬ 
randum  (PPM)  80-5,  December  27,  1967. 

“  (2)  A  description  of  any  changes  in  policy  or  procedure  relating  to  the  evalua¬ 
tion,  appraisal,  negotiation  and  acquisition  of  real  property  made  subsequent  to 
your  report  and  answers  to  questions  given  to  the  aforesaid  Select  Subcommittee, 
as  published.” 

(ff)  IVith  respect  to  delivery  of  payments  to  grantors  of  right-of-way, 
no  Federal-aid  participation  in  the  costs  of  rights-of-way  or  related  inci¬ 
dental  costs  is  permitted  where  payment  is  delivered  by  the  appraiser  or 
negotiator  on  a  parcel.  IM  21-7-65,  April  20,  1965. 

(&)  Where  Federal-aid  funds  are  participating  in  the  cost  of  right-of-way, 
the  property  owner  shall  not  be  required  to  surrender  physical  possession 
of  the  property  until  payment  of  75  iiercent  or  more  of  the  established  fair 
market  value  has  been  made  available  to  the  property  owner  without  prej¬ 
udice.  The  payment  can  be  made  available  by  direct  tender  in  negotiated 
cases  or  by  deposit  into  court  in  a  condemnation  case,  provided  the  cou- 
demnee  has  the  right  to  draw  against  such  deposit.  Federal  funds  will  not 
be  available  for  interest  payments  after  the  date  payment  has  been  made 
available  on  that  portion  of  the  final  settlement  or  award  represented  by 
.such  partial  payment.  liNI  21-9-65,  September  13,  1965. 

(c)  Federal-aid  participation  in  right-of-way  costs  will  not  be  permitted 
unless  the  property  owner,  in  the  first  instance,  has  been  offered  in  writing 
the  established  fair  market  value  of  the  property  to  be  taken  for  highway 
purposes.  The  mere  sending  of  a  letter  to  that  effect  is  not  sufficient;  per¬ 
sonal  contact  must  be  made  and  the  full  effect  of  the  taking  explained  to 
the  proi)erty  owner.  At  the  same  time,  the  owner  is  to  be  supplied  in  writing, 
with  an  explanation  of  the  steps  available  to  him,  if  he  elects  to  reject  the 
State’s  offer.  TM  21-14-65,  November  30,  lf)65.  See  also  IM  21-2-67,  .Tan¬ 
uary  27,  1967. 

(d)  A  written  statement  must  be  filed  by  the  negotiator,  after  each  con¬ 
tact  with  the  property  owner,  indicating  the  substance  of  the  contact.  A 
certification  must  ahso  be  filed  as  to  the  negotiator’s  interest,  when  negotia¬ 
tions  are  successful.  PPM  80—1.  April  17,  1967. 

(e)  Simple  value  findings,  rather  than  formal  appraisals  as  such,  and  .short 
form  apprai.*als  are  authorized,  defined  and  encoiiraged  for  use.  Value 
findings  are  confined  to  properties  of  $250  or  under,  and  short  form 
appraisals  to  $2,500  or  under. 

(/)  Original  appraisals  must  be  retained  for  a  period  of  not  le.s’s  than 
three  years  from  the  date  of  payment  of  the  final  voucher.  Any  requests  for 
correction  or  revision  should  be  in  writing,  setting  forth  the  reasons  for  the 
reque.st.  f’M,  Febru.ary  3,  1966. 
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(r/)  Yaliip  findings  are  now  authorized  on  properties  of  ?o00  or  under,  as 
follows : 

The  cost  of  small  “nominal  value”  tracts  of  right-of-way  is  eligible  for 
Federal  funds  participation  when  acquired  without  formal  written  apprais¬ 
als,  but  on  the  basis  of  written  “value  findings”  made  by  qualified  highway 
department  staff  of  fee  personnel.  In  connection  with  very  small  takings, 
some  highway  departments  prescribe  a  minimum  payment  to  a  proi>erty 
owner.  Federal  funds  may  participate  in  such  payment  if  they  do  not  exceed 
per  parcel.  IM  21-8-67,  February  24,  1967. 

(h)  Federal  funds  may  participate  in  the  first  two  apprai.sals  made  for 
any  parcei  valued  at  over  $500.  Federal  funds  may  participate  in  the  cost 
of  two  or  more  appraisals  on  parcels  valued  at  less  than  $.500  upon  prior 
approval  hv  the  division  engineer  on  a  parcel  basis.  IM  21-8-67,  February  24, 
1967. 

(/)  A  .significant  policy  relating  to  control  of  access  impairment  has  been 
revised  to  read  as  follows: 

Payments  made  for  personal  property,  loss  of  business  or  goodwill,  cir- 
cuit.v  of  travel  and  diversion  of  traffic,  or  other  items  of  damage  not  generally 
compensable  in  eminent  domain,  are  not  considered  eligible  for  Federal 
participation.  Federal  funds  will  participate  in  payments  made  for  loss  or 
impairment  of  acce.ss  if  such  payments  are  based  upon  elements  of  damage 
generally  compensable  in  eminent  domain.  Paragraph  5n,  PPM  80-1,  July  28, 
1967  (formerly  6b  of  PPM  21-4.1). 

“(.3)  Are  your  negotiators  allowed  to  make  an  offer  for  the  acquisition  of  real 
property  below  the  agency  approved  appraisal ;  and,  if  so,  under  what  circum¬ 
stances  or  rules  is  such  action  permitted?” 

Under  our  procedures,  the  negotiator  must  offer  the  propert.v  owner  the  full 
current  market  value  of  the  property  to  be  taken,  as  determined  by  the  State’s 
reviewing  appraiser,  at  the  first  contact  where  price  is  discussed.  Such  an  offer 
must  be  presented  in  writing  at  the  time  the  verbal  offer  is  made,  and  is  confirmed 
in  writing  on  or  prior  to  the  second  negotiating  contact.  The  written  offer  can 
he  in  the  form  of  a  letter,  deed,  option,  agreement,  etc.  The  negotiator  must  record 
the  amount  of  all  offers  in  his  record  of  call  report,  and  such  report  must  be  made 
a  part  of  the  parcel  file.  PPM  80-4,  paragraph  3(b). 

“(4)  Since  January  1,  1965,  state  the  following: 

(a)  Number  of  purchases  in  which  the  initial  offer  was  less  than  the 
agency  approved  appraisal;” 

Since  November  30,  1965,  it  has  been  our  requirement  that  the  initial  offer 
to  the  property  owner  be  the  full  amount  of  the  reviewing  appraiser’s  esti¬ 
mate  of  value!  This  amount  in  most  cases  is  the  amount  of  an  appraisal. 
On  properties  requiring  more  than  one  appraisal,  in  most  cases,  the  reviewing 
appraiser  will  select  one  of  the  apprai.sals  as  the  amount  of  offer.  Current 
regulations  prohibit  Federal-aid  participation  on  parcels  where  less  than 
State's  approved  estimate  of  value  was  offered  and  settlement  made  on  that 
basis. 

“(&)  number  of  actual  purchases  made  at  less  than  the  agency  approved 
appraisal 

As  indicated  above,  such  purchases  would  not  be  eligible  for  Federal 
aid  reimbursement  because  they  are  contrary  to  our  regulations.  To  our 
knowledge,  no  records  of  such  purchases  are  being  kept  by  the  State.  In 
any  event,  \ve  have  no  present  knowledge  of  the  extent  of  such  purchases, 
but  in  any  case,  they  must  be  liegligble  or  nonexistent. 

“(c)  number  of  purchases  made  at  the  agency  approved  appraisal 

An  extensive  analysis  of  State  right-of-way  purchases  and  files  would  be 
required  to  provide  precise  data  on  this  point.  However,  the  majorit.v  of 
right-of-way  purchased  by  the  States  fall  into  this  category  ;  we  estimate  this 
to  be  approximately  80  percent  of  all  acquisitions. 

“id)  number  of  purcha.ses  made  above  the  agency  approved  appraisal.” 

“Purchases  above  appraisals  involve  administrative  or  stipulated  settle¬ 
ments,  and  such  action  would  require  justification  as  specified  in  our  regula¬ 
tions.  This  category  is  estimated  to  account  for  approximately  10  percent  of 
the  total  acquisitions  that  qualify  for  Federal-aid  reimbursement.  The  re¬ 
maining  5  percent  go  to  condemnation  to  clear  title  or  other  technical  rea.sons 
and  5  percent  go  to  contested  trial.  The  above  are  national  averages ;  there 
could  be  variations  from  State  to  State  and  region  to  region. 
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We  trust  that  this  information  will  be  of  help  to  you.  If  we  can  be  of  any 
further  assistance,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  on  us. 

Sincerely, 


Lowell  K.  Bbidwell, 
Federal  Highway  Administrator. 


General  Services  Administration, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  2(J,  19G8. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  rntcrgovcrnmcntal  Relations,  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  V.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Muskie:  Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  June  13  concerning  the 
ac(iuisition  of  real  proiierty  by  General  Services  Administration  for  Federal 
buildings  projects  since  January  1,  19C.5. 

The  following  Is  submitted  in  response  to  your  numbered  questions : 

(1)  There  has  been  no  change  in  our  relocation  assistance  and  compensation 
policies,  procedures,  and  benefits  subsequent  to  our  report  to  the  Select  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Real  Property  Acquisition  as  published  in  December  ItKM  because 
there  has  been  no  change  in  our  statutory  authority  for  the  acquisition  of  real 
property.  Since  that  time  General  Services  Administration  has  favored  the  en¬ 
actment  of  uniform  legislation  which  would  authorize  all  Federal  agencies  to 
pay  certain  relocation  costs  and  other  benefits  over  and  above  the  price  paid  for 
the  real  property  based  on  its  current  fair  market  value. 

(2)  There  has  been  no  change  in  our  policy  or  procedure  relating  to  the 
evaluation,  appraisal,  negotiation  and  acquisition  of  real  property  since  the 
1904  report  and  the  answers  to  que.stions  submitted  by  the  Select  Subcommittee. 

(3)  Our  procedures  require  that  negotiations  by  our  realty  officers  be  directed 
to  payment  of  just  compensation  for  the  property,  recognizing  that  this  is  a  price 
within  reasonable  range  of  the  current  appraised  fair  market  value  and  that  a 
real  property  appraisal  is  not  infallible  nor  inflexible  but  at  best  reflects  a  range 
of  value.  In  an  effort  to  acquire  real  property  at  a  price  within  reasonable  range 
of  the  appraised  fair  market  value  as  a  rule  our  realty  officers  commence  their 
negotiations  at  a  figure  slightly  below  the  appraisal  with  the  expectancy  that  in 
most  instances  a  satisfactory  price  will  be  reached  at  or  above,  but  within  reason¬ 
able  range  of  the  appraised  fair  market  value.  As  stated  in  our  answer  to  question 
20  furnished  to  the  Select  Subcommittee  in  March  1964,  we  follow  this  policy 
of  flexible  negotiations  with  the  range  extending  from  an  offer  or  counter-offer 
at  or  below  the  appraised  fair  market  value,  which,  if  accepted  would  con¬ 
stitute  just  compensation  for  the  property,  to  an  offer  or  counter-offer  in  excess  of 
the  appraised  fair  market  value  which  can  be  justified  as  within  a  reasonable 
range  of  the  appraised  fair  market  value.  Prescribed  procedures  expressly  require 
our  negotiators  at  all  time  to  exercise  care  “to  completely  and  honestly  protect 
the  interests  of  property  owners  *  *  *  who  may  be  unfamiliar  or  inexperienced 
in  real  estate  transactions  and  real  estate  values.” 

( 4 )  Since  January  1, 196.o  : 

(a)  Number  of  purchases  in  which  the  initial  offer  was  less  than  the 
agency  approved  appraisal — 390. 

This  is  the  total  number  of  parcels  purchased  for  the  prescribed  period 
and  is  included  as  an  estimate  in  tlie  absence  of  specific  information  as 
to  how  negotiations  were  started  on  each  parcel,  since  negotiations  are 
usually  started  at  a  figure  less  than  the  appraised  fair  market  value. 


(b)  Number  of  actual  purchases  made  at  less  than  the  agency  approved 
appraisals — 61. 

In  all  of  these  instances  we  believe  that  the  price  paid  was  within  a 
reasonable  range  of  appraised  fair  market  value  and  comstituted  just 
compensation  for  the  property. 

(c)  Number  of  purchases  made  at  the  agency  approved  appraisal — o4. 


(d)  Number  of  purchases  made  above  the  agency  approved  appraisal — 


Uo. 


Out  of  a  total  of  390  parcels  purcha.sed,  84  percent  were  acquired  at  and  above 
the  appraised  fair  market  value. 

Sincerely, 

Lawson  B.  Knott,  Jr., 

Administrator. 
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U.S.  DEPARTME^■T  OF  THE  INTERIOR, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  25, 1968. 

Hon.  Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  ^Muskie:  This  is  a  followup  letter  to  ray  letter  of  June  18,  and  is 
in  response  to  the  questions  asked  in  your  letter  of  June  13,  in  connection  with 
S.  098.  Tlie  answers  to  the  questions  are  as  follows : 

1.  There  have  been  no  changes  in  the  Department’s  relocation  assistance  and 
compensation  policies,  procedures  and  benefits  since  our  report  to  the  Select 
Subcommittee  on  Real  Property  Acquisition,  as  published  on  1964. 

2.  There  have  been  no  changes  in  i>olices  or  procedures  relating  to  the 
evaluation,  appraisal,  negotiation  and  acquisition  of  real  property  since  our 
report  to  the  aforementioned  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Property  Acquisition. 

3.  In  most  of  the  land  purchasing  programs  carried  on  by  this  Department, 
our  negotiators  offer  the  landowners  the  current  estimated  full  market  value 
as  determined  by  an  approved  appraisal.  In  the  ca.se  of  land  purchases  made 
by  the  Park  Service  and  in  connection  with  the  Migratory  P.ird  Program,  we 
are  authorized  to  make  and  do  make  offers  for  less  tlian  the  approved  appraisal. 


4.  Since  January  1, 1965 : 

(a)  Xiimber  of  purchases  in  which  the  initial  offer  was  less  than  the 

Department  approved  appraisal  has  been -  4,  938 

(b)  Xumber  of  actual  purchases  made  at  less  than  the  Department 

approved  appraisal  has  been - —  1,  687 

(e)  Xumber  of  purchases  made  at  the  Department  approved  apprai.sal 

has  been _ —  17.  087 

{(1)  Xumber  of  purchases  made  above  the  Department  approved  appraisal 

has  been _  3, 147 

Sincerely  yours. 


Kenneth  Holum, 
Acting  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Commerce, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  24, 1968. 


Hon.  John  L.  McClellan, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  further  reply  to  your  request  for  the  views 
of  this  Department  concerning  S.  2981,  a  bill  to  provide  temporary  authority  to 
expedite  procedures  for  consideration  and  approval  of  projects  drawing  upon 
more  than  one  Federal  assi.stance  program,  to  simplify  requirements  for  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  those  projects,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to  remove  or  simplify  certain  administrative 
and  technical  impediments  which  hamper  or  prevent  the  consideration,  proc¬ 
essing,  approval,  and  administration  of  federally-assisted  projects  which  draw 
upon  resources  available  from  more  than  one  Federal  agency  program  or 
appropriation. 

Tliis  bill  is  permissive  in  nature.  Although  it  makes  the  head  of  each  Federal 
agency  “responsible  for  taking  actions,  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible  under 
applicable  law,  which  muU  further  the  purposes  of  this  Act  with  respect  to 
Federal  assistance  pro,grams  administered  by  his  agency,”  this  language  does 
not  require  the  head  of  the  agency  to  take  actions  which  although  permissible 
under  existing  law  ivould  not  be  consonant  with  good  management  practices. 

This  Department  supports  the  enactment  of  S.  2981. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advised  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  this  report  and  further  that  enactment  of  this  legislation  would  be 
in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President. 

Sincerely, 


Joseph  E.  Bartlett, 

General  Counsel. 


(The  material  supplied  by  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  follows :) 
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Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development, 

Washington,  D.C.,  February  6, 19(i8. 

LOCAL  PUBLIC  AGENCY  LETTER  NO.  4  49 

Subject :  Negotiations  for  acquisition  of  real  property. 

The  attached  statement  of  policy  and  requirements  governing  negotiations 
for  the  acquisition  of  real  property  is  applicable  uniformly  to  all  Renewal  and 
Housing  A.ssistance  programs,  including  urban  renewal  projects. 

Effective  date  of  policy 

Tlie  attached  pre.scribed  policy  and  requirements  are  mandatory  with 
respect  to  each  negotiation  started  after  30  days  following  receipt  of  this 
lyotter.  If  an  LPA  began  its  negotiations  with  an  owner  before  the  end  of  such 
30-day  period  and  its  initial  offer  to  the  owner  was  less  than  the  HUD  concurred- 
in  acquisition  price,  the  LPA  shall,  before  tlie  expiration  of  00  days  after 
receiving  this  Letter,  either : 

(1)  Acquire,  contract  with  the  owner  to  acquire,  or  institute  condemnation 
proceedings  again.st,  the  property  in  accordance  with  the  HUD  require¬ 
ments  in  effect  immeiliately  before  the  issuance  of  this  policy,  or 

(2)  IMake  a  final  written  offer  to  the  owner  of  tlie  full  amount  of  the  HUD 
concurred-in  aciiuisitiou  price. 

Implementation  of  policy 

The  introduction  of  the  attached  prescribed  policy  will  require  little  or  no 
change  in  the  present  negotiating  practices  of  many  LPA’s.  For  others,  modi¬ 
fications  will  be  needed.  If  any  LPA  encounters  legal  or  difficult  practical 
imiiediments  to  achieving  full  conformance  to  the  policy  within  the  times  speci¬ 
fied  in  this  Letter,  the  LPA  should  promptly  notify  the  HUD  Regional  Office 
of  the  nature  of  its  problem,  auy  relief  needed,  and  its  proposed  solution  of 
the  problem. 

Modification  of  program  policy  and  requirements 

The  attached  policy  and  i-equirements  cancel  the  provisions  of  tlie  Urban 
Renewal  Manual,  Section  13—4—2,  second,  third,  and  fourth  paragraphs  under 
the  heading,  “Payment  of  Fair  Prices.”  All  remaining  provisions  of  the  Urban 
Renewal  Manual  and  outstanding  LPA  Letters,  pertaining  to  real  estate  acqui¬ 
sition,  continue  applicable  to  all  acquisitions  of  property,  including  properties  of 
the  kind  exempted  by  the  attached  statement  from  its  specific  requirements. 

Don  Hummel, 
Assistant  Secretary. 

Attachment. 

Attachment  to: 

HAA  circular  dated  February  6,  1908  (Low-rent  public  housing  program). 
Local  Public  Agency  Letter  No.  449  (Urban  renewal  program). 

Letter  No.  NF-7  (Neighborhood  facilities  program). 

Code  Enforcement  Ivetter  No.  11  (Code  enforcement  program). 

To  ;  Local  agencies  acquiring  real  property  for  RHA-assisted  programs. 
Subject:  Negotiations  for  acquistion  of  real  property. 

PURPOSE 

This  .statement  e.stablishes  the  policy  to  be  followed  uniformly  by  all  local 
agencies  in  their  negotiations  with  property  owners  for  the  purchase  of  real 
property  for  projects  assisted  by  the  Housing  Assistance  Administration  or  the 
Renewal  Assistance  Administration. 

The  principal  purposes  of  the  ixilicy  are  (1)  to  provide  additional  protection 
for  the  interests  of  property  owners,  especially  the  unsophisticated  or  poorly 
informed  who  have  limited  ability  to  negotiate  with  representatives  of  local 
agencies,  and  (2)  to  put  all  negotiations  for  the  acquisition  of  real  property 
for  RHA-assi.sted  programs  on  a  basis  that  acknowledges  and  accepts  the  obliga¬ 
tion  of  public  entities  to  treat  all  owners  fairly,  impartially,  and  consistently  in 
negotiating  the  acquisition  of  their  properties. 
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POLICY  ON  NEGOTIATIONS 

The  negotiations  of  a  local  agency  with  a  property  owner  for  the  acquisition  of 
real  property  or  any  interest  therein,  except  proiierty  of  a  kind  specifically 
exempted  below,  -shall  be  on  the  basis  of  offering  the  owner  initially  the  full 
amount  of  the  acquisition  price  determined  by  the  local  agency  and  concurred 
in  by  HUD  to  represent  fair  compensation  for  the  property  to  be  acquired. 
Negotiations  exempted  from  the  foregoing  initial-offer  policy  must,  of  course, 
also  be  conducted  fairly  and  Impartially. 

SCOPE  AND  APPUCABII.ITY 

Programs  affected. — The  above-stated  policy  and  the  requirements  -set  forth  be¬ 
low  shall  govern  the  negotiations  of  local  agencies  with  proiierty  owners  for  the 
acquisition  of  real  property  for  the  following  KHA-assisted  programs : 

Low-rent  public  housing,  urban  renewal,  urban  parks  (open-space  land  pro¬ 
gram),  neighborhood  facilities,  and  code  enforcement. 

Properties  covered  hy  the  policy. — The  policy  and  requirements  apply  to  the 
local  agency’s  negotiations  with  owners  for  the  acquisition  of  all  properties, 
except : 

1.  Property  proposed  for  purchase  from  an  owner  who  is  under  no  compulsion 
to  sell,  i.e.,  where  the  local  agency  is  not  committed  or  required  to  acquire  the 
property  and  will  buy  the  property  only  if  it  can  do  so  at  an  acceptable  pricte  and 
on  an  acceptable  basis  without  resorting  to  a  trial  of  the  issue  of  value  or  com¬ 
pensation  in  an  eminent  domain  proceeding. 

2.  Property  owned  by  the  Federal  Government,  a  State  or  local  government,  or 
an  instrumentality  thereof. 

3.  Property  donated  to  the  project. 

4.  Property  of  an  owner  who  voluntarily  and  knowingly  offers  to  sell  his  prop¬ 
erty  to  the  project  for  less  than  its  fair  market  value  and  executes  a  statement 
to  that  effect. 

5.  Any  property  for  which  the  HUD  coucurred-in  acquisition  price  is  more  than 

$100,000. 

6.  Any  specifically  identified  property  or  interest  in  real  propert.v,  regardless 
of  its  value,  of  such  an  unusual  character  that  the  local  agency  finds,  with  HUD 
Regional  Office  concurrence,  that  the  fair  compensation  for  the  propeidy  should 
be  determined  by  negotiating  the  basis  of  compensation  and  the  amount  thereof 
without  first  making  a  firm  initial  offer  to  the  owner.  Examples  of  the  kinds  of 
property  and  property  interests  for  which  such  a  finding  may  be  appropriate  are 
cemeteries,  railroad  operating  properties,  utility  easements,  limited  interests  and 
servitudes  in  land,  and  special-purpose  industrial  plants  and  similar  properties 
involving  complicated  or  controversial  determinations  of  what  is  a  fixture,  i.e., 
realty,  and  what  is  personalty. 


BASIS  FOB  POLICY 

The  foregoing  policy  accepts  as  valid  for  RHA-assisted  projects  the  principle 
that  the  owner  of  a  property  to  be  taken  for  a  public  purixise  generally  should  not 
be  forced  to  bargain  with  a  local  agency  to  obtain  an  offer  of  the  full  amount 
determined  by  the  local  agency,  with  HUD  concurrence,  to  represent  the  fair 
compensation  for  his  property.  The  policy  thus  recognizes  that  a  public  entity 
armed  with  the  power  of  eminent  domain  has  a  public  duty,  in  its  negotiations 
with  owners,  not  only  to  protect  the  public  interest,  but  also  to  safeguard  the 
rights  and  interests  of  the  owners. 

The  local  agency’s  real  estate  representative,  accordingly,  must  recognize  that 
the  central  purpose  of  his  negotiations  of  purchase  prices  should  be  to  induce 
each  owner  to  sell  his  property  to  the  local  agenc.v  at  a  price  that  represents 
the  compensation  that  the  owner  would  be  entitled  under  eminent  domain  law  to 
receive  and  the  local  agency  would  be  obligated  under  such  law  to  i>ay.  With 
that  objective  in  mind,  negotiations  will  be  conducted  as  they  should  l>e — from  the 
viewpoint  of  seeking  agreements  as  to  fair  compensation,  rather  than  as  a  bar¬ 
gaining  procedure  that  pits  the  power  of  the  public  body  against  the  negotiating 
ability  of  the  owner. 

The  policy  has  not  been  made  applicable  to  negotiations  for  the  purchase  of 
properties  in  situations  where  the  owner  is  under  no  compulsion  to  sell  liecause  in 
such  cases  the  owner  is  under  no  pressure  or  threat  of  condemnation  action  and  is 
entirely  free  to  sell  or  not  to  sell  as  he  pleases.  If  he  chooses  to  .sell,  he  does 
so  voluntarily  and  needs  no  more  protection  than  a  seller  of  property  in  a 
private  sale. 
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I’roperties  haviTig  a  HUD  conciirred-in  acquisition  price  or  approved  valuation 
of  more  than  $100, (KX)  have  also  been  excepted  from  the  requirement  l)eeauste  the 
determination  of  tjlie  proper  valuation  and  compensation  at  such  value  levels  is 
likely  to  re<]uire  negotiation  to  reach  a  fully  objective  determination  of  value. 

Other  exceptions  have  been  made,  as  noted,  whei^e  the  iwlicy  would  be  inap¬ 
propriate  or  unnecessary. 

NEGOTIATING  PRACTICE 

The  negotiations  with  an  owner  of  property,  which  the  local  agency  would 
acquire  by  condemnation  if  an  agreement  with  the  owner  as  to  the  purchase 
price  cannot  be  reached  through  negotiation,  shall  be  started  as  soon  as  feasible 
after  the  required  appraisals  of  the  property  have  been  completed  and  the  price 
determined  to  represent  the  fair  compensation  for  the  property  has  been  con¬ 
curred  in  by  the  HUD  Regional  OflSce. 

In  every  case  for  which  the  prescribed  negotiating  policy  is  applicable,  the 
owner  .shall  be  offered  initially  the  full  measure  of  compensation  authorized  by 
the  HUD  price  concurrence.  In  making  the  initial  offer,  the  local  agency  or  its 
real  estate  representative  .shall  explain  to  the  owner  in  a  personal  interview,  if 
feasible,  the  policy  of  offering  owners  initially,  and  without  any  bargaining,  the 
full  price  determineil  on  the  basis  of  competent  appraisal  to  be  the  fair  com¬ 
pensation  for  the  property.  Before,  or  preferably  during,  the  first  interview,  each 
owiier  shall  be  furnished  a  written  statement  of  the  amount  and  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  offer  and  an  explanation  of  the  steps  the  local  agency  will  take 
if  the  owner  elects  to  reject  the  local  agency’s  offer.  Merely  sending  a  letter  to  an 
owner-occupant  or  a  nonoccupant  owner  residing  in  the  same  locality  is  not 
enough.  Effective  personal  negotiations  are  as  necessary,  if  not  more  essential, 
under  a  full-fair-offer  procedure,  as  when  using  the  conventional  trading  method 
of  negotiation. 

The  local  agency’s  real  estate  representatives  and  staff  members  who  will 
have  dealings  with  property  owners  must  be  able  to  explain  the  local  agency’s 
acquisition  policies  and  practices,  including  the  full-fair-offer  policy,  and  be  able 
to  assure  owners  that  the  local  agency’s  policy  is  to  protect  the  interests  of  the 
own'ers  as  well  as  the  public  interest.  The  real  estate  representative  who  negoti¬ 
ates  with  an  owner  must  understand  thoroughly  the  steps  taken  and  the  method 
used  to  determine  the  price  offered  to  the  owner,  and  he  must  be  able  to  explain 
the  process  convincingly  to  the  owner.  His  approach  to  the  owner  must  never  lie 
an  arbitrary  one.  But  he  must  make  it  clear  to  the  owner,  on  the  other  hand, 
that  the  offer  is  the  full  amount  determined  by  the  local  agency,  and  concurrred 
in  by  HUD,  to  be  the  compensation  that  the  owner  is  entitled  to  receive  for 
his  property  and  that  the  offer  will  not  be  changed  unless  evidence  that  the 
offered  price  is  not  sound  is  furnished  by  the  owner  or  otherwise  found  by  the 
local  agency  to  exist. 

The  policy  mu.st  never  be  regarded  or  explained  by  negotiators,  or  anyone  else, 
as  requiring  or  establishing  an  inflexible  one-price  system.  Because  the  objective 
is  the  payment  of  fair  and  proper  comiien.sation,  price  adjustments  can  be  made, 
and  they  should  be  proposied  by  the  local  agency  whenever  needed  to  correct  a 
previousl.v  concured-in  acquisition  price  for  a  property.  If  an  error  of  appraisal 
or  other  justification  for  revising  a  concurred-in  acquisition  nrice  is  discovered, 
the  local  agency  shall  submit  a  request  for  a  revision  to  the  HUD  Regional  Office, 
with  appropriate  explanation  and  justification. 

OBJECTIVES  OF  REAL  ESTATE  ACQUISITION  POLICY 

The  principal  objective  of  the  Department’s  polices  on  real  estate  acquisition 
has  been,  and  will  continue  to  be,  to  make  HUD-assisted  land  acquisition  pro¬ 
grams  models  of  fairness  and  efficiency.  The  adoption,  on  a  national  scale  for  all 
RHA-assisted  programs,  of  a  uniform  practice  of  offering  each  owner  the  full 
amount  of  the  HUD  concurred-in  acquisition  price  at  the  outset  of  negotiations  is 
believed  to  be  an  important  further  step  toward  full  realization  of  the  goals  of 
fairness  and  efficiency,  not  only  for  HUD,  but  al.so  for  all  local  agencies  parti¬ 
cipating  in  HUD  programs. 
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Ukban  Renewal  Manual  Provisions  Superseded 

1.!  4-2  LAND  ACQUISITION  LAND  ACQUISITION  PROCEDURES 

PAYMENT  OF  FAIR  PRICES 

******* 

To  ensure  that  every  homeowner  and  owner-ocenpant  of  small  multi-family 
residential  property  is  protected  as  completely  as  possible  by  this  fair-price 
policy,  the  LPA  shall  pay,  for  each  property  in  either  of  the  categories  listed 
below,  a  price  that  is  not  less  than  the  lowest  satisfactory  appraisal  considered 
by  the  LPA  and  the  HHFA  Regional  Office  in  establishing  the  maximuni 
acquisition  price  for  the  property  on  Form  H-6144.  In  determining  whether  a 
proposed  price  complies  with  this  requirement,  the  LPA  may  adjust  the  valua¬ 
tion  reported  in  the  lowest  satisfactory  appraisal  to  reflect  the  value  of  any 
rights  or  interests  which  are  to  be  reserved  in  the  vendor,  as  provided  below 
under  the  hearing  “Reservation  of  Rights  in  Vendor,”  but  which  were  not 
considered  by  the  appraiser  in  reaching  his  opinion  of  value. 

The  foregoing  limitation  on  minimum  acquisition  price  applies  to  each  acqusi- 
tion,  by  purchase  or  by  stipulation  or  agreement  as  to  value  in  a  condemnation 
proceeding,  of  either  of  the  following : 

(1)  Single-family  dwelling  property  occupied  entirely  by  the  owner, 
regardless  of  the  property  value. 

(2)  One-  to  four-family  dwelling  property  in  which  the  owner  is  an 
occupant  and  for  which  the  HHFA  concurred-in  acquisition  price  for  the 
property  is  $15,000  or  less. 

A  price  that  is  lower  than  specified  above  may  be  paid  only  if  the  LPA  has 
submitted  to  the  HHFA  Regional  Office  a  justification  of  the  proposed  lower 
price  as  representing  fair  compensation  for  the  property  and  has  received 
HHFA  concurrence  in  acquisition  at  the  proposed  price.  The  justification  may 
consist  of  a  staff  analysis  of  the  available  appraisals  and  other  pertinent 
valuation  data  or  an  additional  appraisal  in  which  the  property  is  valued  by  the 
appraiser  at  not  more  than  the  LPA  proposes  to  pay. 
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERATION 


WEDNESDAY,  JUNE  12,  1968 

House  of  Representatives, 

Executive  and  Legislative 
Reorganization  Subcommittee 
OF  THE  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

W ashington,  D.O. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10  a.m..  in  room  2154,  Rayburn  Office 
Building,  Hon.  John  A.  Blatnik  (chairman  of  the  subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  John  A.  Blatnik  and  Clarence  J. 
Brown,  Jr. 

Also  present :  Elmer  W.  Henderson,  subcommittee  counsel ;  James  A. 
Lanigan,  general  counsel,  Committee  on  Government  Operations ;  and 
William  H.  Copenhaver,  minority  professional  staff. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  The  Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative 
Reorganization  will  come  to  order. 

These  hearings  have  been  called  to  consider  H.R.  16718,  introduced 
by  my  colleague.  Congressman  Erlenborn,  and  myself,  and  related 
bills  on  intergovernmental  cooperation. 

H.R.  16718,  in  draft  form,  was  submitted  to  Congress  by  the 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  and  is  a  slightly 
modified  version  of  H.R.  17955,  a  clean  bill  reported  by  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  in  the  89th  Congress  but  not  acted  upon  by  the  full  committee. 
Extensive  hearings,  chaired  by  Congressman  Holifield,  were  held  by 
us  prior  to  this  action. 

H.R.  16718  has  four  substantive  titles  dealing  with  different  facets 
of  the  relations  between  the  Federal  Government  and  State  and  local 
governments.  It  seeks  to  improve  the  administration  of  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  (aspects  other  than  joint  funding  simplifications 
which  we  are  treating  in  other  legislation) .  It  permits  Federal  agencies 
to  provide  reimbursable  technical  services  to  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments;  establishes  a  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  in  pro¬ 
grams  of  urban  development ;  and  directs  Federal  agencies  to  acquire, 
use  and  dispose  of  land  in  conformity  with  local  programs.  A  brief 
summary  and  a  more  detailed  analysis  are  included  in  your  folders. 

Other  bills  before  us  contain  the  above  provisions  and  others,  such 
as  congressional  review  of  grants-in-aid ;  consolidation  of  grant  pro¬ 
grams;  a  general  land  acquisition  policy;  and  a  uniform  relocation 
policy. 

The  purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to  improve  the  method  of  opera¬ 
tion  of  certain  Federal  programs  as  they  affect  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  and  thereby  strengthen  and  vitalize  our  States,  cities  and  coun¬ 
ties  and  our  federal  system  as  a  whole. 

(The  bills,  H.R.  16718  and  H.R.  5523,  follow :) 

(1) 


2 


90tii  congress 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  16718 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  EEPRESENTATIVES 

April  23, 1968 

Mr.  Blatnik  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Erlenborn)  introduced  the  following  bill; 
which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations 


A  BILL 

To  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities 
among  the  levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the 
operation  of  our  federal  system  in  an  increasingly  complex 
society,  to  improve  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the 
States,  to  permit  provision  of  reimbursable  technical  services 
to  State  and  local  government,  to  estabhsh  coordinated  inter¬ 
governmental  policy  and  administration  of  grants  and  loans 
for  urban  development,  to  provide  for  the  acquisition,  use, 
and  disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  in  conformity  with  local  government  programs,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  be  cited  as  the  “Intergovernmental  Coopera- 

4  tion  Act  of  1968”. 
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TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 
When  used  in  this  Act — 

FEDEBAL  AGENCY 

Sec.  101.  The  tenn  “Federal  agency”  means  any  de¬ 
partment,  agency,  or  instnimentality  in  the  executive  hraneli 
of  the  (lovemment  and  any  wholly  owned  Oovermnent  cor¬ 
poration  ;  and  for  the  purpose  of  title  VI  the  Architect  of  the 
Capitol. 

STATE 

Sec.  102.  The  tenn  “State”  means  any  of  the  several 
States  of  the  United  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto 
Pico,  any  territory  or  possession  of  the  United  States,  or  any 
agency  or  instnimentality  of  a  State,  but  does  not  include  the 
governments  of  the  political  subdivisions  of  the  State. 

POLITICAL  SUBDIVISION  OB  LOCAL  GOVEBNMENT 
Sec.  103,  The  tenn  “political  subdivision”  or  “local 
govenunent”  means  a  local  unit  of  government,  including 
specifically  a  county,  munici]iality,  city,  town,  townshij),  or 
a  school  or  other  special  district  created  by  or  pursuant  to 
State  law. 

UNIT  OP  GENEBAL  LOCAL  GOVEBNMENT 
Sec.  104.  “Unit  of  general  local  government”  means 
any  city,  county,  town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general 
purpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State. 


4 


1  Sl’ECTAL-I’l'RPOSB  UXIT  OF  LO('AL  OOVERXMENT 

2  Sec.  105.  “Spocial-i)ur])ose  unit  of  local  govcninient” 

3  means  aiw  special  district,  pul)lic-i)urpose  corporation,  or 

4  other  strictly  limited-i)ur])ose  ])olitical  subdivision  of  a  State, 

5  hut  shall  not  include  a  school  district. 

d  (JRANT  OR  (iRANT-T\-AII) 

7  '  Sec.  106.  The  term  “grant”  or  “grant-in-aid”  means 

8  money,  or  property  provided  in  lieu  of  money,  paid  or  fur- 

9  nished  by  the  United  States  under  a  fixed  annual  or  aggre- 
10  gate  authorization — 


11 

12 

13 

14 

15 


( A )  to  a  State ;  or 

(B)  to  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State;  or 
(0)  to  a  beneficiary  mider  a  State-administered 

l)lan  or  program  which  is  subject  to  approval  by  a 
Federal  agency; 

40  if  such  authorization  either  (i)  requires  the  States  or  political 
17  subdivisions  to  expend  non-Federal  funds  as  a  condition  foi¬ 
ls  the  receipt  of  money  or  property  from  the  United  States  ;  oi¬ 
ls  (ii)  specifies  directly,  or  establishes  by  means  of  a  fonnula, 

20  the  amounts  which  may  be  paid  or  furnished  to  States  or 

21  political  subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be  allotted  for  use  in 

22  each  of  the  States  by  the  States,  political  subdivisions,  or 
2-’'  other  beneficiaries.  The  tenn  docs  not  include  (1)  shared 
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revenues;  (2)  payments  of  taxes;  (3)  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxes;  (4)  loans  or  repayable  advances;  (5)  surplus  prop¬ 
erty  or  surplus  agricultural  commodities  furnished  as  such; 

(6)  payments  under  research  and  development  contracts  or 
grants  which  are  awarded  directly  and  on  similar  terms  to  all 
qualifying  organizations,  whether  public  or  private;  or  (7) 
payments  to  States  or  pohtical  subdivisions  as  full  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  the  costs  incurred  in  paying  benefits  or  furnishing 
services  to  persons  entitled  thereto  under  Federal  laws. 

FEDEKAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 
Sec.  107.  The  term  “Federal  financial  assistance”  does 
not  include  any  annual  payment  hy  the  United  States  to  the 
District  of  Columbia  authorized  by  article  VI  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  Eevenue  Act  of  1947  (D.C.  Code,  secs.  47- 
2501a  and  47-2501b) . 

SPECIALIZED  OE  TECHNICAL  SEEVICES 
Sec.  108.  “Specialized  or  technical  services”  means 
statistical  and  other  studies  and  compilations,  development 
projects,  technical  tests  and  evaluations,  technical  informa¬ 
tion,  training  activities,  surveys,  reports,  documents,  and  any 
other  similar  service  functions  which  any  department  or 
agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government 
is  especially  equipped  and  authorized  by  law  to  perform. 
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COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING 
Sec.  109.  “Comprehensive  planning”,  except  in  title  V, 
includes  the  following,  to  the  extent  directly  related  to  area 
needs  or  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  government:  (A) 
preparation,  as  a  guide  for  governmental  policies  and  action, 
of  general  plans  with  respect  to  (i)  the  pattern  and  intensity 
of  land  use,  (ii)  the  provision  of  public  facilities  (including 
transportation  facilities)  and  other  govemment  services, 
and  (iii)  the  effective  development  and  utilization  of  human 
and  natural  resources;  (B)  long-range  physical  and  fiscal 
plans  for  such  action;  (C)  programing  of  capital  improve¬ 
ments  and  other  major  expenditures,  based  on  a  determina¬ 
tion  of  relative  urgency,  together  with  definitive  financing 
plans  for  such  expenditures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the 
program;  (D)  coordination  of  all  related  plans  and  activities 
of  the  State  and  local  governments  and  agencies  concerned; 
and  (E)  preparation  of  regulatory  and  administrative  meas¬ 
ures  in  support  of  the  foregoing. 

URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

Sec.  110.  “Urban  development”  means  all  projects  or 
programs  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  development  of  open- 
space  land;  and  the  plamiing  and  construction  of  hospitals, 
libraries,  airports,  water  supply  and  distribution  facilities. 
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sewerage  faeilities  and  waste  treatment  works,  transportation 
facilities,  liighways,  water  development  and  land  conserva¬ 
tion,  and  other  public  works  facilities. 

HEAD  OF  AGENCY 

Sec.  111.  The  term  “head  of  a  Federal  agency”  or 
“head  of  a  Skate  agency”  includes  a  duly  designated  delegate 
of  such  agency  head. 

TITLE  II— IMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION  OF 
GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

FULL  INFORMATION  ON  FUNDS  RECEIVED 
Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  of  the  United 
States  Government  which  administers  a  program  of  grants-in- 
aid  to  any  of  the  State  governments  of  the  United  States 
shall,  upon  request,  notify  in  writing  the  Governor  or  other 
official  designated  by  him,  or  the  State  legislature,  of  the  pur¬ 
pose  and  amounts  of  actual  grants-in-aid  to  the  State. 

DEPOSIT  OF  GRANTS-IN-AID 
Sec.  202.  No  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall  be  required  by 
Federal  law  to  be  deposited  in  a  separate  bank  account  apart 
from  other  funds  administered  by  the  State.  All  Federal 
grant-in-aid  fimds  made  available  to  the  States  shall  be  prop¬ 
erly  accounted  for  as  Federal  funds  in  the  accounts  of  the 
State.  In  each  case  the  State  agency  concerned  shall  render 
regular  authenticated  reports  to  the  appropriate  Federal 
agency  covering  the  status  and  the  application  of  the  funds. 


8 


7  . 

1  the  lial>ilities  and  obligations  on  hand,  and  such  otlier  facts  as 

2  may  l)e  re<inircd  l)y  said  Federal  agency.  The  head  of  the 

3  Federal  agency  and  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 

4  States  or  any  of  their  duly  authorized  representatives  shall 

5  have  access  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  examination  to  any 

6  hooks,  documents,  papers,  and  records  that  are  pertinent  to 

7  the  grant-in-aid  received  by  the  States. 

8  SCHEDULING  OF  FEDERAL  TRANSFERS  TO  THE  STATES 

9  Sec.  203.  Heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 

10  responsible  for  administering  grant-in-aid  programs  shall 

11  schedule  the  transfer  of  grant-in-aid  funds  consistent  with 

12  program  purjioses  and  applicable  Treasury  regulations,  so  as 

13  to  minimize  the  time  elapsing  between  the  transfer  of  such 

14  funds  from  the  United  States  Treasury  and  the  disbursement 

15  thereof  by  a  State,  whether  such  disbursement  occurs  prior 

16  to  or  subsequent  to  such  transfer  of  funds.  States  shall  not  he 

17  held  accountable  for  interest  earned  on  grant-in-aid  funds, 

18  pending  their  disbursement  for  program  purposes. 

19  ELIGIBLE  STATE  AGENCY 

20  Sec.  204.  Notwithstanding  any  other  Federal  law  which 

21  provides  that  a  single  State  agency  or  multimember  hoard 

22  or  commission  must  be  established  or  designated  to  adminis- 

23  ter  or  supervise  the  administration  of  any  grant-in-aid  pro- 

24  gram,  the  head  of  any  Federal  department  or  agency  ad- 

25  ministering  such  program  may,  upon  request  of  the  (lover- 
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nor  or  other  appropriate  executive  or  legislative  authority 
of  the  State  responsible  for  determining  or  revising  the  or¬ 
ganizational  structure  of  State  government,  waive  the  single 
State  agency  or  multimember  board  or  commission  provision 
upon  adequate  showing  that  such  provision  prevents  the 
establishment  of  the  most  effective  and  efficient  organizational 
arrangements  within  the  State  government  and  approve 
other  State  administrative  structure  or  arrangements:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  head  of  the  Federal  department  or  agency 
determines  that  the  objectives  of  the  Federal  statute  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  grant-in-aid  program  will  not  be  endangered  by  the 
use  of  such  other  State  structure  or  arrangements. 

TITLE  III— PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DEPART¬ 
MENTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO  PROVIDE  SPECIAL 
OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES  TO  STATE  AND 
LOCAL  UNITS  OF  GOVERNMENT 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  301.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  encourage  in¬ 
tergovernmental  cooperation  in  the  conduct  of  specialized 
or  technical  services  and  provision  of  facilities  essential  to 
the  administration  of  State  or  local  governmental  activities, 
many  of  which  are  nationwide  in  scope  and  financed  in  part 
by  Federal  funds;  to  enable  State  or  local  governments  to 
avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of  special  service  functions; 
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1  and  to  authorize  all  departments  and  agencies  of  the  execu- 

2  tive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  which  do  not  have 

3  such  authority  to  provide  specialized  or  technical  services 

4  to  State  and  local  governments. 

5  AUTHORITY  TO  PROVHDE  SERVICE 

6  Sec.  302.  The  head  of  any  Federal  department  or 

7  agency  is  authorized  within  his  discretion,  upon  written 

8  request  from  a  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof,  to 

9  provide  specialized  or  technical  services,  upon  payment,  to 

10  the  department  or  agency  by  the  unit  of  government  making 

11  the  request,  of  salaries  and  all  other  identifiable  direct  or 

12  indirect  costs  of  performing  such  services :  Provided,  however, 

13  That  such  services  shall  include  only  those  which  the  Di¬ 
li  rector  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  through  rules  and  regu- 

15  lations  determines  Federal  departments  and  agencies  have 

16  special  competence  to  provide.  Such  rules  and  regulations 

17  shall  be  consistent  with  and  in  furtherance  of  the  Govem- 

18  meat’s  policy  of  relying  on  the  private  industry  system  to 

19  provide  those  services  which  are  reasonably  and  expedi- 

20  tiously  available  through  ordinary  business  channels. 

21  reimbursement  op  appropriation 

22  Sec.  303.  All  moneys  I’eceived  hy  any  department  or 

23  agency  of  the  executive  hranch  of  the  Federal  Government, 
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or  any  bureau  or  other  adininistrativc  division  thereof,  in 
payment  for  furnishing  specialized  or  technical  services  as 
authorized  under  section  302  shall  he  deposited  to  the  credit 
of  the  principal  appropriation  from  which  the  cost  of  provid¬ 
ing  such  services  has  been  paid  or  is  to  he  charged,  or  to 
the  appropriation  currently  available  for  the  cost  of  sim.ilar 
services. 

REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec,  304.  The  Secretary  of  any  department  or  the 
administrative  head  of  any  agency  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government  shall  furnish  annually  to  the 
respective  Committees  on  Government  Operations  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Eepresentatives  a  summary  report  on 
the  scope  of  the  services  provided  under  the  administration 
of  this  title. 

RESERVATION  OF  EXISTING  AUTHORITY 
Sec.  305.  This  title  is  in  addition  to  and  does  not  super¬ 
sede  any  existing  authority  now  possessed  by  any  Federal 
department  or  agency  with  respect  to  furnishing  services, 
whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimbursable  basis,  to  State 
and  local  units  of  government. 
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TITLE  IV— COORDINATED  INTERGOVERNMEN¬ 
TAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINISTRATION  OF 
GRANTS  FOR  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

DECLARATION  OF  URBAN  ASSISTANCE  POLICY 
Sec.  401.  (a)  The  economic  and  social  development  of 
the  Nation,  its  strength  in  world  affairs  and  the  achievement 
of  satisfactory  levels  of  living  depend  in  large  degree  upon 
the  sound  and  orderly  development  of  urban  communities.  In 
pursuit  of  this  basic  objective,  the  President  may  establish 
rules  and  regulations  for  unifonn  application  in  the  fomiula- 
tion,  evaluation,  and  review  of  urban  development  programs 
and  projects  for  the  provision  of  federally  aided  urban  facili¬ 
ties,  and  Federal  projects  having  a  significant  impact  on  the 
development  of  urban  and  urbanizing  communities.  Such 
rules  and  regulations  shall  provide  for  full  consideration  of 
the  concurrent  achievement  of  the  following  specific  objec¬ 
tives  of  urban  development,  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by 
law,  reasoned  choices  shall  be  made  between  such  objectives 


when  they  conflict: 

( 1 )  Appropriate  land  uses  for  residential,  commer- 
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1  cial,  industrial,  governmental,  institutional,  and  other 

2  purposes; 

3  (2)  Wise  development  and  conservation  of  natural 

4  resources,  including  land,  water,  minerals,  wildlife,  and 

5  others ; 

6  (3)  Balanced  transportation  systems,  including 

7  highway,  air,  water,  pedestrian,  mass  transit,  and  other 

8  modes  for  the  movement  of  people  and  goods ; 

9  (4)  Adequate  outdoor  recreation  and  open  space; 

10  (5)  Protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural  beauty, 

11  historical  and  scientific  interest; 

12  (6)  Properly  planned  community  facilities,  includ- 

13  ing  utilities  for  the  supply  of  power,  water,  and  com- 

14  munications,  for  the  safe  disposal  of  wastes,  and  foi¬ 
ls  other  purposes; 

16  (7)  Any  other  objective  through  which  urban  de- 

17  velopment  activities  can  contribute  to  the  economic. 

18  social,  and  cultural  development  of  the  Nation,  its 

19  strength  in  world  affairs,  and  the  achievement  of  en- 

20  hanced  levels  of  living;  and 

21  (8)  Concern  for  high  standards  of  design. 

22  (b)  All  viewpoints — national,  regional.  State,  and 

23  local — shall,  to  the  extent  possible,  be  fully  considered  and 

24  taken  into  account  in  planning  Federal  or  federally  assisted 
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urban  development  programs  and  projects.  Eegional,  State, 
and  local  goveniment  objectives  shall  be  considered  and 
evaluated  within  a  framework  of  national  public  objectives, 
and  available  projections  of  future  national  conditions  and 
needs  of  regions.  States,  and  localities  shall  he  considered 
in  plan  formulation,  evaluation,  and  review, 

(c)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  consistent  with 
national  objectives,  all  Federal  aid  for  urban  development 
purposes  shall  be  consistent  with  and  further  the  objectives 
of  State,  regional,  and  local  comprehensive  planning  for 
urban  development.  Consideration  shall  be  given  to  all  devel¬ 
opmental  aspects  of  the  total  urban  community,  including  but 
not  limited  to  housing,  transportation,  economic  develop¬ 
ment,  natural  and  human  resources  development,  community 
facilities,  and  the  general  improvement  of  living  environ¬ 
ments. 

(d)  Each  Federal  department  and  agency  administer¬ 
ing  an  urban  development  assistance  program  shall,  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable,  consult  with  and  seek  advice 
from  all  other  significantly  affected  Federal  departments  and 
agencies  in  an  effort  to  assure  fully  coordinated  programs. 

(e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  planning  required 
by  individual  Federal  programs  (such  as  highway  construe- 
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tion,  urban  renewal,  and  open  space)  shall  be  coordinated 
with  and  made  part  of  comprehensive  local  and  areawide 
urban  development  planning. 

FAVOEING  UNITS  OF  GENEEAL  LOCAL  GOVEENMENT 
Sec.  402.  Where  Federal  law  provides  that  both  special- 
purpose  units  of  local  government  and  units  of  general  local 
government  are  eligible  to  receive  loans  or  grants-in-aid  for 
urban  development,  heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agen¬ 
cies  shall,  in  the  absence  of  substantial  reasons  to  the  con¬ 
trary,  make  such  loans  or  grants-in-aid  for  urban  develop¬ 
ment  to  units  of  general  local  government  rather  than  to 
special-purpose  units  of  local  government. 

EULES  AND  EEGULATIONS 

Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  such  other 
agency  as  may  be  designated  by  the  President  is  hereby 
authorized  to  prescribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are 
deemed  appropriate  for  the  effective  administration  of  this 
title.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  take  into  considera¬ 
tion  the  basic  distinctions  between  areas  which  are  primarily 
niral  and  those  which  are  urban  or  metropolitan,  as  well  as 
between  the  agencies  which  have  program  responsibilities 
in  the  different  areas. 
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TITLE  V-ACQUISITION,  USE,  AND  DISPOSITION 
OF  LAND  WITHIN  URBAN  AREAS  BY  FED¬ 
ERAL  AGENCIES  IN  CONFORMITY  WITH 
LAND  UTILIZATION  PROGRAMS  OF  AF¬ 
FECTED  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
amendment  of  fedeeal  property  and  administrative 

SERVICES  ACT 

Sec.  501.  The  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.) , 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  as 
follows : 

“TITLE  VIII— URBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 
“short  title 

“Sec.  801.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Federal  Urban 
Land-Use  Act’. 

“declaration  of  purpose  and  policy 
“Sec.  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  promote  more 
harmonious  intergovernmental  relations  by  prescribing  uni¬ 
form  policies  and  procedures  whereby  the  Administrator 
shall  acquire,  use,  and  dispose  of  land  in  urban  areas  in 
order  that  urban  land  transactions  entered  into  for  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  or  on  behalf  of  other  Federal 
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1  agencies  shall,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  be  con- 

2  sistent  \\ith  zoning  and  land-use  practices  and  shall  be  made 

3  to  the  greatest  extent  in  ac<Jordance  with  planning  and  de- 

4  velopment  objectives  of  the  local  governments  and  local 

5  planning  agencies  concerned. 

6  “disposal  of  urban  lands 

7  “Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  con- 

8  templates  the  disposal  for  or  on  behalf  of  any  Federal 

9  agency  of  any  real  property  situated  within  an  urban  area, 

10  he  shall,  prior  to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give  reasonable 

11  notice  to  the  head  of  the  governing  body  of  the  unit  of 

12  general  local  government  having  jurisdiction  over  zoning 

13  and  land-use  regulation  in  the  geographical  area  within 

14  which  the  land  or  lands  are  located  in  order  to  afford  the 

15  government  the  opportunity  of  zoning  for  the  use  of  such 

16  land  in  accordance  with  local  comprehensive  planning. 

17  **(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest  practicable 

18  extent,  shall  furnish  to  all  prospective  purchasers  of  such 

19  real  property,  full  and  complete  information  concerning — 

20  “(1)  current  zoning  regulations  and  prospective 

21  zoning  requirements  and  objectives  for  such  property 

22  when  it  is  unzoned;  and 

23  (2)  current  availability  to  such  property  of  streets, 
sidewalks,  sewers,  water,  street  lights,  and  other  service 
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1  facilities  and  prospective  availability  of  such  services  if 

2  such  property  is  included  in  comprehensive  planning. 

3  “acquisition  oe  change  of  use  of  eeal  peopeety 

4  “Sec.  804.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable,  prior  to  a 

5  commitment  to  acquire  any  real  property  situated  in  an  urban 

6  area,  the  Administrator  shall  notify  the  unit  of  general  local 

7  government  exercising  zoning  and  land-use  jurisdiction  over 

8  the  land  proposed  to  be  purchased  of  his  intent  to  acquire 

9  such  land  and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property.  In  the  event 

10  that  the  Administrator  determines  that  such  advance  notice 

11  would  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  proposed  purchase,  he 

12  shall,  upon  conclusion  of  the  acquisition,  immediately  notify 

13  such  local  government  of  the  acquisition  and  the  proposed  use 

14  of  the  property. 

15  “(b)  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  any  real 

16  property  situated  in  an  urban  area  as  a  site  for  public  build- 

17  ing,  the  Administrator  shall,  to  the  extent  he  determines 

18  practicable — 

19  “  ( 1 )  consider  all  objections  made  to  any  such 

20  acquisition  or  change  of  use  by  such  unit  of  government 

21  upon  the  ground  that  the  proposed  acquisition  or  change 

22  of  use  conflicts  or  would  conflict  with  the  zoning  regula- 

23  tions  or  planning  objectives  of  such  unit ;  and 

24  “  comply  with  and  conform  to  such  regulations 
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of  the  unit  of  general  local  government  having  jurisdic¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  area  within  which  such  property 
is  situated  and  the  planning  and  development  objectives 
of  such  local  govenmient. 

“Sec.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in  sections  803 
and  804  may  be  waived  during  any  period  of  national  emer¬ 
gency  proclaimed  by  the  President. 

“definitions 
“Sec.  806.  As  used  in  this  title — 

“  (a)  ‘Unit  of  general  local  govenmient’  means  any  city, 
county,  town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general-purpose  politi¬ 
cal  subdivision  of  a  State. 

“(b)  ‘Urban  area’ means — 

“  ( 1 )  any  geographical  area  within  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  any  incorporated  city,  town,  borough,  village, 
or  other  unit  of  general  local  government,  except  county 
or  parish,  having  a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more 
inhabitants ; 

“(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  any  county,  town,  township,  or  simi¬ 
lar  governmental  entity  which  contains  no  incorporated 
unit  of  general  local  government  but  has  a  population 
density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred 
’inhabitants  per  square  mile;  and 


1 

2 

n 

o 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


20 


19 

“  (3)  that  portion  of  any  geographical  area  having  a 
population  density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand 
five  hundred  inhabitants  per  square  mile  and  situated  ad¬ 
jacent  to  the  boundary  of  any  incoi-pbrated  unit  of  gen¬ 
eral  local  government  which  has  a  population  of  ten 
thousand  or  more  inhalutants. 

“(c)  ‘Comprehensive  planning’  includes  the  following, 
to  the  extent  directly  related  to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general 
local  government: 

“  (1 )  Preparation,  as  a  guide  for  governmental  poli¬ 
cies  and  action,  of  general  plans  with  respect  to  (A) 
the  pattern  and  intensity  of  land  use,  (B)  the  provision 
of  public  facilities  (including  transportation  facilities) 
and  other  governmental  sendees,  and  (C)  the  effective 
development  and  utilization  of  human  and  natural 
resources ; ' 

'  “  (2)  Long-range  physical  and  fiscal  plans  for  such 

action; 

“(3)  Programing  of  capital  improvements  and 
other  major  expenditures,  based  on  a  determination  of 
relative  urgency,  together  with  definitive  financing  plans 
for  such  expenditures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  program ; 

“  (4)  Coordination  of  all  related  plans  and  activities 
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1  of  the  State  and  local  governments  and  agencies  con- 

2  cemed ;  and 

3  “(5)  Preparation  of  regulatory  and  administrative 

4  measures  in  support  of  the  foregoing.” 
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doth  congress 

IsT  Session 


H.  R.  5523 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  KEPRESENTATIVES 

February  15,1967 

Mrs.  Dwyer  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations 


A  BILL 

To  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities 
among  the  levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the 
operation  of  our  federal  system  in  an  increasingly  complex 
society,  to  improve  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to 
the  States,  to  provide  for  periodic  congressional  review  of 
Federal  grants-in-aid,  to  permit  provision  of  certain  reim¬ 
bursable  technical  services  to  State  and  local  government,  to 
establish  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and  adminis¬ 
tration  of  grants  and  loans  for  urban  development,  to  author¬ 
ize  the  consolidation  of  certain  grant-in-aid  programs,  to 
provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land 
within  urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conformity  with 
local  government  programs,  to  establish  a  uniform  relocation 
assistance  policy,  to  establish  a  uniform  land  acquisition 
policy  for  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


J.  65-001-m - 1 


23 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


2 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 
That  this  Act  be  cited  as  the  “Intergovernmental  Coopera¬ 
tion  Act  of  1967.” 

TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 
When  used  in  this  Act — 

FEDERAL  AGENCY 

Sec.  101.  The  term  “Federal  agency”  means  any  de¬ 
partment,  agency,  or  instrumentality  in  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  and  any  wholly  owned  Government  cor¬ 
poration;  and  for  the  purposes  of  title  VIII,  the  Architect 
of  the  Capitol. 

STATE 

Sec.  102.  The  term  “State”  means  any  of  the  several 
States  of  the  United  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto 
Rico,  any  territory  or  possession  of  the  United  States,  or  any 
agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State,  but  does  not  include 
the  governments  of  the  political  subdivisions  of  the  State. 
For  the  purpose  of  titles  VIII  and  IX,  the  term  “State” 
does  include  such  political  subdivision. 

POLITICAL  SUBDIVISION  OR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  103.  The  term  “political  subdivision”  or  “local 
government”  means  a  local  unit  of  government,  including 
specifically  a  county,  municipality,  city,  town,  township,  or 
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a  school  or  other  special  district  created  by  or  pursuant  to 
State  law. 

UNIT  OF  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
Sec.  104.  “Unit  of  general  local  government”  means 
any  city,  county,  town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general- 
purpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State. 

SPECIAL-PURPOSE  UNIT  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  105.  “Special-purpose  unit  of  local  government” 
means  any  special  district,  public-purpose  corporation,  or 
other  strictly  limited-purpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State, 
but  shall  not  include  a  school  district. 

GRANT  OR  GRANT-IN-AID 

Sec.  106.  The  term  “grant”  or  “grant-in-aid”  means 
money,  or  property  provided  in  lieu  of  money,  paid  or  fur¬ 
nished  by  the  United  States  under  a  fixed  annual  or  aggi-e- 
gate  authorization — 

(A)  to  a  State;  or 

(B)  to  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State;  or 

(0)  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  State-administered  plan 
or  program  which  is  subject  to  approval  by  a  Federal 
agency; 

if  such  authorization  either  (i)  requires  the  States  or  politi¬ 
cal  subdivisions  to  expend  non-Federal  funds  as  a  condition 
for  the  receipt  of  money  or  property  from  the  United  States ; 
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1  or  (ii)  specifies  directly,  or  establishes  by  means  of  a  for- 

2  mula,  the  amounts  which  may  be  paid  or  furnished  to  States 

3  or  political  subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be  allotted  for 

4  use  in  each  of  the  States  by  the  States,  political  subdivisions, 

5  or  other  beneficiaries.  The  term  does  not  include  ( 1 )  shared 

6  revenues;  (2)  payments  of  taxes;  (3)  payments  in  lieu  of 

7  taxes;  (4)  loans  or  repayable  advances;  (5)  surplus  prop- 

8  erty  or  surplus  agricultural  commodities  furnished  as  such; 

9  (6)  payments  under  research  and  development  contracts  or 

10  grants  which  are  awarded  directly  and  on  similar  terms  to 

11  all  qualifying  organizations,  whether  public  or  private;  or 

12  ( 7 )  payments  to  States  or  political  subdivisions  as  full  reim- 

13  bursement  for  the  costs  incun-ed  in  paying  benefits  or  fur- 

14  nishing  services  to  persons  entitled  thereto  under  Federal 

15  laws. 

16  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

17  Sec.  107,  The  term  “Federal  financial  assistance”  does 

18  not  include  any  annual  payment  by  the  United  States  to 

19  the  District  of  Columbia  authorized  by  article  VI  of  the 

20  District  of  Columbia  Revenue  Act  of  1947  (D.C.  Code,  secs. 

21  47-2501a  and  47-2501b) . 

SPECIALIZED  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES 

23  Sec.  108.  “Specialized  or  technical  services”  means 

24  statistical  and  other  studies  and  compilations,  development 
26  projects,  technical  tests  and  evaluations,  technical  informa- 
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tion,  training  activities,  surveys,  reports,  documents,  and 
any  other  similar  service  fimctions  which  any  department  or 
agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  is 
especially  equipped  and  authorized  by  law  to  perform. 

COMPBEHBNSrVB  PLANNING 
Sbc.  109.  “Comprehensive  planning”,  except  in  title 
VII,  includes  the  following,  to  the  extent  directly  related 
to  area  needs  or  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  government : 
(A)  preparation,  as  a  guide  for  long-range  development,  of 
general  physical  plans  with  respect  to  the  pattern  and  in¬ 
tensity  of  land  use  and  the  provision  of  public  facilities,  in¬ 
cluding  transportation  facilities;  (B)  programing  of  cap¬ 
ital  improvements  based  on  a  determination  of  relative 
urgency;  (C)  long-range  fiscal  plans  for  implementing  such 
plans  and  programs;  and  (D)  proposed  regulator}'^  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  measures  which  aid  in  achieving  coordination 
of  all  related  plans  of  the  departments  or  subdivisions  of  the 
governments  concerned  and  intergovernmental  coordination 
of  related  planned  activities  among  the  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernmental  agencies  concerned. 

URBAN  DBVBLOPMBNT 

Sbc.  110.  “Urban  development”  means  all  projects  or 
programs  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  development  of  open- 
space  land;  and  the  planning  and  construction  of  hospitals, 
libraries,  airports,  water  suppty  and  distribution  facilities. 
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sewerage  facilities  and  waste  treatment  works,  transportation 
facilities,  highways,  water  development  and  land  conserva¬ 
tion,  and  other  public  works  facilities. 

STATE  AGENCY 

Sec.  111.  For  the  purposes  of  titles  VIII  and  IX,  the 
term  “State  agency”  means  any  agency  or  instrumentality 
created  by  a  State,  or  by  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State 
or  by  agreement  between  two  or  more  States  or  by  two  or 
more  political  subdivisions  of  a  State  or  States. 

HEAD  OF  AGENCY 

Sec.  112.  The  term  “head  of  a  Federal  agency”  or 
‘head  of  a  State  agency”  includes  a  duly  designated  delegate 
of  such  agency  head. 

DISPLACED  PBESON 

Sec.  113.  The  term  “displaced  person”  means — 

(1)  any  person  who  is  the  owner  of  a  business 
which  moves  from  real  property  or  is  discontinued  on 
or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  as  a  result  of  the 
acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of 
such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal  or 
State  agency; 

(2)  any  person  who  is  the  farm  operator  of  a  farm 
operation  which  moves  from  real  property  or  is  discon¬ 
tinued  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  as  a  result 
of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition 
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of  such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal 
or  State  agency ; 

(3)  any  individual  who  is  the  head  of  a  family 
which  moves  from  real  property  occupied  as  a  dwelling 
on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  as  a  result  of 
the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition 
of  such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal 
or  State  agency,  or  which  moves  from  such  dwelling  as 
a  result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of 
acquisition,  by  such  Federal  or  State  agency,  of  other 
real  property  on  which  such  family  conducts  a  business 
or  farm  operation; 

(4)  any  individual,  not  a  member  of  a  family,  who 
moves  from  real  property  occupied  as  a  dwelling  on  or 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  as  a  result  of  the 
acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of 
such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal  or 
State  agency,  or  who  moves  from  such  dwelling  as  a 
result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of 
acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of 
real  property  on  which  such  individual  conducts  a  busi¬ 
ness  or  farm  operation ;  and 

(5)  any  individual,  not  described  in  paragraph 
(1),  (2),  (3),  or  (4)  of  this  section,  who  moves  his 
personal  property  from  real  property  on  or  after  the 
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1  effective  date  of  this  Act  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition 

2  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of  such  real 

3  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal  or  State 

4  agency :  Provided,  That  this  shall  not  include  the  owner 

5  of  property  on  the  premises  of  another  under  a  lease 

6  or  licensing  arrangement  where  such  owner  is  required 

7  pursuant  to  such  lease  or  license  to  move  such  property 

8  at  his  own  expense. 

9  BUSINESS 

10  Sec.  114.  The  term  “business”  means  any  lawful  activ- 

11  ity  conducted  primarily  (1)  for  the  purchase  and  resale  of 

12  products,  commodities,  or  any  other  personal  property;  (2) 

13  for  the  manufacture,  processing,  or  marketing  of  any  such 

14  property;  (3)  for  the  sale  of  services  to  the  public;  or  (4) 

15  by  a  nonprofit  organization.  Such  term  does  not  include 

16  the  activity  of  an  investor  in  acquiring  or  holding  real  prop- 

17  erty  for  resale  for  gain. 

18  PAEM  operation 

19  Sec.  115.  The  term  “farm  operation”  means  any  activ- 

20  ity  conducted  solely  or  primarily  for  the  production  of  one 

21  or  more  agricultural  products  or  commodities  for  sale  and 

22  home  use,  and  customarily  producing  such  products  or  com- 

23  modities  in  sufficient  quantity  to  be  capable  of  contributing 

24  materially  to  the  operator’s  support. 
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FAEM  OPEEATOR 

Sec.  116.  The  term  “farm  operator”  means  any  owner, 
part  owner,  tenant,  or  sharecropper  who  operates  a  farm. 

FAMILY 

Sec.  117.  The  term  “family”  means  two  or  more  indi¬ 
viduals  living  together  in  the  same  dwelling  unit  who  are 
related  to  each  other  by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption. 

ELDERLY  INDIVIDUAL 

Sec.  118.  The  term  “elderly  individual”  means  a  per¬ 
son,  not  a  member  of  a  family,  who  is  sixty-two  years  of  age 
or  over. 

HANDICAPPED  INDIVIDUAL 

Sec.  119.  The  term  “handicapped  individual”  means  a 
person,  not  a  member  of  a  family,  who  is  handicapped  within 
the  meaning  of  section  202  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1959. 

DISPLACED 

Sec.  120.  The  term  “displaced”,  when  used  in  relation 
to  any  person,  means  any  person  moved  or  to  be  moved  from 
real  property  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  as  a 
result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  such  property  for  a  public  improvement  constructed 
or  developed  by  or  with  funds  provided  in  whole  or  in  part 
by  the  Federal  Government. 
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1  OWNER  AND  PERSON 

2  Sec.  121.  The  terms  “owner”  and  “person”  mean  any 

3  individual,  and  any  partnership,  corporation,  or  association. 

4  TITLE  II— IMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION  OF 

5  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

6  FULL  INFORMATION  ON  FUNDS  RECEIVED 

7  Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  of  the  United 

8  States  Government  which  administers  a  program  of  grants- 

9  in-aid  to  any  of  the  State  governments  of  the  United  States 

10  shall,  upon  request,  notify  in  writing  the  Governor  or  other 

11  official  designated  by  him,  or  the  State  legislature,  of  the 

12  purpose  and  amounts  of  actual  grants-in-aid  to  the  State. 

13  DEPOSIT  OF  GRANTS-IN-AID 

14  Sec.  202.  No  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall  be  required  by 

15  Federal  law  to  be  deposited  in  a  separate  bank  account  apart 

16  from  other  funds  administered  by  the  State.  All  Federal 

17  grant-in-aid  funds  made  available  to  the  States  shall  be  prop- 

18  erly  accounted  for  as  Federal  funds  in  the  accounts  of  the 

19  State.  In  each  case  the  State  agency  concerned  shall  render 

20  regular  authenticated  reports  to  the  appropriate  Federal 

21  agency  covering  the  status  and  the  application  of  the  funds, 

22  the  liabilities  and  obligations  on  hand,  and  such  other  facts  as 

23  may  be  required  by  said  Federal  agency. 
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1  SCHEDULING  OF  FEDERAL  TRANSFERS  TO  THE  STATES 

2  Sec.  203.  Heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 

3  responsible  for  administering  grant-in-aid  programs  shall 

4  schedule  the  transfer  of  grant-in-aid  funds  consistent  with  pro- 

5  gram  purposes  and  applicable  Treasury  regulations,  so  as  to 

6  minimize  the  time  elapsing  between  the  transfer  of  such  funds 

7  from  the  United  States  Treasury  and  the  disbursement  thereof 

8  by  a  State,  whether  such  disbursement  occurs  prior  to  or  sub- 

9  sequent  to  such  transfer  of  funds.  States  shall  not  be  held 

10  accountable  for  interest  earned  on  grant-in-aid  funds,  pend- 

11  ing  their  disbursement  for  program  purposes. 

12  ELIGIBLE  STATE  AGENCY 

13  Sec.  204.  Notwithstanding  any  other  Federal  law  which 

14  provides  that  a  single  State  agency  or  multimember  board  or 

15  commission  must  be  established  or  designated  to  administer  or 

16  supervise  the  administration  of  any  grant-in-aid  program,  the 

17  head  of  any  Federal  department  or  agency  may,  upon  request 

18  of  the  Governor  or  other  appropriate  executive  or  legislative 

19  authority  of  the  State  responsible  for  determining  or  revising 

20  the  organizational  stnicture  of  State  government,  waive  the 
21.  single  State  agency  or  multimember  board  or  commission 

22  provision  upon  adequate  showing  that  such  provision  pre- 

23  vents  the  establishment  of  the  most  effective  and  efficient 
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1  organizational  arrangements  wnthin  the  State  government  and 

2  approve  other  State  administrative  structure  or  arrange- 

3  ments:  Provided,  That  the  head  of  the  Federal  department 

4  or  agency  determines  that  the  objectives  of  the  Federal 

5  statute  authorizing  the  grant-in-aid  program  will  not  be  en- 

6  dangered  by  the  use  of  such  other  State  stnxcture  or 

7  arrangements. 

8  TITLE  III— PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DEPART- 

9  MENTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO  PROVIDE  SPE- 

10  CIAL  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES  TO  STATE 

11  AND  LOCAL  UNITS  OF  GOVERNMENT 

12  STATEMENT  OF  PUEPOSE 

13  Sec.  301.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  encourage 

14  intergovernmental  cooperation  in  the  conduct  of  specialized 

15  or  technical  services  and  provision  of  facilities  essential  to 

16  the  administration  of  State  or  local  governmental  activities, 

17  many  of  which  are  nationwide  in  scope  and  financed  in  part 

18  by  Federal  funds;  to  enable  State  or  local  governments  to 

19  avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of  special  service  functions; 

20  and  to  authorize  all  departments  and  agencies  of  the  execu- 

21  tive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  which  do  not  have 

22  such  authority  to  provide  specialized  or  technical  services 

23  to  State  and  local  governments. 
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AUTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 
Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  any  department  or  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  head  of  any  agency  of  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Federal  Government  is  authorized  within  his  discretion, 
upon  written  request  from  a  State  or  political  subdivision 
thereof,  to  provide  specialized  or  technical  services,  upon 
payment,  to  the  department  or  agency  by  the  unit  of  govern¬ 
ment  making  the  request,  of  salaries  and  other  identifiable 
direct  and  indirect  costs  of  performing  such  services:  Pro¬ 
vided,  however,  That  such  services  shall  include  only  those 
which  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  through 
rules  and  regulations  determines  Federal  departments  and 
agencies  have  special  competence  to  provide.  Such  rules 
and  regulations  shall  be  consistent  with  and  in  furtherance 
of  the  Government’s  policy  of  relying  on  the  private  enter¬ 
prise  system  to  provide  those  services  which  are  reasonably 
and  expeditiously  available  through  ordinary  business 
channels. 

REIMBURSEMENT  OF  APPROPRIATION 
Sec.  303.  All  moneys  received  by  any  department  or 
agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government, 
or  any  bureau  or  other  administrative  division  thereof,  in 
payment  for  furnishing  specialized  or  technical  services  as 
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authorized  under  section  302  shall  be  deposited  to  the  credit 
of  the  principal  appropriation  from  which  the  cost  of  pro¬ 
viding  such  services  has  been  paid  or  is  to  be  charged,  or  to 
the  appropriation  currently  available  for  the  cost  of  similar 
services, 

REPOETS  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  any  department  or  the  ad- 
minisirative  head  of  any  agency  of  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Federal  Government  shall  furnish  annually  to  the  re¬ 
spective  Committees  on  Government  Operations  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  House  of  Representatives  a  summary  report  on  the 
scope  of  the  services  provided  under  the  administration  of 
this  title. 

RESERVATION  OF  EXISTING  AUTHORITY 
Sec.  305.  This  title  is  in  addition  to  and  does  not  super¬ 
sede  any  existing  authority  now  possessed  by  any  Federal 
department  or  agency  with  respect  to  furnishing  services, 
whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimbursable  basis,  to 
State  and  local  units  of  government. 

TITLE  IV— COORDINATED  INTERGOVERNMEN¬ 
TAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINISTRATION  OF 
GRANTS  FOR  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 
declaration  of  urban  assistance  policy 
Sec.  401.  (a)  The  economic  and  social  development 
of  the  Nation,  its  strength  in  world  affairs  and  the  achieve- 
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1  merit  of  satisfactory  levels  of  living  depend  in  large  degree 

2  upon  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of  urban  communi- 

3  ties.  In  pursuit  of  this  basic  objective,  the  President  shall 

4  establish  rules  and  regulations  for  uniform  application  in  the 

5  formulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of  urban  development 

6  programs  and  projects  for  the  provision  of  federally  aided 

7  urban  facilities,  and  Federal  projects  having  a  significant 

8  impact  on  the  development  of  urban  and  urbanizing  com- 

9  munities.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  provide  for  full 

10  consideration  of  the  concurrent  achievement  of  the  following 

11  specific  objectives  of  urban  development,  and,  to  the  extent 

12  authorized  by  law,  reasoned  choices  shall  be  made  between 

13  such  objectives  when  they  conflict: 

14  (1)  Appropriate  land  uses  for  residential,  com- 

15  mercial,  industrial,  governmental,  institutional,  and  other 

16  purposes ; 

17  (2)  Wise  development  and  conservation  of  natural 

18  resources,  including  land,  water,  minerals,  wildlife,  and 

19  others ; 

20  (3)  Balanced  transportation  systems,  including 

21  highway,  air,  water,  pedestrian,  mass  transit,  and  other 

22  modes  for  the  movement  of  people  and  goods; 

23  (4)  Adequate  outdoor  recreation  and  open  space; 

24  (5)  Protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural  beauty. 
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historical  and  scientific  interests ; 
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(6)  Properly  planned  community  facilities,  includ¬ 
ing  utilities  for  the  supply  of  power,  water,  and  com¬ 
munications,  of  the  safe  disposal  of  wastes,  and  for  other 
purposes ; 

(7)  Any  other  objective  through  which  urban  de¬ 
velopment  activities  can  contribute  to  the  economic, 
social,  and  cultural  development  of  the  Nation,  its 
strength  in  world  affairs,  and  the  achievement  of  en¬ 
hanced  levels  of  living;  and 

(8)  Concern  for  a  high  standard  of  design. 

(b)  All  viewpoints — national,  regional.  State,  and 
local — shall,  to  the  extent  possible,  be  fully  considered  and 
taken  into  account  in  planning  urban  development  programs 
and  projects.  Regional,  State,  and  local  government  objec¬ 
tives  shall  be  considered  and  evaluated  within  a  framework  of 
national  public  objectives,  and  available  projections  of  future 
national  conditions  and  needs  of  regions,  States,  and  localities 
shall  be  considered  in  plan  formulation,  evaluation,  and 
review. 

(c)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  consistent  with 
national  objectives,  all  Federal  aid  for  urban  development 
purposes  shall  be  consistent  with  and  further  the  objectives  of 
State  and  local  government  comprehensive  planning  for 
urban  development.  Consideration  shall  be  given  to  all  devel- 
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opmental  aspects  of  the  total  urban  community,  including  but 
not  limited  to  bousing,  transportation,  economic  development, 
natural  resources  development,  community  facilities,  and  the 
general  improvement  of  living  environments. 

(d)  Each  Federal  department  and  agency  administering 
an  urban  development  aid  program  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  consult  with  and  seek  advice  from  all  other 
significantly  affected  Federal  departments  and  agencies  in  an 
effort  to  assure  fully  coordinated  programs. 

(e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  planning  required 
by  individual  Federal  programs  (such  as  highway  construc¬ 
tion,  urban  renewal,  and  open  space)  shall  be  coordinated 
with  and  made  ])art  of  comprehensive  local  and  areawide 
urban  development  planning. 

FAVOEING  UNITS  OF  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  402.  Where  Federal  law  provides  that  both  special- 
purpose  units  of  local  government  and  units  of  general  local 
government  are  eligible  to  receive  loans  or  grants-in-aid  for 
urban  development,  heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agen¬ 
cies  shall,  in  the  absence  of  substantial  reasons  to  the  con¬ 
trary,  make  such  loans  or  grants-in-aid  for  urban  development 
to  units  of  general  local  government  rather  than  to  special- 
purpose  units  of  local  government. 
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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 

Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  such  other 
agency  as  may  be  designated  by  the  President  is  hereby 
authorized  to  prescribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are 
deemed  appropriate  for  the  effective  administration  of  this 
title. 

TITLE  V— CONGRESSIONAL  REVIEW  OF  FED¬ 
ERAL  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  STATES  AND  TO 
LOCAL  UNITS  OF  GOVERNMENT 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  501.  It  is  the  purpose  and  intent  of  this  title  to 
establish  a  uniform  policy  and  procedure  whereby  programs 
for  grant-in-aid  assistance  from  the  Federal  Government  to 
the  States  or  political  subdivisions  which  may  be  enacted 
hereafter  by  the  Congress  shall  be  made  the  subject  of  suf¬ 
ficient  subsequent  review  by  the  Congress  to  insure  that 

(1)  the  eRectiveness  of  grants-in-aid  as  instruments  of 
Federal-State-local  cooperation  is  improved  and  enhanced; 

(2)  grant  programs  are  revised  and  redirected  as  necessaiy 
to  meet  new  conditions  arising  subsequent  to  their  original 
enactment;  and  (3)  grant  programs  are  terminated  when 
they  have  substantially  achieved  their  purpose. 

EXPIRATION  OF  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 
Sec.  502.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  in  the 
Ninety-first  or  any  subsequent  Congress  authorizes  the  mak- 
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ing  of  grants-in-aid  in  two  or  more  States  or  to  political 
subdivisions  of  two  or  more  States  and  no  expiration  date  for 
such  authority  is  specified  by  law,  then  the  authority  to 
make  grants-in-aid  by  reason  of  such  Act  to  States,  political 
subdivisions,  and  other  beneficiaries  from  funds  not  thereto¬ 
fore  obligated  shall  expire  not  later  than  June  30  of  the  fifth 
calendar  year  which  begins  after  the  effective  date  of  such 
Act. 

COMMITTEE  STUDIES  OF  GBANT-IN-AID  PEOGBAMS 

Sec.  503.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  in  the 
Ninety-first  or  any  subsequent  Congress  authorizes  the  mak¬ 
ing  of  grants-in-aid  over  a  period  of  three  or  more  years  to 
two  or  more  States  or  to  political  subdivisions  of  two  or  more 
States,  then  during  the  period  beginning  not  later  than 
twelve  months  immediately  preceding  the  date  on  which 
such  authority  is  to  expire,  the  committees  of  the  House  and 
of  the  Senate  to  which  legislation  extending  such  authority 
would  be  referred  shall,  separately  or  jointly,  conduct  studies 
of  the  program  under  which  such  grants-in-aid  are  made 
with  a  view  to  ascertaining,  among  other  matters  of  concern 
to  the  committees,  the  following: 

(1)  The  extent  to  which  the  purposes  for  which 
the  grants-in-aid  are  authorized  have  been  met; 

(2)  The  extent  to  which  such  programs  can  be 
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carried  on  without  further  financial  assistance  from  the 
United  States;  and 

( 3 )  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  purpose,  direc¬ 
tion,  or  administration  of  the  original  program,  or  in 
procedures  and  requirements  applicable  thereto  should 
be  made. 

Each  such  committee  shall  report  the  results  of  its  investiga¬ 
tion  and  study  to  its  respective  House  not  later  than  one 
hundred  and  twenty  days  before  such  authority  is  due  to 
expire. 

TITLE  VI— CONSOLIDATION  OF  GRANT-IN-AID 

PROGRAMS 

STATEMENT  OF  PUKPOSE 

Sec.  601.  (a)  The  President  shall  from  time  to  time 
examine  the  various  programs  of  grants-in-aid  provided  by 
law  and  shall  detennine  what  consolidations  are  necessary' 
or  desirable — 

(1)  to  promote  the  better  execution  and  efficient 
management  of  individual  grant  programs  within  the 
same  functional  area, 

(2)  to  provide  better  coordination  among  individual 
grant  programs  within  the  same  functional  area,  or 

( 3 )  to  promote  more  efficient  planning  and  use  by 
the  recipients  of  grants  under  programs  within  the  same 
functional  area. 
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(b)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  public  interest  de¬ 
mands  the  carrying  out  of  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a) 
and  that  the  purposes  may  be  accomplished  in  great  measure 
by  proceeding  under  this  title,  and  can  be  accomplished 
more  speedily  thereby  than  by  the  enactment  of  specific 
legislation. 

PEEPAEATION  AND  TKANSMITTAL  OF  PLAN 
Sec.  602.  (a)  When  the  President,  after  investigation, 
finds  that  a  consolidation  of  individual  granl^in-aid  programs 
within  the  same  functional  area  is  necessary  or  desirable  to 
accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section 
601  (a) ,  he  shall  prepare  a  grant  consolidation  plan  for  the 
making  of  such  consolidation,  and  shall  transmit  such  plan 
(bearing  an  identification  number)  to  the  Congress,  to¬ 
gether  with  a  declaration  that  with  respect  to  each  individual 
program  consolidated  under  such  plan,  he  has  found  that  the 
consolidation  is  necessary  or  desirable  to  accomplish  one  or 
more  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  601  (a) .  Each  such 
consolidation  plan  so  transmitted — 

(1)  shall  place  responsibility  in  a  single  agency 
for  administration  of  the  consolidated  program,  and 

(2)  shall  specify  in  detail  the  formula  or  formulas 
for  the  making  of  grants  under  the  consolidated  program, 
and  shall  set  forth  the  differences  between  such  formula 
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or  formulas  and  the  formula  for  making  grants  imder 
each  of  the  individual  programs  consolidated  under  such 
plan. 

(h)  Each  grant  consolidation  plan  shall  provide  for 
only  one  consolidation  of  individual  grant  programs. 

(c)  The  President  shall  have  a  grant  consolidation  plan 
dehvered  to  both  Houses  on  the  same  day  and  to  each  House 
while  it  is  in  session.  An  interval  of  forty-five  calendar 
days  of  continuous  session  of  the  Congress  shall  pass  after 
the  date  on  which  such  a  plan  is  transmitted  before  another 
may  be  delivered. 

CONGRESSIONAL  CONSIDERATION 
Sec.  603.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (c) ,  a  grant  consolidation  plan  shall  become  effective 
at  the  end  of  ninety  calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of 
the  Congress  after  the  date  on  which  the  plan  is  transmitted 
to  it  unless,  between  the  date  of  transmittal  and  the  end  of 
the  ninety-day  period,  either  House  passes  a  resolution  stat¬ 
ing  in  substance  that  the  House  does  not  favor  the  grant 
consolidation  plan. 

(b)  For  purposes  of  subsection  (a)  and  section  502 
(c)- 
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1  ( 1 )  continuity  of  session  is  broken  only  by  an  ad- 

2  joumment  of  the  Congress  sine  die,  and 

3  (2)  the  days  on  which  either  House  is  not  in  ses- 

4  sion  because  of  an  adjournment  of  more  than  three  days 

5  to  a  day  certain  shall  be  excluded  in  the  computation 

6  of  the  ninety-day  period. 

7  (c)  Under  provisions  contained  in  a  grant  consolida- 

8  tion  plan,  a  provision  of  such  plan  may  become  effective  at 

9  a  time  later  than  the  date  on  which  such  plan  becomes 

10  effective  under  subsection  (a) . 

11  (d)  A  grant  consolidation  plan  which  becomes  effective 

12  shall  be  printed  (1)  in  the  Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same 

13  volume  as  the  public  laws  and  (2)  in  the  Federal  Register. 

14  Sec.  604.  (a)  This  section  is  enacted  by  the  Congress — 

15  (1)  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power  of  the 

16  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives,  respectively, 

17  and  as  such  it  is  deemed  a  part  of  the  rules  of  each  House, 

18  respectively,  but  applicable  only  with  respect  to  the 

19  procedure  to  be  followed  in  that  House  in  the  case  of 

20  resolutions  described  in  subsection  (b)  ;  and  it  super- 

21  sedes  other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that  it  is  inconsistent 

22  therewith;  and 
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1  ( 2 )  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  right 

2  of  either  House  to  change  the  rules  (so  far  as  relating 

3  to  the  procedure  of  that  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same 

4  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any 

5  other  rule  of  that  House. 

6  (b)  The  provisions  of  sections  910  through  913  of  title 

7  5  of  the  United  States  Code  shall  apply  with  respect  to  a 

8  grant  consolidation  plan  and,  for  such  purposes — 

9  (1)  all  references  in  such  sections  to  “reorganiza- 

10  tion  plan”  shall  be  treated  as  referring  to  “grant  con- 

11  sohdation  plan”,  and 

12  (2)  all  references  in  such  sections  to  “resolution” 

13  shall  be  treated  as  referring  to  a  resolution  of  either 

14  House  of  the  Congress,  the  matter  after  the  resolving 

15  clause  of  which  is  as  follows ;  “That  the  does  not 

16  favor  the  grant  consolidation  plan  numbered  trans- 

17  mitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  President  on  , 

18  19  .”,  the  first  blank  therein  being  filled  with  the  name 

19  of  the  resolving  House  and  the  other  blank  spaces  therein 

20  being  appropriately  filled. 

21  EXPIRATION  DATE 

22  Sec.  605.  The  authority  of  the  President  under  section 

23  602  to  transmit  grant  consolidation  plans  shall  expire  three 

24  years  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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TITLE  VII— ACQUISITION,  USE,  AND  DISPOSITION 
OF  LAND  WITHIN  URBAN  AREAS  BY  FED¬ 
ERAL  AGENCIES  IN  CONFORMITY  WITH 
LAND  UTILIZATION  PROGRAMS  OF  AF¬ 
FECTED  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

AMENDMENT  OF  FEDERAL  PROPERTY  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE 

SERVICES  ACT 

Sec.  701.  The  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.) ,  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  as  follows : 
“TITLE  VIII— URBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 
“short  title 

“Sec.  801.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Federal 
Urban  Land-Use  Act’. 

“declaration  of  purpose  and  policy 
“Sec.  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  promote  more 
harmonious  intergovernmental  relations  by  prescribing  uni¬ 
form  policies  and  procedures  whereby  the  Administrator  shall 
acquire,  use,  and  dispose  of  land  in  urban  areas  in  order  that 
urban  land  transactions  entered  into  for  the  General  Services 
Administration  or  on  behalf  of  other  Federal  agencies  shall, 
to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  be  consistent  with  zoning 
and  land-use  practices  and  shall  be  made  to  the  greatest  ex- 
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tent  in  accordance  with  planning  and  development  objectives 
of  the  local  governments  and  local  planning  agencies 
concerned. 

“disposal  of  ueban  lands 
“Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  contem¬ 
plates  the  disposal  for  or  on  behalf  of  any  Federal  agency  of 
any  real  property  situated  within  an  urban  area,  he  shall, 
prior  to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give  reasonable  notice 
to  .the  head  of  the  governing  body  of  the  unit  of  general  local 
government  having  jurisdiction  over  zoning  and  land-use 
regulation  in  the  geographical  area  within  which  the  land  or 
lands  are  located  in  order  to  afford  the  government  the  op¬ 
portunity  of  zoning  for  the  use  of  such  land  in  accordance 
with  local  comprehensive  planning. 

“  (b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest  practicable 
extent,  shall  furnish  to  all  prospective  purchasers  of  such 
real  property,  full  and  complete  information  concerning — 
“  ( 1 )  current  zoning  regulations  and  prospective 
zoning  requirements  and  objectives  for  such  property 
when  it  is  unzoned;  and 

“  (2)  current  availability  to  such  property  of  streets, 
sidewalks,  sewers,  water,  street  lights,  and  other  service 
facilities  and  prospective  availability  of  such  services  if 
such  property  is  included  in  comprehensive  planning. 
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“acquisition  OB  CHANGE  OF  USE  OF  REAL  PROPERTY 
“Sec.  804.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable,  prior  to  a 
commitment  to  acquire  any  real  property  situated  in  an 
urban  area,  the  Administrator  shall  notify  the  unit  of  gen¬ 
eral  local  government  exercising  zoning  and  land-use  juris¬ 
diction  over  the  land  proposed  to  be  purchased  of  his  intent 
to  acquire  such  land  and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property. 
In  the  event  that  the  Administrator  determines  that  such 
advance  notice  would  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  purchase,  he  shall,  upon  conclusion  of  the  acquisition, 
immediately  notify  such  local  government  of  the  acquisition 
and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property. 

“(b)  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  any  real 
property  situated  in  an  urban  area  as  a  site  for  public  build¬ 
ing,  the  Administrator  shall,  to  the  extent  he  determines 
practicable — 

“  ( 1 )  consider  all  objections  made  to  any  such  ac¬ 
quisition  or  change  use  by  such  unit  of  government  upon 
the  ground  that  the  proposed  acquisition  of  use  conflicts 
or  would  conflict  with  the  zoning  regulations  or  plan¬ 
ning  objectives  of  such  units ;  and 

“  ( 2 )  comply  with  and  conform  to  such  regulations 
of  the  unit  of  general  local  government  having  jurisdic¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  area  within  which  such  property 
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is  situated  and  the  planning  and  development  objectives 
of  such  local  government. 

“Sex).  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in  sections  803 
and  804  may  be  waived  during  any  period  of  national  emer¬ 
gency  proclaimed  by  the  President. 

“deetnitions 
“Sec.  806.  As  used  in  this  title — 

“(a)  ‘Unit  of  general  local  government’  means  any 
city,  county,  town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general-purpose 
political  subdivision  of  a  State. 

“(b)  ‘Urban  area’  means — 

“  ( 1 )  any  geographical  area  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  any  incorporated  city,  town,  borough,  village,  or  other 
unit  of  general  local  government,  except  county  or  par¬ 
ish,  having  a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more 
inhabitants ; 

“(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  any  county,  town,  township,  or  similar 
governmental  entity  which  contains  no  incorporated 
unit  of  general  local  government  but  has  a  population 
density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred 
inhabitants  per  square  mile;  and 

“  (3)  that  portion  of  any  geographical  area  having 
a  population  density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand 
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2  five  hundred  inhabitants  per  square  mile  and  situated 

2  adjacent  to  the  boundary  of  any  incorporated  unit  of 

3  general  local  government  which  has  a  population  of 

4  ten  thousand  or  more  inhabitants. 

5  ‘‘(c)  ‘Comprehensive  planning’  includes  the  following, 
0  to  the  extent  directly  related  to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general 

7  local  government : 

8  “  ( 1 )  preparation,  as  a  guide  for  long-range  develop- 

9  ment,  of  general  physical  plans  with  respect  to  the  pat- 

10  tern  and  intensity  of  land  use  and  the  provision  of  public 

11  facilities  including  transportation  facilities,  together  with 

12  long-range  fiscal  plans  for  such  development; 

13  “(2)  programing  of  capital  improvements  based 

14  on  a  determination  of  relative  urgency,  together  with 

15  definitive  financing  plans  for  the  improvement  to  be  con- 

16  structed  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  program; 

17  “  (3)  coordination  of  all  related  plans  of  the  depart- 

18  ment  or  subdivisions  of  the  government  concerned; 

19  “(4)  intergovernmental  coordination  of  related 

20  planning  activities  among  the  State  and  local  govem- 

21  mental  agencies  concerned;  and 

22  “  (fi)  preparation  of  regulatory  and  administrative 

23  measures  in  support  of  the  foregoing.” 
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1  TITLE  VIII— UNIFORM  RELOCATION 

2  ASSISTANCE 

3  DBCLAEATION  OF  POLICY 

4  Sec.  801.  The  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to  establish  a 

5  uniform  policy  for  the  fair  and  equitable  treatment  of  own- 

6  ers,  tenants,  and  other  persons  displaced  by  the  acquisition 

7  of  real  property  in  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs. 

8  Such  a  policy  shall  be  as  uniform  as  practicable  as  to  (l) 

9  relocation  payments,  (2)  advisory  assistance,  (3)  assur- 

10  ance  of  availability  of  standard  housing,  and  (4)  Federal 

11  reimbursement  for  relocation  payments  under  federally  as- 

12  sisted  programs. 

13  Paet  a. — Fbdebal  Pkogeams 

14  EBLOCATION  PAYMENTS 

15  Sec.  802.  (a)  If  the  head  of  any  Federal  agency  ac- 

16  quires  real  property  for  public  use  in  a  State  he  shall  make 

17  fair  and  reasonable  relocation  payments  to  displaced  persons 

18  in  accordance  with  the  regulations  established  by  the  Presi- 

19  dent  under  section  805  of  this  Act. 

20  (b)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moves  or  discontinues 

21  his  business  elects  to  accept  the  pa3Tnent  authorized  by  this 

22  subsection  in  lieu  of  the  payment  authorized  for  such  business 

23  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  head  of  such  Federal 

24  agency  shall  make  a  fixed  relocation  payment  to  such  per- 

25  son  in  an  amount  equal  to  the  average  annual  net  earnings 
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of  the  business,  or  $5,000,  whichever  is  the  lesser.  No  pay¬ 
ment  shall  be  made  under  this  subsection  unless  the  head  of 
such  agency  is  satisfied  that  the  business  (1)  cannot  be 
relocated  without  a  substantial  loss  of  its  existing  patronage, 
and  (2)  is  not  part  of  a  commercial  enterprise  having  at 
least  one  other  establishment,  not  being  acquired  by  the 
United  States,  which  is  engaged  in  the  same  or  similar  busi¬ 
ness.  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  “average 
annual  net  earnings”  means  one-half  of  any  net  earnings  of 
the  business,  before  Federal,  State,  and  local  income  taxes, 
during  the  two  taxable  years  immediately  preceding  the 
taxable  year  in  which  such  business  moves  from  the  real 
property  acquired  by  the  United  States  and  includes  any 
compensation  paid  by  the  business  to  the  owner,  his  spouse, 
or  his  dependent  children  during  such  two-year  period.  Such 
earnings  and  compensation  shall  be  established  by  Federal 
income  tax  returns  filed  by  such  business  and  its  owner  and 
his  spouse  and  dependent  children  for  such  two  taxable  years. 

(c)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moved  from  a  dwelling 
elects  to  accept  the  payments  authorized  by  this  subsection  in 
lieu  of  the  payments  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  for  moving  from  such  dwelling,  the  head  of  such  Federal 
agency  shall  make  the  following  fixed  relocation  payments  to 
such  person: 

(1)  A  moving  expense  allowance,  determined  ac- 
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cording  to  a  schedule  established  l)y  the  head  of  such 
agency,  not  to  exceed  $200; 

(2)  A  dislocation  allowance  equal  to  the  amount 
paid  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  or  $100, 
whichever  is  the  lesser;  and 

( 3 )  An  additional  payment  of  $300  if  the  displaced 
person  purchases  a  dwelling  for  the  purpose  of  residence 
within  one  year  from  the  date  of  actual  displacement 
except  that  such  displaced  person  shall  only  be  eligibh' 
for  payment  under  this  subsection  when  the  dwelling 
purchased  is  situated  upon  real  estate  in  which  such  per¬ 
son  acquires  fee  title,  life  estate,  ninety-nine-year  lease, 
or  other  type  of  long-term  lease  equivalent  to  fee  owner¬ 
ship. 

(d)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moves  or  discontinues 
a  farm  operation  elects  to  accept  the  payment  authorized  b}' 
this  subsection  in  lieu  of  the  payment  authorized  for  such 
operation  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  head  of  such 
Federal  agency  shall  make  a  fixed  relocation  payment  to  such 
person  in  the  amount  of  $1,000.  In  the  case  where  the  entire 
farm  operation  is  not  acquired  by  such  Federal  agency,  the 
payment  authorized  by  this  subsection  shall  be  made  only  if 
the  head  of  such  agency  determines  that  the  remainder  prop¬ 
erty  is  no  longer  an  economic  unit. 

(e)  (1)  In  addition  to  any  amount  under  subsections 
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(a),  (b),  (o),  and  (d)  of  this  section,  the  head  of  such 
Federal  agency  may  pay  to  or  on  behalf  of  any  displaced 
family,  displaced  elderly  individual,  or  displaced  handicapped 
individual,  monthly  payments  over  a  period  not  to  exceed 
twenty-four  months  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  in 
the  first  twelve  months  and  $500  in  the  second  twelve 
months  to  assist  such  displaced  family  or  individual  to  secure 
a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling.  Subject  to  the  limi¬ 
tation  imposed  by  the  preceding  sentence,  the  additional 
payment  shall  be  an  amount  which,  when  added  to  20  per 
centum  of  the  annual  income  of  the  displaced  individual 
or  family  at  the  time  of  displacement,  equals  the  average 
annual  rental  required  for  such  a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary 
dwelling  of  modest  standards  adequate  in  size  to  accom¬ 
modate  the  displaced  individual  or  family  in  areas  not  gen¬ 
erally  less  desirable  in  regard  to  public  utilities  and  public 
and  commercial  facilities :  Provided,  That  such  payment 
shall  be  made  only  to  an  individual  or  family  who  is  unable 
to  secure  a  dwelling  unit  in  a  low-rent  housing  project 
assisted  under  the  United  States  Housing  Act  of  1937,  or 
under  a  State  or  local  program  found  by  the  Secretary  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  to  have  the  same  gen¬ 
eral  purposes  as  the  Federal  program  under  such  Act,  or 
a  dwelling  unit  assisted  under  section  101  of  the  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Act  of  1965. 
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1  (2)  The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 

2  ment  shall  make  the  determinations  under  this  subsection  on 

3  the  amount  of  assistance  according  to  family  size,  family  or 

4  individual  income,  average  rents  required,  or  similar  con- 

5  siderations  for  all  agencies  making  such  payments. 

6  ( 3 )  The  additional  payments  under  this  subsection  may 

7  be  paid  on  a  lump  sum  or  other  than  monthly  basis  in  cases 

8  in  which  the  small  size  of  the  payments  that  would  other- 

9  wise  be  required  do  not  warrant  a  number  of  separate  pay- 

10  ments  or  in  other  cases  in  which  other  than  monthly  pay- 

11  ments  are  determined  warranted  by  the  head  of  the  Federal 

12  agency. 

13  (4)  No  payment  received  under  this  subsection  shall 

14  be  considered  as  income  for  the  purpose  of  detennining  the 

15  eligibility  or  the  extent  of  ehgibility  of  any  person  for  assist- 

16  ance  under  the  Social  Security  Act  or  any  other  Federal  Act. 

17  (f)  All  functions  performed  under  this  section  shall  be 

18  subject  to  the  operation  of  the  Act  of  June  11,  1946  (60 

19  Stat.  237),  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  1001-1011).  Any  dis- 

20  placed  person  adversely  affected  or  aggrieved  by  the  opera- 

21  tion  of  this  section  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  may 

22  institute  in  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 

23  judicial  district  in  which  such  claimant  resides  or  in  which 

24  such  claim  first  arose  an  action  for  the  review  of  such  deter- 

25  mination.  Upon  the  filing  of  such  action,  such  court  shall 
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have  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  such  action  and  to 
enter  therein  such  judgment,  decree,  or  order  as  it  shall  deem 
appropriate  and  may  modify  such  determination  upon  a 
showing  that  such  determination  was  arbitrary,  capricious, 
or  in  violation  of  standards  applicable  to  such  determinations 
in  similar  cases. 

RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  803.  (a)  If  the  head  of  any  Federal  agency  ac¬ 
quires  real  property  for  public  use  in  a  State,  he  shall  provide 
a  relocation  assistance  program  for  displaced  persons  which 
shall  offer  the  services  described  in  subsection  (c)  of  this 
section.  If  the  head  of  such  agency  determines  that  other 
persons,  occup5dng  property  adjacent  to  the  real  property 
acquired,  are  caused  substantial  economic  injury  because  of 
the  public  improvement  for  which  such  property  is  acquired, 
he  may  offer  such  persons  relocation  services  under  such 
program. 

(b)  Federal  agencies  administering  programs  which 
may  be  of  assistance  to  displaced  persons  covered  by  this 
Act  shall  cooperate  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible  with  the 
Federal  or  State  agency  causing  the  displacement  to  assure 
that  such  displaced  persons  receive  the  maximum  assistance 
available  to  them. 

(c)  Each  relocation  assistance  program  required  by 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  include  such  measures. 
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facilities,  or  services  as  may  be  necessary  or  appropriate  in 
order  ( 1 )  to  determine  the  needs  of  displaced  families,  in¬ 
dividuals,  business  concerns,  and  farm  operators  for  relo¬ 
cation  assistance;  (2)  to  assure  that  within  a  reasonable 
period  of  time  prior  to  displacement,  there  will  he  available, 
in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to  public 
utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities  and  at  rents  or 
prices  within  the  financial  means  of  the  families  and  indi¬ 
viduals  displaced,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings  equal  in 
number  to  the  number  of,  and  available  to,  such  displaced 
families  and  individuals  and  reasonably  accessible  to  their 
places  of  employment,  except  that  such  assurance  may  be 
waived  during  any  period  of  national  emergency  proclaimed 
by  the  President;  (3)  to  assist  owners  of  displaced  businesses 
and  displaced  farm  operators  in  obtaining  and  becoming  estab¬ 
lished  in  suitable  business  locations  or  replacement  farms; 
(4)  to  supply  information  concerning  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration  home  acquisition  program  under  section  221 
(d)  (2)  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  the  small  business 
disaster  loan  program  under  section  7  (b)  (3)  of  the  Small 
Business  Act,  and  other  programs  offering  assistance  to  dis¬ 
placed  persons;  (5)  to  assist  in  minimizing  hardships  to  dis¬ 
placed  persons  in  adjusting  to  relocation;  and  (6)  to  assure, 
to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  the  coordination  cf  reloca¬ 
tion  activities  with  other  project  activities  and  other  planned 
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or  proposed  governmental  actions  in  the  community  or 
nearby  areas  which  may  affect  the  carrying  out  of  the  relo¬ 
cation  program. 

(d)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  7  (b)  of  the  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(3)  to  make  such  loans  (either  directly  or  in 
cooperation  with  banks  or  other  lending  institutions 
through  agreements  to  participate  on  an  immediate  or 
deferred  l)asis)  as  the  Administration  may  determine  to 
l)e  necessary  or  appropriate  to  assist  any  small  business 
concern  in  continuing  in  business  at  its  existing  location, 
in  reestablishing  its  ))usiness,  in  purchasing  a  business, 
or  in  establishing  a  new  l)usiness,  if  the  Administration 
determines  that  such  concern  has  suffered  substantial 
economic  injury  as  the  result  of  its  displacement  by,  or 
location  in,  adjacent  to,  or  near,  a  federally  aided  urban 
renewal  project  or  highway  construction  program  or  any 
other  public  improvement  program  conducted  by  or 
wth  funds  provided  in  whole  or  in  part  by  the  Federal 
Government  or  hy  the  States;  and  the  purpose  of  a 
loan  made  pursuant  to  such  project  or  program  may,  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Administration,  include  the  purchase 
or  construction  of  other  premises  whether  or  not  the 
borrower  owned  the  premises  occupied  by  the  business 
and,”. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


59 


38 

STATES  ACTING  AS  AGENTS  FOR  FEDERAL  PROGRAMS 
Sec.  804.  Whenever  real  property  is  acquired  by  a 
State  agency  for  a  Federal  public  improvement  project,  such 
acquisition  shall,  for  purposes  of  this  Act,  be  deemed  an  ac¬ 
quisition  by  the  Federal  agency  having  authority  over  such 
project  and  such  Federal  agency  shall  make  relocation  pay¬ 
ments,  provide  relocation  assistance,  and  provide  assurance 
of  availability  of  housing  as  required  in  the  case  of  acquisi¬ 
tions  of  real  property  by  a  Federal  agency. 

AUTHORITY  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
Sec.  805.  (a)  To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  this 
title,  the  President  is  authorized  to  make  such  rules  and  reg¬ 
ulations  as  he  may  determine  to  be  necessary  to  assure — 

( 1 )  that  relocation  payments  authorized  by  section 
802  shall  be  fair  and  reasonable  and  as  uniform  as 
practicable ; 

(2)  that  a  displaced  person  who  makes  proper 
application  for  a  relocation  payment  authorized  for  such 
person  by  section  802  (a)  shall  be  reimbursed  for  or 
paid) — 

(A)  his  actual  and  reasonable  expenses  in 
moving  himself,  his  family,  his  business,  farm  op¬ 
eration,  or  other  personal  property,  and  in  the  case 
of  a  farm  operation,  for  his  actual  and  reasonable 
expenses  in  searching  for  a  replacement  farm ; 
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(B)  if  he  disposes  of  personal  property  on 
moving  his  business  or  fann  operation  and  replaces 
such  property  at  the  new  location,  an  amount  equal 
to  the  reasonable  expenses  that  would  have  been 
required  in  moving  such  personal  property  to  the 
new  location;  and 

(C)  such  other  expenses  authorized  by  section 
802  (a)  as  may  he  provided  for  in  regulations  issued 

.  under  this  section; 

(3)  that  a  displaced  person  who  makes  proper 
application  for  a  relocation  payment  authorized  for  such 
person  by  this  title  shall  he  paid  promptly  after  a  move 
or.  in  certain  hardship  cases,  the  President  may,  by  regu¬ 
lation,  authorize  advance  payment  of  certain  relocation 
costs ; 

(4)  that  any  person  aggrieved  by  a  determination 
as  to  eligibility  for  a  relocation  payment  authorized  by 
this  title,  or  the  amount  of  a  payment,  may  have  his  ap¬ 
plication  reviewed  by  the  head  of  the  agency;  and 

(5)  that  a  displaced  person  shall  have  a  reasonable 
time  in  which  to  apply  foi-  a  relocation  payment  author¬ 
ized  by  this  title. 

(b)  The  President  may,  by  regulation,  establish  a  lim¬ 
itation  on  the  amount  of  a  relocation  payment  authorized  by 
section  802  (a)  with  due  consideration  for  the  declaration  of 
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policy  in  this  title  and  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  and  section  807  (b) . 

(c)  In  order  to  prevent  unnecessary  expense  and  dupli¬ 
cation  of  functions,  and  to  promote  unifonn  and  effective 
administration  of  relocation  assistance  programs  for  displaced 
persons,  the  President  is  authorized  to  require  that  any  Fed¬ 
eral  agency  make  relocation  payments  or  provide-  relocation 
services,  or  otherwise  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  title, 
by  utilizing  the  facilities,  personnel,  and  services  of  any  other 
Federal  agency,  or  by  entering  into  appropriate  contracts  or 
agreements  with  any  State  agency  having  an  established 
organization  for  conducting  relocation  assistance  programs. 

(d)  The  President  may  make  such  other  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  title  as  he  deems 
necessary  or  appropriate  to  carry  out  this  title. 

FUND  AVAILABILITY 

Sec.  806.  Funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  available  to 
any  Federal  agency  for  the  acquisition  of  real  property  or 
any  interest  therein  shall  be  available  also  for  obligation  and 
expenditure  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  title. 
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Pakt  B— Federally  Assisted  Programs 

RELOCATION  PAYMENTS  AND  ASSISTANCE:  ASSURANCE 
OF  AVAILABIIilTY  OF  HOUSING 
Sec.  807.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  on  and  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  no  grant  to, 
or  contract  or  agreement  with  a  State  agency,  under  which 
Federal  financial  assistance  will  be  available  to  pay  the  cost 
in  connection  with  the  acquisition  of  real  property  or  of  a 
public  improvement  for  which  real  property  is  to  be  ac-' 
quired  or  as  the  result  of  which  displacement  will  otherwise 
occur,  may  be  approved  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
responsible  for  the  administration  of  such  Federal  financial 
assistance  unless  such  State  agency  has  entered  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  head  of  such  Federal  agency  to  provide  to  dis¬ 
placed  persons  for  moves  from  such  real  property — 

( 1 )  fair  and  reasonable  relocation  payments  as 
described  in  section  802  (a)  of  this  title  and  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  established  by  the  President  under 
section  805  of  this  title; 

(2)  fixed  or  formula-based  relocation  payments  in 
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the  same  amounts  and  under  the  same  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  as  are  required  to  be  ma<ie  by  a  Federal  agency  by 
subsections  802  (b),  (c),  (d),and  (e)  of  this  title; 

( 3 )  relocation  assistance  programs  offering  the  serv¬ 
ices  described  in  section  803  (c)  of  this  title;  and 

(4)  a  feasible  method  for  the  temporary  relocation 
of  families  and  individuals  displaced  from  the  property 
acquired,  and  assurance  that  within  a  reasonable  period 
of  time  prior  to  displacement,  there  will  be  available  in 
areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to  public 
utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities  and  at  rents 
or  prices  within  the  financial  means  of  the  famifies  and 
individuals  displaced, .  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwell¬ 
ings  equal  in  number  to  the  number  of  and  available  to 
such  displaced  families  and  individuals  and  reasonably 
accessible  to  their  places  of  employment. 

(b)  The  cost  to  a  State  agency  providing  the  pa3rments 
and  services  described  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  may 
be  included  as  part  of  the  cost  of  the  project  for  which 
Federal  financial  assistance  is  available  to  such  State  agency, 
and  such  State  agency  shall  be  eligible  for  Federal  financial 
assistance  with  respect  to  such  payments  and  services  in  the 
same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  with  respect  to  other 
project  costs,  except  that  the  Federal  agency  providing  such 
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1  assistance  shall  contribute  the  first  $25,000  of  the  cost  of 

2  providing  a  relocation  payment  to  any  displaced  person. 

3  However,  no  State  agency  need  agree  to  make  any  relocation 

4  payment  in  excess  of  $25,000  to  any  displaced  person  in 

5  order  to  receive  the  assistance  authorized  by  the  subsection. 

6  (c)  In  order  to  prevent  unnecessary  expenses  and 

7  duplication  of  functions,  and  to  promote  uniform  and  effective 

8  administration  of  relocation  assistance  programs  for  displaced 

9  persons,  any  agreement  by  a  State  agency  under  subsection 

10  (a)  of  this  section  shall  provide  that  such  agency  may  make 

11  relocation  payments  or  provide  relocation  assistance  or  other- 

12  wise  cany  out  its  functions  under  this  title  by  utilizing  the 

13  facilities,  personnel,  and  services  of  any  other  State  agency 

14  having  an  established  organization  for  conducting  relocation 

15  assistance  programs. 

16  (d)  Any  grant  to.  or  contract  or  agreement  with  a 

17  State  agency  executed  before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act, 

18  under  which  Federal  financial  assistance  is  available  to  pay 

19  the  cost  in  connection  with  the  acquisition  of  real  property, 

20  or  of  the  improvement  for  which  such  property  is  acquired, 

21  may  be  amended  to  include  an  agreement  as  described  in 

22  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

23  (e)  If  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  determines  that  it 

24  is  necessary  for  the  expeditious  completion  of  a  public  im- 
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provement  for  which  a  State  agency  has  entered  into  an 
agreement,  as  described  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  to 
make  relocation  payments  to  displaced  persons,  or  to  provide 
the  funds  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  section  905 
(b)  (1)  of  this  Act,  he  may  advance  the  Federal  share  of 
such  relocation  payments  and  an  amount  necessary  to  make 
the  required  payments  under  section  905(b)  (1)  to  such 
State  agency.  Upon  determination  by  the  head  of  such  Fed¬ 
eral  agency  that  any  part  of  the  funds  advanced  to  a  State 
agency  under  this  subsection  is  no  longer  required,  the 
amount  which  he  determines  not  to  he  required  shall  be  re¬ 
paid  upon  demand.  Any  sum  advanced  and  not  repaid  on 
demand  shall  be  deducted  from  sums  otherwise  available  to 
such  State  agency  from  Federal  sources. 

DISPLACEMENT  BY  CEETAIN  PEOGRAMS  RECEIVING  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  UNDER  TITLE  I  OF  THE  HOUSING  ACT  OF  194  9, 

AS  AMENDED 

Sec.  808.  A  person  who  moves  or  discontinues  his  busi¬ 
ness,  or  moves  other  personal  property,  or  moves  from  his 
dwelling  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  as  a 
direct  result  of  any  project  or  program  which  receives  Fed¬ 
eral  financial  assistance  imder  title  I  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended,  shall,  for  the  purposes  of  this  title,  be 
deemed  to  be  a  displaced  person. 
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1  severability 

2  Sbo.  809.  If  any  provision  of  this  title,  or  the  application 

3  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the 

4  remainder  of  this  title  and  the  application  of  the  provision 

5  to  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  he  affected  thereby. 

6  ACTS  REPEALED 

I  Sec.  8.10.  (a)  The  following  laws  and  parts  of  laws  are 

8  hereby  repealed : 

9  (1)  The  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  authorize  the  Secre- 

10  tary  of  the  Interior  to  reimburse  owners  of  lands  required 

11  for  development  under  his  jurisdiction  for  their  moving 

12  expenses,  and  for  other  purposes,”  approved  May  29,  1958 

13  (43  U.S.C.  1231-1234). 

14  (2)  Paragraph  14  of  section  203  (b)  of  the  National 

15  Aeronautics  and  Space  Act  of  1958  (42  U.S.C.  2473). 

16  (3)  Section  2680  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

17  (4)  Section  133  of  title  23,  United  States  Code. 

13  (5)  Section  7(b)  of  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation 

19  Act  of  1964  (49  U.S.C.  1606(1))  ). 

20  (6)  Section  105(c)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42 

21  U.S.C.  1455  (c)  ) . 

22  (7)  Section  114  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42 

23  U.S.C.  1465  (a)-(d)  ). 

24  (8)  Paragraph  (8)  of  section  15  of  the  United  States 
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Housing^  Act  of  1937  (42  U.S.C.  1415(8)),  except  the 
first  sentence  of  such  paragraph. 

(9)  Section  404  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  (42  U.S.C.  3071-3074). 

(10)  Section  107  of  the  Demonstration  Cities  and 
Metropolitan  Development  Act  of  1966. 

(b)  Any  rights  or  liabilities  now  existing  under  prior 
Acts  or  portions  thereof  shall  not  be  affected  l)y  the  repeal 
of  such  prior  Acts  or  portions  thereof  under  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section. 

TITLE  IX— UNIFOEM  LAND  ACQUISITION 
POLICY 

Paet  a. — Federal  Programs 

UNIFORM  POLICY  ON  LAND  ACQUISITION  PRACTICES 

Sec.  901.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  the  acquisition 
of  real  property  by  amicable  agreements  with  owners,  to 
relieve  congestion  in  the  courts,  to  assure  consistent  treatment 
for  owners  in  the  many  Federal  programs,  and  to  promote 
public  confidence  in  Federal  land  acquisition  practices,  heads 
of  Federal  agencies  shall,  consistent  with  program  require¬ 
ments,  l)e  guided  by  the  following  policies: 

(1)  The  head  of  a  Federal  agency  should  make  every 
reasonable  effort  to  acquire  real  property  by  negotiated  pur¬ 
chase. 

(2)  Keal  property  should  be  appraised  before  the  ini- 
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tiation  of  negotiations,  and  the  owner  or  his  designated  rep¬ 
resentative  should  he  given  an  opportunity  to  accompany  the 
appraiser  during  his  inspection  of  the  property. 

(3)  Before  the  initiation  of  negotiations  for  property, 
the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  should  establish  a 
price  which  he  believes  to  be  a  fair  and  reasonable  con¬ 
sideration  therefor  and  should  make  a  prompt  offer  to  acquire 
the  property  for  the  full  amount  so  established. 

(4)  Ko  owner  should  be  required  to  surrender  posses¬ 
sion  of  real  property  before  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
concerned  pays  the  agreed  purchase  price,  or  deposits  with 
the  court,  in  accordance  with  section  1  of  the  Act  of  Febru¬ 
ary  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1421;  40  U.S.C.  258a),  for  the 
benefit  of  the  owner  an  amount  not  less  than  the  appraised 
fair  value  of  such  property  as  determined  by  such  agency 
head,  or  the  amount  of  the  award  of  compensation  in  the  con¬ 
demnation  proceeding  for  such  property. 

(5)  The  constniction  or  development  of  public  improve¬ 
ments  should  be  so  scheduled  that  no  person  lawfully  occupy¬ 
ing  real  property  will  be  required  to  move  from  a  dwelling, 
or  to  move  his  business  or  farm  operation  without  at  least 
ninety  days’  written  notice,  if  consistent  with  project  require¬ 
ments,  from  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned,  of  the 
date  by  which  such  move  is  required. 

(6)  If  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  does 
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not  require  a  building,  structure,  or  other  improvement 
acquired  as  a  part  of  the  real  property,  he  should  offer  to  per¬ 
mit  its  owner  to  remove  it.  As  a  condition  of  removal,  an 
appropriate  agreement  should  be  required,  whereby  the  fair 
value  of  such  building,  structure,  or  improvement  for  removal 
from  the  real  property,  as  determined  by  such  agency  head, 
will  be  deducted  from  the  compensation  otherwise  to  be  paid 
for  the  real  property,  however  such  compensation  may  be 
determined. 

(7)  If  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  permits  an  owner 
or  tenant  to  occupy  the  real  property  acquired  on  a  rental 
basis  for  a  short  term  or  for  a  period  subject  to  termination 
by  the  Government  on  short  notice,  the  amount  of  rent 
required  should  not  exceed  the  fair  rental  value  of  the 
property  to  a  short-term  occupier. 

(8)  In  no  event  should  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency 
either  advance  the  time  of  condemnation,  or  defer  condem¬ 
nation  and  the  deposit  of  funds  in  court  for  the  use  of  the 
owner,  in  order  to  compel  an  agreement  on  the  price  to  be 
paid  for  tbe  property.  If  an  agency  head  cannot  reach  an 
agreement  with  the  owner,  after  negotiations  have  continued 
for  a  reasonable  time,  he  should  promptly  institute  condemna¬ 
tion  proceedings  and,  at  the  same  time  or  as  soon  thereafter 
as  practicable,  file  a  declaration  of  taking  and  deposit  funds 
with  the  court  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  February  28, 
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1931  (46  Slat.  1421) ,  if  possession  is  recjuired  prior  to  the 
entry  of  the  judgment  in  the  condemnation  proceeding, 

(9)  If  a.n  interest  in  real  property  is  to  bo  acquired  by 
exercise  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  the  head  of  the 
Federal  agency  concerned  should,  except  as  to  property  to  be 
ac(|uired  under  section  25  of  the  Temaessee  Valley  Act  of 
1933  (48  Stat.  70,  as  amended;  16  U.S.C.  831).  request 
the  Attorney  (leneral  to  institute  formal  condemnation  pro¬ 
ceedings.  No  Federal  agency  liead  should  intentionally 
make  it  necessary  for  an  owner  to  institute  legal  proceedings 
to  prove  the  fact  of  the  taking  of  his  property. 

(10)  If  the  acquisition  of  only  part  of  a  property  would 
leave  its  owner  with  an  imeconomic  remnant,  the  head  of 
the  Federal  agency  concerned  should  acquire  the  entire 
property, 

(11)  In  determining  the  boundaries  of  a  proposed  pub¬ 
lic  improvement,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned 
should  take  into  account  human  considerations,  including  the 
economic  and  social  effects  of  such  determination  on  the  own¬ 
ers  and  tenants  of  real  property  in  the  area,  in  addition  to 
engineering  and  other  factors. 

(b)  The  provisions  of  this  section,  being  general  policies 
for  the  guidance  of  Federal  agencies,  shall  create  no  rights 
or  liabilities  not  otherwise  existing  or  available,  nor  affect  the 
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validity  of  any  property  acquisitions  by  purchase  or  con¬ 
demnation. 

COMPENSATION  FOR  PROPERTY  ACQUIRED 
Sec.  902.  If  the  head  of  any  Federal  agency  acquires 
real  property  for  public  use  in  any  State,  by  purchase  or  con¬ 
demnation,  the  fair  market  value  of  such  property  shall  be 
paid  as  compensation  therefor,  unless  it  is  not  the  intention 
of  the  seller  to  convey  the  property  for  less  than  fair  market 
value. 

BUILDINGS,  STRUCTURES,  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 
Sec.  903.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  if  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  acquires  land  or  any  in¬ 
terest  in  land  for  public  use  in  a  State,  he  shall  acquire  a 
like  interest,  or  greater  interest,  in  all  buildings,  structures, 
or  other  improvements  comprising  part  of  the  real  property 
so  acquired  which  are  required  to  be  removed  from  the  land 
or  which,  in  the  opinion  of  such  agency  head,  will  be  ad¬ 
versely  affected  by  such  public  use,  if  such  improvements  are 
not  required  to  be  removed. 

(b)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  “real  property” 
means  land,  or  any  interest  in  land,  and  (1)  any  building, 
structure,  or  improvement  imbedded  in  or  affixed  to  land, 
and  any  article  so  affixed  or  attached  to  such  building,  struc¬ 
ture,  or  improvement  as  to  be  an  essential  and  integral  part 
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thereof;  (2)  any  article  affixed  or  attached  to  such  real 
property  in  such  manner  that  it  cannot  be  removed  without 
material  injury  to  itself  or  the  real  property;  and  (3)  any 
article  so  designed,  constructed,  or  specially  adapted  to  the 
purpose  for  which  such  real  property  is  used  that  (A)  it  is 

an  essential  accessory  or  part  of  such  real  property,  (B)  it  is 

not  capable  of  use  elsewhere,  and  (C)  it  would  lose  suh- 
stantially  all  its  value  if  removed  from  the  real  property. 

(c)  For  the  purpose  of  detennining  the  extent  of  the 
acquisition  of  real  property  and  the  valuation  thereof,  no 
building,  structure,  or  other  improvement  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  other  than  a  part  of  the  real  property  solely  because  of  the 
right  or  obligation  of  a  tenant,  as  against  the  owner  of  any 
other  interest  in  the  real  property,  to  remove  such  building, 
stmcture,  or  improvement  at  the  expiration  of  his  term,  and 
the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  shall  pay  to  the  tenant  the 
fair  value  of  the  building,  structure,  or  improvement,  which 
fair  value  shall  be  determined  by  such  agency  head  as  the 
greatest  of  ( 1 )  the  contributive  value  of  the  improvement  to 
the  present  use  of  the  entiret}^  ( 2 )  the  current  cost  of  repro¬ 
duction  less  depreciation  of  the  improvement,  or  (3)  the 
value  of  the  improvement  for  removal  from  the  property, 
which  determination  of  fair  value  and  method  used  b}^  the 
agency  head  shall  be  final  and  conclusive. 
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EXPENSES  INCIDENTAL  TO  TRANSFER  OF  TITLE  TO  UNITED 

STATES 

Sec.  904.  (a)  The  head  of  a  Federal  agency,  as  soon 
as  practical  after  the  date  of  payment  of  the  purchase  price 
or  the  date  of  deposit  of  funds  to  satisfy  the  award  of  com¬ 
pensation  in  a  condemnation  proceeding  to  acquire  real 
property,  whichever  is  the  earlier,  shall  reimburse  the  owner, 
to  the  extent  the  head  of  such  agency  deems  fair  and  reason¬ 
able,  for  expenses  necessarily  incurred  for — 

(1)  recording  fees,  transfer  taxes,  and  similar  ex¬ 
penses  in  conveying  such  real  property  to  the  United 
States ; 

( 2 )  penalty  costs  for  prepayment  of  mortgage  inci¬ 
dent  to  such  real  property,  provided  that  such  mortgage 
shall  be  of  record  as  required  by  law  on  the  date  the 
official  anouncement  of  the  project  is  made  by  the  au¬ 
thorized  Federal  agency;  and 

(3)  the  pro  rata  portion  of  real  property  taxes 
allocable  to  a  period  subsequent  to  the  date  of  vesting 
title  or  the  effective  date  of  a  court  order  of  possession, 
whichever  is  the  earliei’. 

( b )  The  determination  as  to  such  payments  by  the  head 
of  such  agency  shall  be  final  and  no  provision  of  this  section 
shall  be  construed  to  give  any  person  a  cause  of  action  in  any 
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court,  nor  may  any  violation  of  this  section  be  raised  as  a 
defense  by  such  person  in  any  action. 

Paet  B.— Federally  Assisted  Programs 
requirements  for  approval  of  contracts  or 

AGREEMENTS 

Sec.  905  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  on  and  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  no  grant 
to,  or  contract  or  agreement  with  a  State  agency,  under 
which  Federal  financial  assistance  will  be  available  to  pay  in 
whole  or  in  part  the  cost  of  the  acquisition  of  real  property 
or  of  a  public  improvement  for  which  real  property  is  to  be 
acquired,  may  be  approved  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
responsible  for  the  administration  of  such  Federal  financial 
assistance  unless  such  State  agency  has  entered  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  which  shall  provide — 

(1)  that  every  reasonable  effort  shall  be  made  to 
acquire  the  real  property  by  negotiated  purchase; 

(2)  that  the  constmction  or  development  of  the 
public  improvement  will  be  so  scheduled  that,  to  the 
greatest  extent  practicable,  no  person  will  be  required 
to  move  from  a  home,  farm,  or  business  location  without 
at  least  ninety  days’  written  notice,  if  consistent  with 
project  requirements,  from  such  State  agency  of  the  date 
by  which  the  move  is  required;  and 
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(3)  that  it  will  be  the  policy  of  the  head  of  the 
State  agency,  before  initiating  negotiations  for  real  prop¬ 
erty,  to  establish  a  price  which  he  believes  to  be  a  fair 
and  reasonable  consideration  therefor,  and  to  make  a 
prompt  offer  to  acquire  the  property  for  the  full  amount 
so  established. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  on  and 
after  January  1,  1970,  no  grant  to,  or  contract  or  agreement 
with  a  State  agency,  under  which  Federal  financial  assist¬ 
ance  will  be  available  to  pay  in  whole  or  in  part  the  cost 
of  the  acquisition  of  real  property,  or  of  a  public  improve¬ 
ment  for  which  real  property  is  to  be  acquired,  may  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  responsible  for  the 
administration  of  such  Federal  financial  assistance,  unless 
such  State  agency  has  entered  into  the  agreements  described 
in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and  has  agreed — 

(1)  that  no  owner  will  be  required  to  surrender 
possession  of  real  property  before  the  head  of  the  State 
agency  (A)  pays  the  agreed  purchase  price,  (B)  makes 
available  to  the  owner,  by  court  deposit  or  otherwise, 
an  amount  not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  appraised 
fair  value  of  such  property,  as  approved  by  such  State 
agency  head,  without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the  owner 
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to  contest  the  amount  of  compensation  due  for  the  prop¬ 
erty,  or  (C)  deposits  or  pays  the  final  award  of  compen¬ 
sation  in  the  condemnation  proceeding  for  such  property ; 

(2)  that  any  decrease  in  the  value  of  real  prop¬ 
erty  prior  to  the  date  of  evaluation  caused  by  the  public 
improvement  for  which  such  property  is  acquired,  or  by 
the  likelihood  that  the  property  would  be  acquired  for 
the  proposed  public  improvement,  other  than  that  due 
to  physical  deterioration  within  the  reasonable  control 
of  the  owner,  will  be  disregarded  in  determining  the 
compensation  for  the  property;  and 

( 3 )  that  for  the  purposes  of  determining  the  extent 
of  the  acquisition  of  real  property  and  the  value  thereof, 
no  building,  structure,  or  other  improvement  will  be 
deemed  to  be  other  than  a  part  of  the  real  property  solely 
because  of  the  right  or  obligation  of  a  tenant,  as  against 
the  owner  of  any  other  interest  in  the  real  property,  to 
remove  such  building,  structure,  or  improvement,  and 
that  an  amount  not  less  than  the  value  which  such  build¬ 
ing,  structure,  or  improvement  contributes  to  the  value 
of  the  real  property  acquired,  or  the  value  of  such  build¬ 
ing,  structure,  or  improvement  for  removal  from  the  real 
property,  whichever  is  the  greater,  will  be  paid  to  the 
tenant  therefor. 
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1  PROVISIONS  REPEALED 

2  Sec.  906.  Effective  January  1,  1970,  sections  401, 

3  402,  and  403  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act 

4  of  1965  are  hereby  repealed. 
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Mr.  Blatxik.  Our  first  witness  is  Congressman  L.  H.  Fountain. 

Congressman  Fountain  is  chairman  of  our  Subcommittee  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Eelations.  He  is  author  of  a  bill  reported  by  this  com¬ 
mittee  10  years  ago  that  created  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Eelations  and,  along  with  Congresswoman  Florence  P. 
Dwyer,  he  is  a  member  of  the  Commission. 

His  bill,  H.E.  5522,  is  similar  to  H.E.  16718,  which  is  under  con¬ 
sideration  today,  but  includes  other  featiires. 

Congressman  Fountain  has  asked  to  be  excused  after  reading  his 
statement,  without  questioning,  because  of  another  important 
appointment. 

Congressman  Fountain,  we  welcome  you  here,  and  I  apologize  for 
the  delay.  Will  you  please  proceed  with  your  testimony. 

STATEMENT  OE  HON.  I.  H.  FOUNTAIN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 

CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA;  ACCOM¬ 
PANIED  BY  DR.  DELPHIS  C.  GOLDBERG,  PROFESSIONAL  STAFF 

MEMBER,  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS  SUBCOMMITTEE 

Mr.  Fountain.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate 
your  kind  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  to  have 
the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this  subcommittee  to  testify  on  be¬ 
half  of  my  bill,  H.E.  5522,  as  well  as  the  other  bills  which  embody  the 
same  provisions. 

In  the  past  several  years  the  Congress  has  enacted  a  great  many  new 
and  expanded  grant-in-aid  programs  in  order  to  deal  with  a  wide 
range  of  social  and  economic  conditions.  All  of  these  programs  require 
the  cooperative  effort  of  State  and  local  governments  in  their  execu¬ 
tion,  and  most  require  coordination  between  and  among  Federal 
agencies  as  well. 

To  be  more  specific,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Eelations  repoi’ts  that  in  the  5-year  period  from  1963  through  the 
first  session  of  the  90th  Congress,  the  Congress  enacted  approximately 
240  new  or  significantly  expanded  grant  jirograms,  bringing  the  total 
to  more  than  400  separate  categorical  authorizations  administered  by 
no  fewer  than  18  Federal  departments  and  agencies.  Grant-in-aid  ex¬ 
penditures  liave  also  increased  sharply  in  recent  years  and  currently 
amount  to  more  than  $18  billion  annually. 

This  amazing  legislative  output  is  striking  evidence  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  been  exceedingly  responsive  to  the  needs  'and  demands  of  the 
American  people.  But  it  also  reflects  the  greatly  increased  burden  that 
has  been  placed  upon  our  traditional  system  of  Federal-State-local 
relationships.  In  a  sense,  it  constitutes  the  handwriting  on  the  wall, 
that  we  must  take  prompt  and  vigorous  action  to  cope  with  the  difficult 
management  problems  produced  by  this  enormous  legislative  output^ — 
or  else  we  run  a  serious  risk  that  our  grant-in-aid  structure  will 
collapse. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  10  years  since  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations,  acting  on  the  basis  of  the  comprehensive  and  careful  in¬ 
vestigation  conducted  by  the  Intei'govenimental  Eelations  Subcommit¬ 
tee — which  I  hai'e  had  the  privilege  to  chair  these  past  13  years  and 
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on  which  the  distinguished  chairman  has  served  for  many  years — 
found  the  grant-in-aid  “a  useful  method  for  harnessing  cooperative 
governmental  effort,  in  the  accomplishment  of  national  legislative 
purposes.” 

A^iile  the  grant  program  has  been  a  valuable  instrument  for  facili¬ 
tating  intergovernmental  cooperation,  it  has,  nevertheless,  created  dif¬ 
ficult  problems  for  State  and  local  governments.  Problems  have  re¬ 
sulted  from  the  rapidly  accelerating  trend  in  recent  years  toward  the 
enactment  of  a  great  many  new  and  varied  grant  programs.  Prob¬ 
lems  have  also  resulted  from  a  lack  of  effective  coordination  of  these 
activities  at  the  Federal  level,  and  with  respect  to  their  impact  on 
local  communities  and  on  the  structure  of  State  government. 

Incidentally,  our  1958  rei^ort — House  Report  2533  of  the  85th  Con¬ 
gress — was  widely  hailed  as  an  incisive,  objective,  and  responsible 
analysis  of  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  grants  and  the  proper 
role  of  grants-in-aid  in  the  operation  of  our  Federal  system. 

It  is  of  particular  interest  that  our  committee  called  attention  in 
that  report  to  the  tendency  of  grant  programs  to  resist  termination 
once  the  Federal  objective  has  been  achieved,  and  to  the  need  for  the 
reassessment  of  program  goals  at  stated  intervals.  My  bill  before  the 
subcommittee  today  contains  a  section  designed  to  meet  this  problem. 
I  shall  come  back  to  this  point  in  a  moment. 

H.E.  5522 — designated  as  the  “Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act” — purports  to  strengthen  intergovernmental  relations  by  improv¬ 
ing  cooperation  and  the  coordination  of  federally  aided  activities 
among  the  levels  of  government — Federal,  State,  and  local.  It  is  in¬ 
tended  to  help  our  federal  system  more  effectively  meet  the  need  of  a 
growing  and  dynamic  American  society. 

I  am  very  pleased  to  note  that  similar  bills  for  this  important 
purpose  are  sponsored  by  several  of  our  distinguished  colleagues,  in¬ 
cluding  Mrs.  Dwyer,  Mr.  Fascell,  and  Mr.  Reuss.  The  chairman,  I 
understand,  has  introduced  a  shorter  administration  version  of  this 
legislation.  A  bill  similar  to  H.R.  5522  is  sponsored  in  the  other  body 
by  Senator  Muskie,  together  with  a  bipartisan  group.  I  believe  hear¬ 
ings  on  that  bill  were  held  last  month. 

^ly  bill  seeks  to  harmonize  the  many  independently  administered 
Federal  assistance  programs  for  their  more  effective  and  coordinated 
implementation  at  the  State  and  local  levels  where  these  programs 
are  actually  translated  into  projects  and  services  for  the  benefit  of 
our  people.  While  dealing  principally  with  improving  the  use  of 
Federal  grants-in-aid,  the  proposed  legislation  is  directed  to  other 
intergovernmental  problems  as  well.  The  provisions  contained  in  this 
bill  are  derived  largely  from  the  scholarly  studies  and  practical  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions,  on  which  Mrs.  Dwyer,  ]\Ir.  IRlman,  and  I  serve  as  representatives 
of  the  House. 

H.R.  5522  is  intended  to  accomplish  eight  major  objectives  as 
follows : 

(1)  Provide  that  Governors  and  State  legislatures  be  fully  in¬ 
formed,  upon  request,  about  all  Federal  grants  made  to  their  States, 
and  that  grant  funds  be  more  uniformly  and  efficiently  administered : 

(2)  Permit  State  and  local  governments  to  contract  with  Federal 
agencies  for  specialized  technical  assistance  and  training  which  the 
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State  and  local  governments  themselves  cannot  economically  provide. 
However,  Federal  agencies  would  not  perform  these  services  if  they 
are  reasonably  and  expeditiously  available  through  ordinary  business 
channels ; 

(3)  Establish  a  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  on  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  grants  for  urban  development,  with  Federal  agencies 
taking  into  account  all  viewpoints — local,  regional.  State,  and  Na¬ 
tional — in  the  formulation  and  evaluation  of  programs  and  projects. 
Cities,  counties,  and  towns  would  be  favored  as  recipients  of  Federal 
urban  development  assistance  in  preference  to  special  purpose  units 
of  local  government  which  are  not  directly  responsible  to  the  voters; 

(4)  Provide  for  periodic  congressional  review  of  new  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  to  insure  that  such  programs  are  examined  in 
a  systematic  fashion  and  are  reconsidered  in  the  light  of  changing- 
conditions  ; 

(5)  Authorize  the  President  to  submit  plans  to  the  Congress  for 
the  consolidation  of  individual  categorical  grants  within  broad  func¬ 
tional  areas,  subject  to  the  same  kind  of  congressional  veto  proce¬ 
dures  that  apply  to  executive  reorganization  plans.  The  purpose  of 
this  jorovision  is  to  help  control  the  proliferation  of  separate  grants 
and  to  provide  greater  flexibility  to  the  States  in  the  use  of  grant 
funds ; 

(6)  Require  that  the  Federal  Government,  to  the  extent  possible, 
when  acquiring  urban  land,  use  and  dispose  of  it  in  a  way  that  is 
consistent  with  local  planning  objectives; 

(7)  Establish  a  uniform  policy  for  fair  and  equitalile  treatment  of 
owners,  tenants,  and  other  persons  forced  to  relocate  as  a  result  of 
the  acquisition  of  real  property  for  Federal  and  federally  aided  public 
improvement  programs ;  and 

(8)  Establish  a  uniform  policy  for  the  acquisition  of  real  property 
by  Federal  agencies  and  by  Gtate  agencies  using  P^'ederal  funds  for 
public  improvement  programs. 

In  the  interest  of  time,  and  because  the  subcommittee  will  be  re¬ 
ceiving  testimony  on  these  same  provisions  from  others,  I  will  elabo¬ 
rate  only  on  titles  V  and  VI. 

Title  V,  iiroviding  for  periodic  congressional  review  of  grants-in- 
aid,  has  had  a  fairly  long  history,  and  its  purposes,  unfortunately, 
have  been  misunderstood  in  some  quarters.  On  two  different  occasions 
this  legislation,  in  the  form  of  separate  bills,  was  reported  favorably 
to  our  full  committee  but  was  not  brought  to  a  vote.  While  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  title  V  were  drafted  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations,  the  concepts  had  their  origin  in  this  com¬ 
mittee.  As  I  noted  eailier,  our  full  committee  addressed  itself  in  1958 
to  the  need  for  more  imiform  treatment  of  new  grant  ])rograms  at 
the  time  of  enactment,  and  the  periodic  reassessment  of  grant  pro¬ 
grams  at  stated  intervals. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  need  for  regular  and  systematic  review  of  grant- 
in-aid  programs  is  even  greater  today.  We  are  living  in  a  dynamic 
age,  and  we  cannot  continue  indefinitely  to  face  new  problems  by  en¬ 
acting  additional  grant  programs  Avithout  facing  up  to  the  necessity 
of  giving  consideration  to  the  phasing  out  of  .some  of  the  older  pro¬ 
grams  aimed  at  problems  of  another  time.  I  l)elieve  that  a  uniform 
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policy  and  procedure  for  "rant  review  is  tlie  most  practical  method 
for  enabliii"  the  Congress  to  accomplish  this  objective  in  a  consistent 
and  timely  manner. 

It  is  incorrect,  as  has  been  contended,  that  a  full-scale  review  of  a 
program  s  goals — and  its  accomplishments  in  relation  to  those  goals — 
is  ac-complished  through  annual  authorizations  (which  are  not  re¬ 
quired  for  all  grant  pi’Ograms,  in  any  event)  and  through  the  appro¬ 
priations  process.  Xeither  is  the  type  of  comprehensiA'e  review  in¬ 
tended  by  this  legislation  accomphshed  by  section  136  of  the  1946 
Reorganization  Act.  That  section  requires  each  standing  committee 
to  “exercise  continuous  watchfulness"  of  the  administrative  agencies 
imder  its  jurisdiction  and  to  study  reports  submitted  by  those 
agencies. 

The  plain  fact  demonstrated  by  experience  is  that  neither  the 
legislative  committees  nor  the  executive  agencies  are  likely  to  take 
the  initiative  to  make  a  basic  review  of  grant  programs  on  a  timely 
basis  unless  the  Congress  requires  such  action  through  legislation. 
The  committees  and  the  agencies  are  conscientious  and  responsible, 
but  they  are  confronted  by  current  workloads  and  pressures  from  in¬ 
terest  groups  which  often  militate  against  reviewing  ongoing  pro¬ 
grams.  The  affected  committees  would,  of  course,  have  to  be  more 
adequately  staffed  to  perform  this  function,  but  that  is  a  small  price 
to  pay  for  a  more  orderly  grant  system.  In  fact,  I  believe  we  would 
achieve  substantial  economies  in  the  long  run. 

Let  me  also  add  that  the  program  review  contemplated  by  title  V 
is  in  no  Avay  competitive  with  the  jurisdiction  of  our  committee,  extend¬ 
ing,  as  it  does,  to  matters  of  economy  and  efficiency  in  program 
administration. 

Title  V  is  intended  to  strengthen  congressional  procedures  with  re- 
sjpect  to  future  Federal  grants  to  State  and  local  governments.  It  pro¬ 
vides  essentially  for  tAvo  things : 

One,  a  comprehensive  review  of  future  grant  programs  by  the  ap¬ 
propriate  House  and  Senate  committees  to  be  commenced  at  least  12 
months  before  the  authorization  for  each  program  is  due  to  exjiire. 
This  revieAV  Avould  seek  to  ascertain  (a)  the  extent  to  Avhich  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  a  grant  have  been  achieved;  (b)  the  extent  to  Avhich  the  pro¬ 
gram  can  be  carried  on  Avithout  further  Federal  assistance;  (c) 
Avhether  or  not  any  changes  in  purpose,  direction,  or  administration 
of  the  original  program  should  be  made;  and 

Tavo,  a  5-year  termination  date  for  any  future  grant  program, 
Avhere  the  legislation  does  not  include  an  expiration  date,  no  matter 
hoAv  long,  or  the  Congi’ess  does  not  Avaive  the  applicability  of  this 
lirovision  in  order  to  support  a  program  of  continuing  Federal 
assistance. 

I  Avant  to  say  in  all  candor  that  the  recommendations  made  by  our 
committee,  and  by  the  Advisory  Commission  for  periodic  congres¬ 
sional  reassessment  of  grant  programs,  though  not  yet  enacted  into 
laAA',  have  apparently  produced  some  AvorthAvhile  results.  But  I  am  not 
satisfied  that  grant  programs  receive  the  essential  type  of  comprehen¬ 
sive  periodic  assessment  and  reevaluation  intended  by  this  legislation. 

In  contrast  to  the  earlier  experience,  most  of  the  recently  enacted 
grants  have  been  authorized  for  limited  periods  of  time. 
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For  example,  of  the  13  fjrant  programs  enacted  between  1933  and 
1945,  12  had  no  time  limitations  and  one  program  was  limited  only 
by  the  amount  of  money  authorized.  .  ,  •  , 

‘  Between  194fi  and  1960,  20  new  grants  were  enacted,  of  which  seven 
were  unlimited  in  duration,  and  two  carried  a  money  limitation  onl;y\ 

Of  the  41  enactments  of  new  or  expanded  grant  programs  in  196o, 
all  but  three  contained  expiration  or  other  limiting  provisions  (the 
three  include :  TTSDA's  program  for  water  works  and  sewage  plants 
in  rural  areas,  and  two  programs  authorized  by  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1965).  Of  the  30  major  grant-in-aid  enactments  in 
1966,  only  four  contained  no  expiration  provision  (air  pollution  con¬ 
trol  maintenance,  the  nonfood  assistance  program  under  the  Child 
Nutrition  Act  of  1966,  the  national  trust  historical  ]ireservahon  legis¬ 
lation,  and  assistance  for  housing  in  Alaska).  Of  the  IT  enacted 
during  the  first  session  of  the  90th  Congress  (1967),  only  one  had  no 
expiration  provision  (Meat  Inspection  Act).  Finally,  of_  the  four 
passed  thus  far  in  this  session,  only  one  (child  welfare  services  under 
the  Social  Security  Amendments)  lacks  such  a  provision. 

Althouo-h  the  recent  experience  demonstrates  a  much  greater  rec¬ 
ognition  of  the  need  to  control  grant  programs  by  requiring  congres¬ 
sional  approval  for  their  continuation  at  specified  intervals,  I  believe 
there  is  still  a  real  need  for  a  5-year  termination  date  as  provided 
in  title  V.  The  committee  may  decide  some  other  period  of  time.  It 
would  help  assure  that  the  congressional  intent  is  clearly  expressed 
and  understood  when  grant  legislation  is  considered. 

It  would  also  help  guard  against  laxity,  and  operate  as  a  stimulus 
for  all  legislative  committees  to  sharpen  up  the  purpose  of  a  new  grant 
in  terms  of  whether  it  is  intended  only  to  stimulate  State  and  local 
activity  and  for  how  long,  or  to  support  a  continuing  program.  The 
chairman  of  the  appropriate  legislative  committee  might  well  have  a 
special  subcommittee  or  at  least  certain  staff  members  regularly  doing 
this  reevaluation  work. 

The  5-year  termination  provision,  it  should  be  remembered,  would 
apply  to  future  grant  programs  only,  in  the  event  the  legislation  con¬ 
tains  no  expiration  date  for  the  grant  authority,  and  could  be  waived 
entirely  when  the  Congress  wishes  to  enact  a  permanent  program. 

This  provision  is  really  designed  to  remove  any  doubt  as  to  what 
the  Congress  intends. 

Title  VI  of  my  bill  contains  a  new  provision  designed  to  enhance 
the  President’s  management  of  grant  programs,  subject  to  appropri¬ 
ate  congressional  control.  This  new  provision  would  authorize  the 
President  to  submit  to  the  Congress  plans  for  the  consolidation  of 
individual  categorical  grants  within  broad  functional  areas  and  to 
effect  the  interagency  transfer  of  adminisfrative  responsibility  for 
grant  programs,  subject  to  the  same  type  of  congressional  veto  that 
governs  executive  reorganization  plans.  This  proposal  would  involve 
the  submission  to  Congress  of  categorical  grant  consolidation  plans, 
including  such  modifications  in  apportionment  formulas  and  alloca¬ 
tion  requirements  as  the  President  deems  necessary.  The  Congress 
would  accept  the  plans  or  disapprove  them  in  a  manner  similar  to  that 
provided  in  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 
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Because  the  number  and  variety  of  Federal  grants  has  increased  so 
greatly  in  I’ecent  years,  the  need  for  coordination  in  their  administra¬ 
tion  becomes  more  pressing  with  each  passing  day. 

We  have,  for  examj)le,  approximately  50  different  programs  to  aid 
general  education;  5<  programs  for  vocational  and  job  training;  35 
programs  involved  in  housing;  more  than  20  programs  involving 
transportation;  2(  for  utilities  and  services;  G2  for  community  facili¬ 
ties,  32  for  land  use;  28  for  reci’eational  and  cultural  facilities. 

One  striking  example  of  the  )n-oblems  which  a  number  of  similar 
categorical  grants  produce  may  be  found  in  Federal  grant  programs 
just  for  community  water  sip^ply,  sewers,  and  .sewage  treatment  facil¬ 
ities.  Five  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  are  presently  involved 
in  administering  such  grants : 

(1)  The  Farmers  Home  Administration  in  the  Department  of 
Agriculture ; 

(2)  The  Department  of  the  Interior’s  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Administration ; 

(3)  The  Economic  Development  Administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce ; 

(4)  The  Appalachian  Eegional  Commission  (for  communities 
within  that  commission’s  jurisdiction) ;  and 

(5)  The  Land  and  Facilities  Development  Administration  of 
the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Title  VI  would  give  the  President  the  authority  to  consolidate  all, 
or  some  of  these  programs — subject  to  review  by  the  Congress — if  he 
determines  that  such  action  would  improve  their  administration. 

I  cannot  say  to  what  extent  the  President  would  use  this  authority, 
or  the  extent  to  which  Congress  would  permit  him  to  use  it.  But  we 
must  be  willing,  it  seems  to  me,  to  exj)lore  all  promising  and  resj^on- 
sible  avenues  for  simplifying  the  large  and  complex  maze  that  our 
grant-in-aid  system  has  become. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  is  a  composite  of  a  number  of  provisions 
introduced  in  the  last  Congress  and  some  neAv  proposals  Avhich  we  be¬ 
lieve  promising  for  securing  the  improved  management  of  intergov¬ 
ernmental  programs.  Many  of  these  provisions  were  contained  in  a 
bill  unanimously  passed  by  the  other  body  in  1965,  Avhile  a  companion 
bill  was  approved  by  the  Committee  on  GoA’ernment  Operations  too 
late  in  1966  for  House  action. 

The  Congress  has  authorized  the  expenditure  of  vast  amounts  of 
public  funds  for  a  multitude  of  Federal  assistance  programs.  Now  is 
the  time  to  deal  with  the  problems  created  by  those  programs. 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  legislation  would  cost  relatively 
little,  but  the  gains  we  can  expect  in  improved  administration  of  Fed¬ 
eral  grant  programs  and  in  the  smoother  functioning  of  our  federal 
system  could  be  vei-y  great. 

While  I  recognize  that  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  have  introduced  an  ad¬ 
ministration  bill  which  omits,  among  others,  the  titles  I  have  just  de¬ 
scribed,  I  sincerely  hope  that,  under  your  able  leadership,  this  sub¬ 
committee  will  act  favorably  upon  H.E.  5522  as  a  Avhole.  The  ])roblems 
are  pressing  and  the  hour  is  late.  This  is  no  time  to  compromise  Avith 
half-way  measures  Avhen  Ave  have  the  legislative  remedies  available  for 
meeting  all  of  the  important  intergovernmental  problems  to  Avhich 
H.E.  5522  is  addressed. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  attention  you  and  members  of  the 
subcommittee  have  given  me.  Since  this  legislation  relates  to  subject 
matter  which  both  the  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee 
and  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  have 
for  years  given  considerable  study,  I  hope  you  will  not  hesitate  to  call 
upon  either  for  any  assistance  you  may  need  in  reaching  a  decision. 
I  am  delighted  to  note  that  Governor  Farris  Bryant  is  here  to  present 
the  Advisory  Commission's  views.  I  urge  you  to  give  Governor 
Bryant’s  testimony  your  very  careful  attention. 

]\Ir.  Blatnik.  Mr.  Fountain,  Ave  certainly  thank  you,  and  Ave  are  in¬ 
debted  to  you  for  an  excellent  statement,  Avhich  is  typical  of  the  high 
quality  of  all  of  your  presentations  before  this  committee  and  other 
committees. 

I  notice  that  you  Avere  one  of  the  key  lead  Avitnesses  in  the  extensive 
hearings  held  2  years  ago  by  our  colleague,  Mr.  Holifield.  I  assure 
you  that  Ave  shall  certainly  give  very  careful  thought  and  scrutiny 
to  all  the  provisions  of  your  legislation,  plus  the  legislation  of  others 
who  have  joined  you,  such  as  Congressman  Fascell. 

Certainly,  Ave  Avill  consult  Avith  you,  not  only  pn  your  suggestions, 
but  Ave  will  also  Avelcome  your  active  participation  and  assistance  in 
shaping  up  as  AA'orkable  as  possible  a  piece  of  legislation  in  this  area. 

I  knoAv  you  have  another  very  important  commitment  noAv,  Mr. 
Fountain,  so  Ave  Avill  not  have  any  questioning  at  this  time. 

Again,  thank  you,  and  Ave  Avill  call  upon  you  for  further  help  in 
the  future. 

Mr.  Fountain.  I  Avould  be  glad  to  come  back  some  other  time  it 
the  committee  does  desire  to  question  me. 

I  might  also  add  that  I  have  Avith  me  Dr.  Goldberg,  avIio,  inciden¬ 
tally,  has  served  as  a  staff  member  of  the  IntergOA'ernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  Subcommittee  since  I  have  been  chairman.  He  has  participated 
in  all  of  the  public  hearings  Ave  have  held  throughout  the  country 
during  the  last  8  or  10  years  in  this  field,  and  I  AA’ould  say  that  he, 
like  the  staff  of  the  Advisory  Connnission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations,  is  an  expert  on  this  subject.  So  if  you  liaA^e  any  questions, 
he  is  here  and  Avill  be  aA’ailable  for  questioning. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  I  AA’ould  like  to  have  the  professional  assistance  of 
Dr.  Goldberg,  and  Ave  appreciate  your  offering  it. 

Mr.  BroAvn,  did  you  have  a  question  ? 

Mr.  Broavn.  Could  I  ask  tAvo  quick  questions  based  on  your  experi¬ 
ence  in  Congress,  Mr.  F oiint  ain  ? 

In  looking  at  grant-in-aid  programs,  is  it  your  experience  that  the 
purposes  of  most  programs  are  pretty  Avell  defined  in  the  legislation  ? 
Or  are  they  sometimes  left  rather  vague  ?  .  .  . 

Mr.  Fountain.  I  think  most  of  the  legislation  in  the  ‘Svhereas  ’ 
clause  probably  states  the  purpose  of  the  legislation;  but  Avith  chang¬ 
ing  times  and  the  Avay  programs  are  administered,  I  think  some¬ 
times  these  programs  need  to  be  redirected,  or  the  purpose  needs  a 
restatement. 

Mr.  Broavn.  I  Avould  agree  Avith  you  100  percent.  I  just  Avant  to  get 
your  remarks  on  the  record. 

The  other  question  :  Do  you  think  an  agency,  such  as  GAO  or  some¬ 
thing  similar  to  it,  could  evaluate  Avhether  or  not  the  operation  of  a 
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grant-in-aid  program  has  been  successful  in  meeting  those  purposes 
which  were  stated  ?  I  understand  GAO  has  gotten  into  this  area  in  the 

connection,  is  it  appropriate  or  j^ossible? 

Mr.  h  ouNTAiN.  I  think  the  GAO  can  serve  a  useful  purpose  in  this 
area,  oo  can  the  executive  agencies  having  jurisdiction  over  the 
legislation  in  question  and  which  must  administer  the  program.  But 
1  think  that  does  not  eliminate  the  necessity  of  the  apjoropriate  legis¬ 
lative  committees,  which  repoited  the  legislation  to  the  House  and 
to  the  Senate,  giving  the  legislation  and  the  subject  a  very  careful  re¬ 
assessment  and  reevaluation  with  the  view  of  determining  whether  or 
not  the  grant  program  ought  to  be  modified,  redirected,  or  even 
eliminated. 

Mr.  Brown.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Our  next  witness  will  be  Congressman  Fascell  who  is  also  the  author 
of  a  related  bill,  H.R.  5524,  which  I  understand  is  similar  to  Mr. 
Fountain’s  H.R.  5522. 

Congressman  Fascell. 


STATEMENT  OF  HON.  DANTE  B.  FASCELL,  A  EEPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  FLORIDA 


Mr.  h  ASCELL.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I 
ani  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  testify  in  support  of  H.R. 
16718,  the  proposed  ‘Tntergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968,” 
and  my  own  companion  measure,  H.R.  5524.  As  you  know,  I  pre- 
viously  sponsored  and  sought  enactment  of  comparable  legislation. 
Phis  year,  the  need  for  congressional  action  is  especially  crucial. 

Recent  developments  in  Federal-State-local  relations  have  drama- 
tized  the  necessity  for  combating  major  administrative  problems 
which  plague  effective  intergovernmental  relations — especially  in  the 
grant-in-aid  area.  The  roots  of  this  quiet  crisis  are  known  to  most  of 
us: 


To  assist  State  and  local  governments  meet  the  heavy  demand 
01  more  and  better  services,  the  Federal  Government  has  greatly 
expanded  its  involvement  in  numerous  program  areas,  largely  via 
the  grant-in-aid  device.  Such  grants  now  number  more  than  400 
authorizations — 240  of  which  have  been  enacted  since 

1963. 


have  increased  more  than  two  and  one- 
half  times  in  this  decade,  rising  from  $7  billion  in  fiscal  year 
1960  to  an  estimated  $18.3  billion  for  this  fiscal  year.  Approxi¬ 
mately  17  percent  of  total  State  and  local  revenues  now  come 
from  this  source. 

This  remarkable  growth  in  the  number  and  dollar  amounts  of 
grants  is  clear  evidence  of  the  National  Government’s  real  con¬ 
cern  with  the  pressing  problems  facing  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments.  It  also  reflects  an  abiding  faith  in  the  partnership  prin- 
cijile  that  underlies  the  grant  device  as  well  as  our  federal  sys¬ 
tem. 

However,  the  burgeoning  number  and  variety  of  grant  pro¬ 
grams  have  contributed  to  serious  management  problems  at  all 
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government  levels,  including  overlapj)ing  and  fragmentation 
among  functional  programs,  information  gaps,  and  rigid  and 
often  conflicting  administrative  requirements. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Congress  has  a  vital  role  to  play  in  improving 
intergovernmental  administration — a  role  which  extends  beyond  the 
enactment  of  grant  legislation.  While  executive  orders.  Budget  Bi;- 
reau  action,  and  revamped  departmental  regulations  can  remove  some 
of  the  administrative  difficulties  at  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  levels, 
others  result  from  statutory  provisions  and  insufficient  executive  au¬ 
thority.  The  latter  requires  congressional  action  and  the  legislation 
you  are  considering  provides  a  good  vehicle  for  such  action. 

H.K.  16718  seeks  reform  in  four  basic  areas.  I  would  like  now  to 
briefly  discuss  its  provisions. 

Title  II  seeks  to  improve  the  coordination  and  flexibility  of  cer¬ 
tain  standards  and  procedures  governing  the  financial,  organizational, 
and  other  activities  of  State  executives  and  other  State  officials  affected 
by  Federal  grant  programs.  The  specific  language  of  this  title  reflects 
the  considerable  attention  devoted  to  it  and  the  amendatory  action 
taken  in  1966  by  this  subcommittee.  .  i  ■ 

Section  201  would  strengthen  the  individual  Governors  role  m 
grant  coordination  and  budget  preparation  and  would  facilitate  the 
legislature’s  task  of  administrative  oversight  and  fiscal  control 
through  providing  that  Governors  or  State  legislatures,  upon  request, 
would  be  informed  by  Federal  departments  and  agencies  concern¬ 
ing  the  purposes  and  amounts  of  grants  being  received  by  their 

^^£tion  202  recognizes  that  the  use  of  separate  bank  accounts  is  not 
necessarily  an  effective  means  to  insure  proper  accounting  of  federal 
o-rant  funds.  A  few  older  grant  statutes  and  some  regulations  stipulate 
That  State  governments  must  keep  Federal  moneys  in  separate  bank 
accounts.  As  a  result,  many  States  maintain  complex  bank  accounts 
for  Federal  aid  programs.  With  the  development  of  modern  account¬ 
ing  techniques,  it  should  only  be  necessary  for  a  State  to  maintain  ap¬ 
propriate  fund  accounts  which  distinguish  the  balance  that  the  htate 
has  received  but  not  yet  earned.  This  section  would  encourage  the 
adoption  of  these  principles  by  the  States,  while  still  preserving  the 
Federal  Government’s  proper  concern  that  all  grant  funds  vili  oe 
utilized  as  intended  by  recipients  and  that  basic  information  concern¬ 
ing  the  financial  status  of  grant  programs  will  be  provided. 

Section  203  establishes  a  procedure  designed  to  discourage  the 
advancement  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  funds  for  longer  time  periods 
than  are  necessary.  The  Department  of  the  Treasury  has  already 
sought  administratively  to  achieve  this  objective  through  its  depart¬ 
mental  Circular  No.  1075,  issued  on  May  28, 1964.  The  circular  estab¬ 
lished  a  letter-of -credit  procedure  that  maintains  funds  in  Treasury 
until  they  are  needed  by  recipient  jurisdictions.  However,  sonie  States 
appear  to  have  legal  fiscal  requirements  which  impede  application  of 
the  procedure.  Further,  some  of  the  Federal  agencies  using  the  device 
have  not  been  fully  aware  of  its  basic  purpose  and  have  failed  to  in¬ 
stitute  an  effective  monitoring  system.  As  a  result,  a  special  Federal 
task  force  on  letter-of-credit  procedures  is  currently  reviewing  these 
and  other  related  problems  and  formulating  appropriate  remedial 
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measures.  Section  203  recognizes  the  merits  of  the  letter-of-credit  ap- 
proacli  and  seeks  to  ^ive  it  the  full  force  of  law.  It  insures  that  States 
will  not  draw  on  arrant  funds  in  advance  of  their  proj^ram  needs.  At 
the  same  time,  it  does  not  seek  to  hold  them  accountable  for  interest  or 
other  income  earned  on  any  jjrant  funds  advanced  prior  to  their  dis¬ 
bursements  for  program  purposes.  Effective,  governmentwide  imple¬ 
mentation  of  this  mechanism  should  save  the  Federal  Government 
considerable  amounts  of  interest  costs. 

Section  204  stipulates  that  Federal  departments  and  agencies  may 
waive  legislative  requirements  for  a  single  State  agency,  multimember 
l)oard,  or  commission.  Rigid  application  of  these  requirements  can 
strait  jacket  Governoi-s  as  well  as  State  legislatures  in  their  reorga¬ 
nization  efforts.  Moreover,  given  the  increasing  number  of  grants-in- 
aid  programs  which  require  multidisciplinary  packaging  approaches, 
a  doctrinaire  adherence  to  this  provision  appears  wholly  unnecessary. 
With  improved  State  administration  of  Federal  aid  programs  and 
the  pressing  contemporary  need  for  the  States  to  restructure  their 
governmental  organization  in  order  to  keep  abreast  of  their  rapidly 
expanding  functional  responsibilities,  the  type  of  flexibility  permitted 
by  section  204  is  of  the  utmost  significance.  Under  this  section,  the 
head  of  the  administering  Federal  department  or  agency  is  authorized 
to  waive  the  requirement  on  request  of  a  recipient  State,  if  the  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency  is  convinced  that  the  proposed  alternative  administra¬ 
tive  arrangement  will  not  undermine  the  program  objectives  sought 
through  the  grant. 

Title  III  seeks  to  upgrade  services-in-aid  functions  in  contemporary 
Federal-State-local  relations  by  authorizing  Federal  departments  and 
agencies  to  provide  specialized  and  technical  services  to  State  and 
local  jurisdictions  on  a  reimbursable  basis.  It  also  establishes  ample 
safeguards  for  the  legitimate  interests  of  the  private  sector.  A  num¬ 
ber  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies  already  furnish  such  serv¬ 
ices  gratuitously  or  at  cost  as  a  consequence  of  specific  congressional 
authorization.  The  increasingly  complex  and  technical  nature  of  State 
and  local  governmental  activities,  coupled  with  the  soaring  costs  of 
technical  personnel  and  equipment,  highlight  the  pressing  need  for 
this  permissive  provision.  The  discretionary  power  provided  in  this 
title  would  not  affect  the  programs  of  those  Federal  agencies  which 
have  been  authorized  to  provide  special  technical  assistance,  facilities, 
or  consultation  services  without  reimbursement.  The  services-in-aid 
policy  stipulated  is  wholly  permissive,  and  State  or  local  agencies 
requesting  such  aid  and  the  Federal  agency  involved  would  have  to 
agree  on  the  extent  and  cost  of  the  services  to  be  performed. 

Title  IV  establishes  a  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  for  the 
planning  and  administi'ation  of  Federal  grants  for  iirban  develop¬ 
ment.  The  need  for  improved  coordination  of  intergovernmental  rela- 
tion.ships  is  most  apparent  in  metro])olitan  areas  where  the  fragmenta¬ 
tion  of  governmental  jurisdictions  is  accelerating.  This  title  provides 
procedures  for  encouraging  the  various  levels  of  government  operat¬ 
ing  in  metropolitan  areas  to  cooperate  in  the  solution  of  common 
problems.  Section  401  authorizes  the  President  to  establish  Govern¬ 
ment-wide  guidelines  for  the  formulation,  enactment,  and  review  of 
Federal  urban  development  programs  and  projects.  It  also  provides. 
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as  a  matter  of  congressional  policy,  that  agencies,  to  the  maximum  ex¬ 
tent  possible,  consider  all  viewpoints — National,  State,  regional  and 
local — in  the  formulation  and  evaluation  of  such  programs  and  proj¬ 
ects.  Moreovei’,  under  this  section,  systematic  planning  required  by 
several  individual  Federal-urban  programs  shall,  to  the  extent  pos¬ 
sible,  be  coordinated  with  and  incorporated  into  comprehensive  local 
and  areawide  urban  development  planning. 

A  significant  feature  of  our  Federal  sy.stem  is  that  most  types  of 
domestic  public  services  are  administered  by  general  purpose  local 
governments — cities,  counties,  and  towns.  Yet,  special  districts  are 
multiplying  at  a  rapid  rate — reaching  over  21,000  last  year.  Section 
402  of  this  title  implements  the  objective  that  where  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  legislation  makes  both  special  purpose  local  government  units 
and  general  purpose  local  governments  eligible  to  receive  urban  devel¬ 
opment  loans  and  grants.  Federal  agencies  shoidd  favor  the  latter,  in 
the  absence  of  substantial  reasons  to  the  contrary. 

The  final  title  of  H.K.  16718  amends  the  Federal  Property  and  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Services  Act  by  stipulating  a  uniform  procedure  for  acqui¬ 
sition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  the  General 
Services  Administration  iii  conformance,  to  the  extent  possible,  with 
the  planning  objectives  of  local  governments.  Under  this  title,  the 
GSA  Administrator,  in  disposing  of  Federal  urban  land  holdings, 
.shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  give  advance  notice  to  the  general  local 
government  having  zoning  and  land  use  jurisdiction  over  the  land  in¬ 
volved  in  the  proposed  transaction.  The  Administrator  is  also  directed 
to  comply,  to  the  extent  possible,  with  the  zoning  and  land  \ise  regula¬ 
tions  of  the  local  government  affected  when  acquiring  or  changing  the 
use  of  any  real  property  in  urban  areas.  Federal  land  acquisition  dis¬ 
posal  practices  in  urban  areas  clearly  have  a  significant  impact  on  local 
schools,  water  and  sewage  services,  highways  and  streets,  and  other 
local  governmental  functions.  At  present  there  is  no  formal  Federal 
policy  with  respect  to  these  practices,  in  contrast  to  the  planning  re¬ 
quirements  in  several  grant  programs  which  seek  to  strengthen  local 
and  areawide  planning  and  land  u.se  regulations.  This  title  begins  to 
correct  this  deficiency. 

For  these  reasons,  I  fully  endorse  the  ]n’oposed  Intergovernmental 
Cooperation  Act  of  1968  (H.E.  16718).  T  believe  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  contains  sensible  solutions  to  many  of  the  ])ressing  problems  im¬ 
pending  effective  intergovernmental  administration. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  urge  your  consideration  and 
adoption  of  those  additional  titles  which  are  included  in  my  compan¬ 
ion  bill,  H.E.  5524.  In  my  opinion,  an  expanded  approach  to  improv¬ 
ing  the  grant-in-aid  system  and  to  strengthening  Federal-State-local 
cooperation  could  be  achieved  by  recognizing  the  pressing  need  for 
l>etter  congressional  oversight,  more  grant  consolidations,  and  uni¬ 
form  and  equitable  relocation  and  land  acquisition  policies.  These  ad¬ 
ditional  provisions  have  been  endorsed  by  the  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Eelations,  the  Council  of  State  Governments, 
the  National  Governors’  Conference,  the  National  Association  of 
Counties,  the  National  League  of  Cities,  the  U.S.  Conference  of 
Mayors,  and  other  public  interest  groups.  I  would  now  like  to  briefly 
review  the  principal  features  of  these  titles  of  my  bill. 
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®  X  H.R.  5524  provides  a  uniform  policy  for  congressional 
leview  of  future  grants-in-aid  to  State  and  local  governments.  In 
t  lose  cases  where  no  expiration  date  for  grant  authority  is  specified  by 
la^v  and  where  such  grants  are  not  specifically  exempted  from  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  502,  a  5-year  termination  date  is  stipulated.  One 
perennial  criticism  made  of  Federal  grant  programs  is  that  once 
established  they  tend  to  perpetuate  themselves  without  substantial 
modification,  even  when  the  circumstances  which  prompted  their  es¬ 
tablishment  have  changed.  The  need  for  systematic  reassessment  of 
grant-in-aid  programs  is  especially  important  in  a  period  of  rapid 
urbanization  and  technological  change.  The  basic  purpose  of  this  title 
IS  to  assure  that  new  grant-in-aid  programs  will  be  revised  and  re¬ 
directed,  as  necessary,  to  accommodate  developments  in  relevant  func¬ 
tional  areas. 

With  reference  to  the  controversial  5-year  termination  provision 
It  should  be  noted  that  it  would  apply  only  to  those  grants  which  Con¬ 
gress  failed  to  designate  as  ongoing  or  shbrtrun  programs.  Based  upon 
past  experience  and  present  indicators,  few  grants-in-aid  would  be 
affected  by  this  termination  provision. 

Title  VI  of  H.R.  5524  is  designed  to  overcome  the  administrative 
and  fiscal  problems  resulting  from  the  proliferation  of  Federal  grant 
programs  by  authorizing  the  President  to  submit  to  Congress  plans 
for  the  consolidation  of  individual  categories  within  broad  functional 
areas.  Such  authority  vrould  be  subject  to  the  type  of  congressional  veto 
that  presently  applies  to  executive  reorganization  plans. 

For  those  genuinel}^  concerned  about  revamping  the  grant-in-aid 
system,  more  consolidation  is  a  must.  The  overlapping,  duplication, 
confused  information,  and  varying  and  frequently  conflicting  require¬ 
ments,  wdiich  the  400-odd  Government  programs  have  produced,  have 
created  a  managerial  nightmare  for  administrators  at  all  levels.  This 
condition  must  change. 

To  date,  grant  consolidation  has  followed  the  normal  course  of  the 
legislative  process,  since  combining  grants  involves  changing  varying 
legislative  requirements  concerning  allocation  formulas,  and  matching 
ratios.  The  principal  defects  of  this  approach  include  the  frequent  op¬ 
position  of  middle  management  administrators  at  all  levels  to  efforts 
to  consolidate  programs  which  they  administer,  and  the  resistance  of 
the  special  interests  that  support  individual  grant-aided  functions  to 
congressional  efforts  to  upset  the  grant-in-aid  status  quo. 

Title  VI  is  designed  to  hel})  overcome  some  of  these  obstacles. 
Under  it,  the  President  would  submit  grant  consolidation  plans  to  Con¬ 
gress  under  procedures  similar  to  those  used  for  administrative  reor¬ 
ganization  plans,  thereby  focusing  jjrimary  responsibility  for  this  ef¬ 
fort  in  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President.  A  plan  woidcl  become 
effective  at  the  end  of  90  calendar  days  of  continuous  .session  of 
Congress  following  its  transmittal,  unless  either  House  passed  a  reso¬ 
lution  disapproving  the  proposed  consolidation.  Each  plan  would 
involve  a  consolidation  of  individual  2)rograms  within  the  same 
functional  area  and  would  focus  administrative  responsibility  in  one 
Federal  agency,  specify  the  formula  or  formulas  for  mak^ig  the  grant, 
and  describe  the  differences  between  the  new  formula  and  those  under 
each  of  the  previous  individual  programs. 
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Title  VIII  of  H.E.  5524  establishes  a  uniform  policy  for  the  fair 
and  equitable  relocation  of  persons  and  businesses  forced  to  move  as 
a  result  of  Federal  or  federally  assisted  programs.  This  all-irnportant 
provision  would  remove  the  onerous  consequences  of  the  inconsistencies 
and  inequities  of  present  relocation  jiolicies  and  practices. 

Under  section  802,  heads  of  Federal  agencies  are  required  to  make 
relocation  payments  in  direct  Federal  programs  causing  disphme- 
ment— such  as  GSA,  the  Post  Office Departmeiit,  or  the  Defense  De- 
iiartment  in  accordance  with  regulations  established  by  the  President. 
Section  80,3  requires  the  same  agencies  to  provide  relocation  assistance 
programs  and  specifies  that  these  include :  determining  needs  for  assist¬ 
ance ;  assuring  the  availability  of  standard  housing  within  a  reasonable 
period  of  time  prior  to  displacement;  assisting  businesses  and  farm 
operators  in  relocating;  supplying  information  regarding  FIIA,  SBA, 
and  other  assistance  programs;  helping  to  minimize  readjustment 
problems;  and  coordinating  relocation  with  other  iiroject  activities 
and  governmental  activities  in  the  coinmunity.  This  section  also 
broadens  the  Small  Business  Administration  Act  to  authorize  disaster 
loans  to  small  concerns  which  suffer  substantial  economic  injury  from 
construction  conducted  by  State  and  local  governments  or  which  are 
adversely  affected  but  not  actually  displaced  by  Government  property 
acquisition. 

Section  807  extends  the  requirements  of  sections  802  and_803  witli 
respect  to  payments  and  advisory  assistance  to  federally  assisted  pro¬ 
grams  conducted  by  State  and  local  governments.  It  authorizes  the 
Federal  Government  to  reimburse  fully  State  and  local  governments 
for  relocation  payments  up  to  $25,000  in  federally  aided  ]irograms  and 
on  a  formula  cost-sharing  basis  for  any  portion  above  $25,000  per  dis¬ 
placement.  The  Federal  reimbursement  would  be  contingent  on  the 
State  or  local  agency’s  agreeing  to  provide  relocation  payments  and 
advisory  assistance  as  prescribed  by  Federal  law  and  I'egulations. 

I  cannot  stress  too  strongly  the  desperate  need  for  legislation  of  this 
type.  Kelocation  is  a  source  of  considerable  public  unrest  in  rural  and 
urban  areas — and  no  wonder,  given  the  inequities  and  nonuniform 


provisions  of  the  ])resent  programs. 

Finally,  title  IX  of  H.E.  5524  establishes  a  uniform  policy  for  land 
acquisition  practices  in  Federal  and  federally  assisted  development 
programs,  and  complements  the  previous  relocation  title.  In  recent 
years,  there  have  been  growing  complaints  concerning  the  equity  of 
Government  agency  land  acquisition  practices,  the  adequacy  of  tradi¬ 
tional  standards  of  compensation,  and  the  sufficiency  of  assistance  to 
persons  adversely  affected  by  Federal  direct  or  federally  assisted  public 
improvement  jirograms.  Those  problems  have  been  largely  treated  on  a 
piecemeal  basis  with  consequent  inconsistency  among  areas  covered 
and  inequity  among  those  not  covered. 

Section  901  clarifies  the  congressional  intent  that  public  agency 
policies  and  procedures  for  the  acquisition  of  real  property  should  be 
fair  and  consistent,  and  should  be  directed  to  giving  the  property 
owner  the  full  measure  of  compensation  authorized  by  law  promptly. 
Section  902  directs  that  “fair  market  value”  be  paid  as  compensation 
for  purchase  or  condemnation.  Section  903  requires  that  a  Federal 
agency  which  takes  land,  or  an  interest  in  land,  must  take  a  similar 
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interest  in  any  improvement  that  is  part  of  the  real  property.  It  also 
specihes  a  uniform  standard  for  determining  whether  a  structure  or 
other  improvement  is  a  part  of  the  real  property.  Section  903  further 
provides  for  equal  treatment  of  property  owners  and  tenants  with 
respect  to  buildings  and  structures  on  land  taken. 

Section  904  authorizes  Federal  agencies  to  reimburse  property 
owners  for  reasonable  and  necessary  expenses  incidental  to  transferring 
title  to  real  property  to  the  United  States.  This  recognizes  the  inequity 
in  takmg  private  property  for  public  use  and  requiring  the  owner, 
who  may  be  unwilling  to  sell,  to  incur  expense  in  order  to  transfer  title. 
Section  905  applies  to  federally  assisted  programs,  key  elements  of  the 
j, loperty  acquisition  policies,  and  procedures  for  direct  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  set  forth  in  sections  901  through  904. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee  I 
strongly  support  the  early  enactment  of  H.R.  16718,  the  proposed 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968,  Avith  amendments  to  in¬ 
clude  those  titles  of  H.R.  5524  relating  to  congressional  oversight,  grant 
consolidation,  and  fair  and  uniform  relocation  and  land  acquisition 
jiolicies.  This  legislation  represents  the  first  significant  attempt  by 
Congress  to  improve  the  administration  of  the  grant-in-aid  system  and 
thereby  to  strengthen  American  federalism.  As  such,  it  merits  your 
attention  and  warrants  early  enactment. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  this  opportunity  to  present  my  views 
concerning  this  proposed  legislation. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  Thank  you  Congressman  Fascell,  for  your  very  fine 
and  informative  statement. 

Since  you  have  another  important  engagement,  Ave  will  not  question 
you  at  this  time. 

We  Avill  noAv  hear  testimony  from  Hon.  Florence  P.  DAvyer,  the 
ranking  minority  Member  of  our  Committee  on  Govermnent  Opera¬ 
tions,  and  author  of  H.R.  5523,  a  bill  on  intergovernmental  cooperation. 
Mrs.  Dwyer. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  FLORENCE  P.  DWYER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

Mrs.  Davyer.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  applaud  the  scheduling  of  hearings 
this  Aveek  on  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  and  the  Joint 
Funding  Simplification  Act. 

As  you  knoAv,  I  have  authored  and  liaA’e  pushed  for  enactment  of 
the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  for  many  years  noAv.  In  the 
present  Congress,  I  introduced  H.R.  5523  on  February  15, 1967,  Avhich 
is  a  more  comprehensiA^e  version  of  the  administration’s  bill  now 
before  us,  H.R.  16718.  In  addition,  I  have  introduced  H.R.  17479,  the 
Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act,  in  recognition  of  the  fact  that  the 
two  acts  before  us  closely  complement  each  other  and  are  properly 
being  considered  together  in  these  hearings. 

NEED  FOR  RAPID  ACTION — TRAGEDY  AND  DESPAIR 

The  time  is  late  in  this  session  of  Congress,  Mr.  Chairman.  We 
Avill  have  to  moA'e  rapidly  if  Ave  are  to  enact  these  proposals  into  laAv 
before  adjournment.  Yet,  there  is  a  vital  need  that  Ave  do  so. 


92 


Too  long  have  we  delayed  in  recognizing  that  our  cities,  our  society 
is  in  crisis.  Decay  and  despair  surround  us — in  the  slums,  in  rural 
areas,  in  the  hearts  and  minds  of  men.  Si;bstandard  housing,  unem¬ 
ployment,  hunger,  illness,  inadequate  education,  environrnental  pollu¬ 
tion,  decrepit  transportation  systems,  and  many  other  failures  of  our 
society  breed  despair,  defeat,  and  distrust. 

Tragedy  again  has  struck  our  people  within  the  past  few  days,  as 
it  has  over  the  past  months  and  years.  This  is,  unfortunately,  not  new 
to  us.  Especially,  it  is  not  new’  to  those  less  fortunate  than  ourselves 
whose  daily  existence  is  a  play  in  tragedy.  But,  if  we  are  to  preserve 
our  freedom  and  safeguard  our  society,  we  can  no  longer  tolerate  the 
recurrence  of  tragedy  or  the  causes  that  contribute  to  it. 

EFFICIENT  AND  EFFECTIVE  MANAGEMENT 

We  are  a  wealthy  land.  Yet,  w’e  seem  unable  to  find  the  money  for 
our  priority  needs.  We  are  a  country  filled  wfith  talent,  innovation, 
and  drive.  Yet,  Ave  do  not  seem  able  to  fashion  a  system  of  government 
Avhich  is  capable  of  efficient  and  economic  administration. 

The  nuts  and  bolts  of  government  management  are  dull  and  boring 
to  most  people,  I’m  afraid.  As  a  result,  Ave  fail  to  devote  the  attention 
that  is  needed  to  make  programs  work  and  to  find  the  money  necessary 
for  this  purpose. 

The  two  measures  before  us  today  Avill  by  no  means  resolve  all  these 
problems.  They  are  a  first  step,  hoAvever,  toward  reaching  our  goal. 
That  is  Avhy  they  must  be  enacted. 

MUI.TIPLE  LAYERS  OF  GOVERNMENT 

There  are  approximately  82,000  local  units  of  government  in  the 
country.  There  are  50  States,  each  AA’ith  many  departments,  agencies, 
and  authorities.  There  are  21  departments  and  agencies,  150  bureaus 
and  divisions,  and  over  400  field  offices  in  the  Federal  Government. 
Each  is  striving  in  its  oavii  Avay  to  resolA’e  the  problems  facing  our 
society  and  to  relieve  the  burdens  of  our  citizens.  But,  this  system  of 
federalism — as  much  as  it  may  protect  us  from  the  dangers  and  pit- 
falls  of  undue  centralism — is  so  complicated  and  is  all  too  often  Avork- 
ing  at  such  cross-purposes  that  our  society  might  collapse  in  spite  of 
good  intentions  and  honorable  efforts.  Many  provisions  contained  in 
the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  can,  I  belieA’e,  assist  us  in 
bringing  some  degree  of  order  out  of  this  chaos. 

Efficient  organization,  however,  Avill  not  in  itself  meet  our  iieei^. 
Adequate  resources  must  be  found  to  finance  the  programs  adminis¬ 
tered  by  an  efficient  organization. 

GRANT-IN-AID  PATCHAVORK 

Today,  close  to  $20  billion  is  being  appropriated  by  the  Federal 
GoA’ernment  to  assist  State  and  local  governments  in  their  endeavors. 
But,  here  again,  this  assistance  is  being  extended  in  such  a  patch Avork, 
helter-skelter  fashion  that  priority  needs  are  frequently  not  being  met. 

Over  200  categorical  grant-in-aid  programs,  under  500  or  more 
authorizations,  have  been  established  to  administer  this  $20  billion  in 
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Federal  financial  assistance.  Duplication  and  overlap  in  program 
areas  are  rampant.  Eight  departments  and  12  agencies  conduct  or  sup¬ 
port  health  programs,  while  10  departments  and  15  agencies  are  en¬ 
gaged  in  supporting  or  conducting  educational  training  and  related 
programs.  There  are  approximately  72  grant-in-aid  programs  in  the 
field  of  health  and  120  in  the  field  of  education. 

This  jungle  of  redtape  can  only  have  the  effect  of  strangling  the 
efforts  of  governments— Federal,  State,  and  local— in  their  efforts  to 
solve  our  problems. 

How  ludicrous  it  is  that,  on  the  one  hand,  the  Federal  Government 
is  imposing  greater  requirements  upon  State  and  local  governments 
to  develop  comprehensive  plans  for  meeting  the  entire  needs  of  a  com¬ 
munity  while,  on  the  other  hand,  it  persists  in  maintaining  the  jumble 
of  categorical  grant  programs  that  disrupts  planning  and  disregards 
priorities. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERATION  ACT 

_  The  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  would  seek  to  improve  this 
situation  in  both  my  bill  and  the  administration's  by  (1)  improving 
the  administration  of  grants-in-aids ;  (2)  permitting  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  to  provide  special  or  technical  services  to  State 
and  local  units  of  government;  (3)  providing  for  the  coordinated 
formulation,  evaluation  and  review  of  urban  development  jirograms 
and  projects  and  the  administration  of  grant-in-aid  programs  in  a 
manner  which  will  achieve  this  purpose  through  coordination  with  the 
views,  objectives  and  comprehensive  plans  of  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments;  and  (4)  requiring  that  the  acquisition,  use.  and  disposal  of 
Federal  land  be  consistent  with  zoning  and  land-use  practices  and 
in  accordance  with  planning  and  development  objectives  of  local 
governments. 

In  addition  to  these  provisions,  however,  I  strongly  urge  that  the 
subcommittee  give  careful  consideration  to  certain  titles  in  my  bill 
which  are  not  contained  in  the  administi'ation’s  bill. 

REVIEW  AND  CONSOLIDATION  OF  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Two  of  these  titles  deal  directly  with  grants-in-aid.  One  would 
direct  the  Congress  to  periodically  conduct  reviews  of  those  grant-in- 
aid  programs  which  have  no  expiration  dates.  Anyone  familiar  with 
the  layer  upon  layer  of  Federal  programs  enacted  over  the  years  knows 
the  necessity  for  conducting  such  periodic  reviews  in  order  to 
weed  out  low-priority  or  obsolete  programs  and,  thereby,  free 
money  for  more  important  purposes. 

Even  more  important  is  title  VI  of  my  bill  which  establishes  a 
system  for  the  executive  branch,  working  in  close  cooperation  with  the 
Congress,  to  consolidate  categorical  grant-in-aid  programs. 

As  discussed  hereafter,  the  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  takes 
a  step  in  this  direction.  But.  as  much  as  I  favor  such  a  proposal,  it  does 
not  go  as  far  as  is  required  to  modernize  and  make  more  efficient  the 
Federal  effort  to  assist  State  and  local  governments. 

These  units  of  Government,  as  discussed  previously,  are  frustrated 
and  hamstrung  in  their  efforts  to  plan  intelligently  and  to  fund  ade¬ 
quately  those  programs  which  they  believe  are  necessary  to  meet  the 
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priority  needs  of  their  citizens.  xV  major  cause  is  the  proliferation  of 
categorical  grant  programs  with  their  varied  objectives  and  operating 
rules,  conflicting  priorities,  differing  matching  formula  requirements 
and  time  periods,  et  cetera.  An  equally  disruptive  cause  is  the  almost 
impossible  burden  that  is  placed  upon  State  and  local  government— 
especially  smaller  units-^to  comprehend  and  fight  their  way  through 
the  myriad  of  different  Federal  agencies,  administering  hundreds  of 
different  programs,  in  order  to  obtain  the  necessary  a.ssistance  to  meet 
their  objectives. 

A  clear  need  exists,  then,  to  consolidate  related  categorical  grant 
programs  into  as  few  unified  ones  as  possible  and  to  couple  this  con¬ 
solidation  with  the  elimination  of  burdensome  and  conflicting  admin¬ 
istrative  requirements.  Title  VI  of  my  bill  does  provide  a  reasonable 
and  efficient  means  of  accomplishing  this  without  jeopardizing  the 
prerogatives  of  Congress  or  the  President. 

T^NIFORJI  UELOCATIOX  ASSISTANCE 

Title  YIII  of  my  bill  involves  another  important  grant  of  authority 
which  is  vital  to  the  well-being  of  citizens,  which  is  essential  to  sotmd 
urban  administration,  but  which  is  absent  in  the  administration’s  bill. 
That  relates  to  uniform  relocation  assistance. 

The  Secretary  of  Transportation  transmitted  to  Congress  in  June, 
1967,  the  “Highway  Relocation  Assistance  Study.”  This  showed  that 
about  168,000  individuals,  families,  businesses,  farmers  and  nonprofit 
organizations  will  be  displaced  through  highway  programs  during 
the  3-year  period,  1967-1970.  About  23  percent  of  these  will  be  from 
rural  areas  and  77  percent  from  urban  areas.  Senator  Muskie  has 
estimated  that  over  the  next  10  years,  over  1  million  families  and 
individuals,  180,000  businesses  and  40,000  farm  operators  will  be  dis¬ 
placed  as  a  result  of  Federal  or  federally  assisted  programs.  Even 
more  significant,  the  majority  of  those  displaced  will  be  from  low- 
income  groups,  small  businesses  and  marginal  farmers — those  who 
can  least  afford  the  costs  of  relocation.  Yet,  as  shocking  as  it  may  seem, 
most  Federal  programs,  requiring  relocation,  pay  little  if  any  reloca¬ 
tion  costs  and  those  that  do  pay  operate  under  inconsistent  rules  and 
standards. 

jSIuch  talk  is  made  about  equity  in  Government  and  about  the  need 
to  help  those  who  are  in  need.  It  seems  only  just  and  reasonable,  then, 
for  the  Federal  Government  to  put  its  own  house  in  order  by  estab¬ 
lishing  a  fair  and  rational  program  for  compensating  those  forced  to 
move  because  of  actions  taken  by  the  Federal  Government  itself. 

UNIFORM  LAND  ACQUISITION  POLICY 

Closely  related  to  the  above  title  is  title  IX  of  my  bill — also  missing 
from  the  administration’s  bill — which  seeks  to  lay  down  policies  and 
procedures  for  the  fair  and  equitable  acquisition  of  land  by  the 
Federal  Government.  Just  as  individuals  and  businesses  are  made  to 
suffer  in  having  to  relocate  without  adequate  compensation,  so  too 
are  they  made  to  suffer  by  unfair  and  harmful  land  acquisition  prac¬ 
tices.  The  title  seeks  to  correct  this  and  also  to  lay  down  similar 


policies  and  practices  concerning  the  acquisition  of  land  by  State  and 
local  governments,  financed  by  Federal  financial  assistance. 

JOIXT  la'XDlXG  SIMPLTFICATIOX  ACT 

lurning  to  the  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act,  I  will  take  but 
little  time  to  discuss  the  necessity  for  its  enactment. 

I  view  this  act  as  an  important  first  step  in  rationalizing  and  in 
streiimlining  the  grant-in-aid  programs.  It  requires  Federal  agency 
heads,  who  administer  the  many  grant-in-aid  programs,  to  identify 
progranis  suitable  for  joint  administration,  to  develop  guidelines 
for  their  administration,  to  establish  or  modify  requirements  in  order 
to  facilitate  joint  administration,  to  promulgate  common  technical  or 
administrative  rules,  to  create  joint  or  common  application  processing 
and  project  supervision  procedures,  to  expedite  the  processing  of 
applications,  to  provide  necessary  delegation  of  authority  in  order 
t®  effectuate  joint  administration,  to  establish  joint  management  funds, 
and  to  develop  effective  cooperative  arrangements  with  State  and 
local  governments. 

This  act  can  in  no  way  be  considered  as  a  substitute  for  consolidated 
or  bloc  grants.  Xqr  can  it  be  considered  a  substitute  for  broader 
measures  aimed  at  improving  the  administration  of  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs.  It  does  represent  an  important  beginning  in  this  direc¬ 
tion,  however,  and  should  be  enacted  for  that  reason. 

XEED  FOR  MORE  BASIC  OVERHAUL  OF  GOVERXMEXT 

As  necessary  as  I  believe  these  two  acts  to  be,  however,  in  improv¬ 
ing  economy  and  efficiency  in  Government,  I  must  take  one  final 
moment  to  stress  the  fact  that  we  must  not  delude  ourselves  that 
their  enactment  will  solve  all  our  problems. 

Intergovernmental  cooperation  and  joint  funding  simplification 
shoiild  make  the  administration  of  Federal  financial  assistance  more 
efficient,  should  free  more  money  for  priority  needs,  and  should 
facilitate  improved  planning  and  operations  by  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernment.  But,  unless  we  can  allocate  far  greater  sums  to  the  cities 
and  to  rural  poverty  areas  and  unless  we  can  dramatically  rationalize 
and  strengthen  management  and  administration  in  the  executive 
branch,  these  measures  now  before  us  will,  I  fear,  have  little  effect. 

As  indicated  above,  about  $20  billion  a  year  is  now  granted  to  State 
and  local  governments^  through  Federaf  assistance  programs.  Even 
if  this  was  all  spent  efficiently  on  priority  needs,  it  still  would  be  in- 
adequate._  More  money  must  be  found  and,  yet,  found  in  a  way  which 
does  not  impose  additional  financial  burdens  upon  taxpayers  or  addi¬ 
tional  strains  upon  our  monetary  and  fiscal  operations.  The  end  of  the' 
Vietnam  war  will  free  some  additional  revenue,  but  we  should  not  de¬ 
ceive  ourselves  as  to  how  much  this  will  be.  Thus,  what  is  required  is 
for  Congress  and  the  President  to  devise  the  means  to  establish  effec¬ 
tively  priority  spending  policies  and  to  provide  the  proper  vehicles  for 
carrying  these  policies  through.  Early  in  this  Congress,  I  introduced 
legislation  to  implement  the  first  part  of  this  requirement  through  ILE. 
526---Commission  on  Executive  ^Reorganization — and  H.R.  115— Com¬ 
mission  on  Public  Management.  At  the  present  time,  I  am  in  the  proc- 
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ess  of  having  drafted  another  bill  which  would  enable  Congress  to 
earmark  funds  for  priority  programs  without  unduly  burdening 

toThe  improved  coordination  of  Federal 

and  operations,  I  have  introduced  legislation  over  the  i^ast  ^ew  C  on¬ 
gresses  to  establish  in  the  Office  of  the  President  the 
Aft-airs  and  Community  Development  My  bill  m  pteseid  Con^ 
is  H.R.  518.  Although  we  have  created  a  Department  of  Housiiv 
Urban  Development,  and  although  there  have  ^een  established  ma  y 
interao-encv  coordinating  devices,  there  still  does  not  exist  a  centra  y 
oS  offiL  within  the^xecutive  branch,  headed  by  one  individua 
cS  to  and  speaking  for  the  President,  who  can 
redtape,  knock  heads  together,  shake  out  lethargy,  eliminate  delays  a 
inefficiencies,  pinpoint  bad  practices,  impose  improvements  and  overall 
see  to  it  that  the  Federal  Government  operates  in  a  way  which,  in  et 
fective  coordination  with  State  and  local  government,  meets  the  needs 

^^UntiAhLe  steps  are  taken,  Mr.  Chairman,  enactment  of  all  other 
pieces  of  legislation  can  only  be  halfway  nieasures. 

Mr.  Blatoik.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mrs.  Dwyer,  for  your  iet\ 

fine  and  informative  presentation.  • 

We  are  privileged  and  honored,  and  certainly  appreciative  to  ha 
as  our  next  witness  the  Honorable  Calvin  Rampton  the  Governm-  of 
the  State  of  Utah,  who  is  representing  the  National  Cxoieinois  t  on 

Thank  you  for  the  special  effort  you  made  to  be  with  us  this  morn¬ 
ing,  and  for  your  patience  in  putting  up  with  the  earlier  inadvertent 

^^IMay  the  record  also  show  that  Governor  Rampton  is  chairman  of 
the  Governors’  Committee  on  Education,  and  chairman  of  the  Educa¬ 
tion  Commission  of  the  States.  ^l^oea 

Governor,  I  see  you  have  a  prepared  statement.  M  ould  you  please 
proceed  at  will?  You  may  read  the  entire  statement  if  you  desire,  and 
then  we  will  have  the  discussion  and  interrogation. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CALVIN  I.  RAMPTON,  GOVERNOR  OF  THE 
STATE  OF  UTAH,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  NATIONAL  GOVERNORS’ 
CONFERENCE 

^ifr.  Rampton.  I  will  not  read  the  entire  statement.  Tliere  are  certain 

parts  I  would  like  to  read. 

]Mr.  Blatnik.  You  may  proceed  as  you  wish. 

Mr.  Rampton.  I  appreciate  very  much  the  opportunity  to  appear  on 

behalf  of  the  National  Governors’ Conference.  , 

At  the  recent  midyear  meeting  of  the  conference,  the  (xovernors 
Conference  adopted  a  recommendation  urging  the  passage  of  the  in¬ 
tergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968.  ,  .  ,  .  ,  ,1 

Furthermore,  the  conference  considered  this  legislatmn  to  be  ex¬ 
tremely  helpful  in  promoting  the  cooperation  and  coordination  of  ac¬ 
tivities  among  all  levels  of  government.  _ 

I  don’t  think  I  have  to  tell  this  committee— it  has  been  told  many 
times,  I  am  sure,  by  other  Governors — that  the  great  number  ot  cate- 
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gorical  grants  available  to  the  States  has  caused  a  considerable  amount 
of  difficulty  in  administration  on  the  part  of  the  States.  This  is  par¬ 
ticularly  true  in  a  State  such  as  mine  where  the  State  legislature  meets 
only  for  2  months  biennially;  and,  yet,  we  have  to  adapt  ourselves  to 
rapidly  changing  situations  in  categorical  grants,  and  sometimes  it  is 
most  difficult  for  us  to  do  it. 

As  a  result,  there  have  been  times  when  Ave  have  had  to  alloAv  avail¬ 
able  grants  to  go  unused  simply  because  Ave  couldn’t  get  the  legislature 
in  session  to  make  the  necessaiT  changes  in  State  laAv  to  permit  us  to 
adapt  to  these  grants. 

I  think  a  change  to  the  block  grant  concept  such  as  is  here  proposed 
Avould  alloAv  the  States  a  great  deal  more  flexibility. 

The  State  IT-ban  Relations  Committee  of  the  Governors’  Confer¬ 
ence  addressed  itself  to  this  lAroblem  in  a  resolution  adopted  in  October 
of  1067,  and  I  Avould  like  to  read  this  into  the  recoi’d. 

A  basic  consolidation  in  the  nnmber  of  categorical  grants-in-aid  must  be 
nndertaken  by  the  Federal  (tovernnient.  To  the  niaxiinnm  extent  possible,  cate¬ 
gorical  grants  witliin  tlie  same  functional  area  should  be  consolidated  into  a 
single  program,  with  a  single  set  of  statutory  re(iuirements  and  a  single  author¬ 
ization  and  appropriation  and  be  administered  by  a  single  Federal  agency.  It 
is  (luite  feasible  that  the  numl)er  of  sepiirate  grant  authorizations  can  he  re¬ 
duced  by  half  the  present  number  without  sacrifice  of  essential  national  priorities 
in  the  provision  of  financial  assistance  to  the  States  and  localities. 

In  order  to  facilitate  meaningful  consolidation  of  grants-in-aid,  Congress 
should  pass  enabling  legislaticjn  to  allow  the  President  to  submit  consolidation 
plans.  After  due  consideration  in  Congress  and  without  negative  resolution,  the 
proposed  consolidation  would  liecome  effective. 

The  gnint-iu-ai(l  in  tlie  field  of  lieafili,  the  block  grant,  has  been 
a  test  case,  and  I  think  it  has  Avorked  Avell,  and  is  Avorking  Avell ;  at 
least,  it  is  Avorking  Avell  in  my  State.  "We  have  prepared  and  submitted 
our  comitrehensive  plan,  and  1  understand  from  the  other  Governors 
that  it  is  AA’orking  Avell  in  their  States. 

The  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  has  been  co¬ 
operative.  At  first,  Ave  Avere  Avorried  that  they  might  use  the  poAver 
to  approve  the  plan  as  practically  putting  the  thing  back  into  the  basis 
of  a  categorical  grant,  but  that  has  not  been  so.  They  have  been  co- 
ojAerative  in  approving  the  plans  as  submitted  Avhere,  in  fact,  they 
Avere  within  the  general  scope  of  the  block  grant. 

I  would  like  to  say  a  word  about  one  other  proAUsion  in  the  bill 
relatiA’e  to  the  urban  lands,  both  the  acquisition  and  disposition  of 
urban  lands  by  the  Federal  Government.  I  Avould  like  to  see  this 
section  amended  to  provide  that  it  apply  to  all  Federal  acquisition  and 
disposition  of  land  in  the  States. 

Most  of  our  States  at  the  present  time  are  attempting  to  zone  their 
rural  land.  The  problem  of  rural  zoning  is  just  as  important  to  the 
States  as  is  urban  zoning,  and  Ave  are  able  to  do  a  better  job  of  rural 
zoning  at  the  ]Aresent  time  simply  because  Ave  have  the  clevelopment 
there,  and  Ave  haA^e  an  early  start.  But  if  Ave  could  haA^e  the  proposal 
here  made  extended  to  rural  lands,  it  Avould  facilitate  our  zoning. 

I  haA-e  a  particular  problem  in  my  State  right  at  the  pre.sent  time  in 
that  a  military  installation  known  as  Fort  Douglas  has  been  declared 
surplus,  and  Ave  are  right  noAv  battling  to  see  hoAv  it  is  going  to  be  dis¬ 
posed  of.  If  it  goes  back  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  dis¬ 
position,  Ave  Avill  be  all  right.  But  if — as  appears  probable — it  goes  to 
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the  GSA  for  disposition,  I  am  very,  very  ftnirful  that  it  is  going  to  be 
disposed  of  in  a  way  that  won't  be  in  keeping  with  our  city  planning 
at  all.  And  this  proposed  provision  in  this  bill,  if  enacted,  would  pro¬ 
tect  us  whether  it  goes  to  GSA  or  back  to  the  Bureau  of  I^and  iMan- 


agement.  , 

All  in  all,  I  think  that  this  is  an  excellent  bill.  The  Governor  s  Con- 
fei’ence  is  favorable  to  it,  with  some  minor  modifications  and  amend¬ 
ments  that  appear  in  my  prepared  statement,  which  I  would  like  to 
have  entered  as  part  of  the  record. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  Without  objection,  it  will  be  so  entered. 

Mr.  Hampton.  I  have  no  further  statements.  If  there  are  any  ques¬ 
tions  bv  members  of  the  committee,  I  will  respond  as  be.st  I  can. 

Jilr.  Blatnik.  I  have  many,  many  more  questions — not  of  you,  but 


on  the  whole  subject  matter. 

I  do  have  one  question  which  I  think  is  .somewhat  pertinent.  That 
concerns  the  relationships  between  the  Congress,  which  is  a  legislative 
bocly,  and  the  State  legislators.  I  notice  that  so  many  Members  of  Con¬ 
gress  have  started  off  by  being  membei'S  of  the  State  legislature,  so 
thei’e  is  a  personal  kinship  and  a  personal  relationship  that  exist  in 
addition  to  the  similarity  of  the  functions  of  the  two. 

In  all  the  years  I  have  been  in  Congress,  I  have  noticed  almost  a 
complete  absence  of  any  line  of  communication  or  contact  with  the 


legislators. 

"While  you  are  not  a  spokesman  for  the  legislature,  and  I  don  t 
intend  it  in  that  way,  can  you  give  me  any  reason  for  this?  Is  it  be¬ 
cause  it  is  hard  to  deal  with  any  one  or  two  people  when  you  have 
single  agency  heads  within  the  States? 

Mr.  Hampton.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don’t  feel  there  should  be  a^  direct 
relationship  between  the  Congress  and  the  State  legislators.  You  are 
nor  uoing  to  prevent  any  indirect  relationships,  naturally,  because  you 
have  friendships  and  political  ties.  But  if  you  have  a  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  program  that  is  to  be  administered  in  cooperation  with  the  State 
government,  the  obligation  of  the  Congress  is  to  enact  the  laws  under 
which  it  is  administered,  and  the  obligation  of  the  State  legislature  is 
to  enact  the  laws  on  a  State  basis  that  will  permit  the  State  to  coop¬ 
erate.  But  the  execution  of  the  program  should  be  through  your  Fed¬ 
eral  departments  and  through  the  office  of  the  Governor.  And  I  be¬ 
lieve  there  should  be  no  line  of  authority,  as  such,  running  from  the 
Congress  to  the  State  legislators. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  I  agree  with  you.  I  wasn’t  referring  to  a  line  of  au¬ 
thority.  I  was  just  thinking  about  the  need  for  or  the  possible  benefits 
of  something  just  in  the  interest  of  better  understanding  of  each 
other’s  problem,  or  why  certain  things  are  done;  if  there  is  some  form 
of  communication,  even  if  it  is  rather  indirect  and  informal. 

Mr.  Hampton.  I  think  it  probably  could  be  established  through  the 
Council  of  State  Governments,  Which  does  have  a  legislative  branch; 
and  I  think  it  would  make  a  good  point  of  contact  for  establishment  of 
understanding  between  Members  of  the  Congress  and  members  of 
State  legislatures. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  I  have  noticed  in  many  areas  where  grant  programs 
or  other  Federal  programs  which  require  State  participation  or  State 
enabling  legislation  as  ivell  as  appropriations,  that  quite  often  the 
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btates  wei’en’t  Loo  clear  on  wliat  we  had  in  mind.  Often  we  didn’t  real¬ 
ize  that  we  were  proceeding  without  realizing  that  there  were  quite 
serious  problems  that,  had  we  worded  our  program  a  little  differently, 
might  have  made  it  a  little  easier  to  be  compatible  for  State  participa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Ramptox.  That,  of  course,  is  particularly  true,  Mr.  Chairman, 
where  you  do  have  a  categorical  grant  that  is  very  stringent  in  its 
requirements. 

For  example,  the  requirement  that  a  single  State  agency  shall  be 
designated  as  the  administrative  agency.  "Well,  that  often  means  that 
a  btate  has  got  to  make  some  change  in  its  governmental  structure  in 
order  that  it  can  qualify. 

"Well,  if,  as  a  Governor,  you  take  to  a  rurally  dominated  legislature  a 
proposal  to  change  your  structure  in  the  State  government  merely  in 
order  that  you  may  bring  yourself  in  compliance  with  a  Federal  re¬ 
quirement,  whether  it  be  a  law  or  a  regulation,  you  are  going  to  have 
an  awful  time  convincing  them. 

(rovernor  Bryant  was  out  talking  to  my  legislature  about  a  year 
ago,  and  he  was  told  rather  forcefully — and  I  will  have  to  say,  rather 
crudely — by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  that  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
didn  t  want  him  out  there  nosing  in,  that  they  had  run  things  them- 
•selves  out  there. 

And  I  apologized  to  him  a  number  of  times,  and  I  apologize  again; 
but  it  shows  what  you  are  up  against  when  you  try  to  convince  a 
rurally  dominated  legislature  that  they  have  to  brmg  this  into  con¬ 
formity  with  the  Federal  Government. 

Recently,  I  have  been  trying  to  get  around  this,  and  I  have  been 
doing  it  by  sometimes  appointing  administratively  some  agents  on  a 
mental  retardation  program.  In  order  to  get  a  single  State  agency,  I 
created  administratively  what  I  called  an  interdepartmental  coordi¬ 
nating  council.  Actually,  this  program  had  to  be  divided  between 
three  departments  of  my  State  government :  The  department  of  edu¬ 
cation,  the  department  of  health,  welfare,  and  corrections,  and  the  in¬ 
dustrial  commission,  which  has  the  employment  security  branch  in  it. 

Well,  in  order  to  get  a  single  State  agency,  I  had  to  create  ad¬ 
ministratively  an  interdepartmental  coordinating  council,  on  which  I 
put  representatives  of  each  one  of  tho.se  departments.  To  my  mind, 
that  was  sort  of  a  sore  thumb  on  the  State  administrative  department. 
It  wa.s  something  tliat  didn’t  belong  there.  It  was  an  extra  layer  of  ad¬ 
ministration  that  I  had  to  put  in  there  merely  to  conform  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  requirement  that  I  have  a  single  State  agency  designated  for  ad¬ 
ministration.  MHiereas  I  could  very  well  have  done  with  directing  the 
three  departments  and  achieving  coordination  merely  by  staff  liaison 
between  the  departments  without  this  new  agency,  which  had  to  have 
a  staff  and  everything  else  on  it. 

Mr.  Blatxtk.  This  bill  will  help  the  situation. 

But,  again,  I  nm  getting  back  to  my  rather  general  discussion.  I 
can’t  help  but  feel  if  there  were  some  form  of  communication,  where 
some  of  the  State  legislators  could  be  made  to  understand  why  the 
Federal  Congress  requires  the  single-agency  approach  in  a  given  pro¬ 
gram,  it  would  be  of  some  benefit.  Likewise,  I  am  sure  we  might  learn 
of  some  of  their  problems  and  some  of  their  thinking,  too.  I  think  it 
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could  help  the  Governor  in  trying  to  persuade  his  legislators  to  try 
to  comply  with  Federal  criteria  and  Federal  requirements  which  were 
beyond  his  control  in  their  shaping. 

Mr.  Ramiton.  I  would  agree  with  you,  certainly;  and  the  Office  of 
Emergency  Planning  has  been  making  some  progress  along  that  line. 
We  have  had  joint  meetings  in  the  States  and  also  here  at  Washington, 
and  I  have  attempted  to  involve  the  legislative  leaders  in  that.  That 
gives  a  contact  between  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  State  legislators  for  the  purpose  of  informing  the  legis¬ 
lators.  It  doesn't  give  the  contact  you  spoke  of  with  the  Congress. 

Certainly,  I  would  be  pleased  to  recommend  to  the  Council  of  State 
Governments  the  establisliment  of  some  liaison  with  the  Congress  and 
their  legislative  branch. 

Mr.  Buatnik.  We  have  had  some  contact  with  the  Council.  We  shall 
pursue  this  with  them.  ^ 

I  didn’t  mean  to  divert  you.  Thank  you  for  your  presentation  and 
your  moral  support.  I  am  sure  you  and  the  Governors  will  not  only 
give  this  reevaluation  sei’ious  review,  but  you  will  make  every  effort 
to  come  out  with  as  sound,  practical,  and  workable  a  bill  as  possible 
which  would  be  better  than  nothing.  Some  aspects  are  too  controversial 
for  the  time  being,  perhaps,  and  maybe  it  would  be  worthwhile  to 
drop  them.  Once  a  record  of  experience  and  performance  has  de¬ 
veloped,  we  would  be  in  a  better  position  to  reassess  and  reevaluate 
the  implementation  of  this  program.  We  shall  make  every  effort  to 
act  on  this  legislation  during  this  session. 

Mr.  Brown,  did  you  have  a  question? 

Mr.  Brown.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Governor  a  couple  of  questions, 
if  I  may. 

Governor,  I  am  interested  in  A’our  comments  about  the  rural  Fed¬ 
eral  property.  I  would  concur  in  yoiir  viewpoint,  as  expressed  in  your 
testimony,  that  the  rural  property  should  also  be  given  the  same  con¬ 
sideration  as  urban  Federal  property. 

I  was  interested  in  your  comment  about  the  rural-dominated  legis¬ 
lature  and  the  concern  they  may  feel  aboi;t  compliance  Avith  Federal 
requirements,  either  written  into  the  law  or  put  in  administratively. 

Wouldn’t  it  be  a  good  idea,  perhaps,  if  the  legislature  was  also 
advised  by  the  Government  under  this  legislation  as  to  Avhat  programs 
were  functioning  in  the  State? 

Mr.  Rampton.  Yes;  I  think  it  Avould  be  a  very  good  idea.  I  believe 
that  this  law,  of  course,  provides  that  the  office  of  the  Governor  be 
advised  as  to  Federal  programs  that  are  put  into  operation  in  his 
State. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  do  keep  the  legislatiire  advised.  But  I  think 
it  woidd  be  good  to  have  it  in  this  bill — that  the  State  legislative  lead¬ 
ers  also  be  advised. 

^Ir.  Brown.  And,  if  I  understand  the  language  of  the  bill  correctly, 
it  provides  that  you  be  advised  only  of  the  programs  that  go  directly 
to  the  State.  It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  beneficial  if  you  wei’e 
advised  of  the  program  which  goes  to  local  agencies  of  government 
as  Avell  as  to  such  functioning  groups  as  community  action  agencies. 

Mr.  Rampton.  It  would  be  most  helpful.  Actually,  of  course,  we 
do  get  the  information  on  community  action  programs  because  the 
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OEO,  iis  a  matter  of  policy,  does  inform  tlie  State.  But  there  are 
other  agencies  which  do  not  always  keep  the  State  governments 
informed. 

Mr.  Brom'x.  I  don't  know  whether  it  is  written  into  the  law. 

Mr.  RAMPa'ox.  I  don't  know,  but  they  do. 

Ml’.  Browx.  If  not,  it  would  be  extremely  desirable. 

Mr.  Ramptox.  They  fund  in  each  State  what  we  call  a  technical 
assistance  office  and,  as  a  matter  of  procedure,  we  advise  the  technical 
assistance  office  of  all  OEO  grants  in  the  State.  And,  of  course,  in 
turn,  I  would  assume  each  of  the  technical  assistance  offices  would 
keep  the  Governors  advised,  because  actually  they  are  a  branch  office. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  notice  at  the  bottom  of  page  3  and  most  of  page  4  your 
strong  suggestion  that  the  number  of  categorical  grants-in-aid  be  re¬ 
duced  and  the  grants  be  consolidated  or  broadened;  and  I  would  pre¬ 
sume  that  this  would  also  include,  to  a  degree,  at  least,  a  broadening 
of  the  requirements  which  are  set  by  either  the  law  as  written  in  Con¬ 
gress  or  the  regulations  governing  the  distribution  of  grants-in-aid. 
By  “broadening  of  requirements,”  I  mean  the  writing  of  those  require¬ 
ments  in  such  a  way  that  they  would  fit  a  State  such  as  your  own, 
which  has  many  less  people  but  many  more  square  miles  than  a  State 
such  as  mine,  Ohio,  so  that  the  necessity  of  your  adjusting  j’our  State 
organization  to  qualify  wouldn’t  be  so  frequent. 

ISIr.  Ramptox.  That  is  right. 

Now  to  go  back  to  the  health  block  grant.  As  I  recall,  there  were 
some  IT  categorical  grants  that  had  been  available  in  this  field,  and 
they  were  put  together  into  one  block  grant.  The  general  scope  of 
the  block  grant  was  the  same  as  the  total  scope  of  all  those  17  cate¬ 
gorical  grants  that  you  had  before.  There  was  no  difference  in  the 
overall  scope.  But  it  was  left  up  to  the  State  to  prepare  and  submit 
a  plan  to  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  IVelfare  which 
would  determine  how  these  fmids  would  be  utilized  within  this  over¬ 
all  area,  without  having  to  comply  with  the  details  of  each  one  of 
these  17  categorical  grants  that  so  much  will  go  here,  and  so  much 
will  go  here,  and  so  much  will  go  here. 

Now,  if  3’ou  have  to  comply  with  those  details,  some  of  this  money 
is  not  going  to  be  used  in  the  way  it  coidd  I’ender  the  best  service, 
because  while  each  of  these  categorical  grants,  I  am  sure,  that  Con¬ 
gress  or  the  Department  devised  to,  in  their  opinion,  meet  the  best 
needs  of  the  typical  State,  there  is  no  typical  State.  Each  State  differs. 
And  I  think  I  am  in  a  better  position,  through  our  planning  agencies 
out  there,  to  direct  how  this  plan  shall  be  in  our  particular  State  and 
where  emphasis  shall  be  and  where  there  shall  be  little  emphasis — sub¬ 
ject,  of  course,  to  the  right  of  the  Department  to  approve  or  reject 
the  plan. 

Mr.  Brown.  In  the  nature  of  things,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  Governor, 
the  Federal  Legislature  is  becoming  not  so  much  a  rural-dominated 
legislature,  but  an  urban-dominated  legislature,  and  particularly  a 
coastal-dominated  legislature,  because  of  the  shifts  in  our  population. 
And  States  with  a  low  or  moderate  population,  such  as  yours,  or 
States  which  are  essentially  agricultural  States,  may  not  be  getting 
quite  the  consideration  for  the  specialized  kind  of  problems  they  have 
out  of  the  Federal  Congress  as  they  might  receive,  and  this  should 
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lead  us  toward  a  consideration  of  a  broader  interpretation  of  the 
localized  needs  of  the  States. 

Mr.  Rampton.  I  agree  with  that.  I  wasn't  being  critical  of  rural- 
dominated  legislatures.  I  am  a  rural  boy  myself.  But  the  fact  remains 
that  it  does  give  you  a  problem. 

Xor  am  I  taking  the  position  tliat  we  should  do  away  entirely  with 
categorical  grants.  There  are  areas  where  I  recognize  the  categorical 
grants  are  desirable. 

But  I  think  in  many  places  we  could  get  a  consolidation. 

Mr.  Brown.  Whetlier  we  call  them  consolidated  grants  or  block 
grants,  or  even  a  forgiveness  on  the  Federal  income  tax  that  would 
return  certain  moneys  to  tiie  States  for  their  independent  use,  revenue 
sharing,  it  seems  to  me  that  tlie  Congress — and  I  think  you  woidd 
concur  in  that — must  give  consideration  to  the  factors  of  diversity 
which  exist  in  our  country  and  the  specified  needs  of  the  States,  as 
well  as  the  specific  kinds  of  State  organizations  which  may  be  peculiar 
to  an  area  and  be  the  best  governmental  unit  for  that  area. 

i\Ir.  Rampton.  Yes;  and  I  donh  think  the  Congress  is  in  a  position 
to  provide  in  legislation  all  the  myriad  of  detail  it  would  take  to 
make  each  grant  applicable  to  each  particular  State.  Therefore,  I  do 
believe  in  the  block  grant.  I  am  not  in  favor  of  revenue  sharing  as 
such.  Most  of  the  Governors  are,  but  I  don’t  favor  it. 

But  I  think  if  you  will  give  us  some  more  latitude  in  the  States 
to  adapt  the  programs  to  our  particular  State,  that  they  will  be  better 
administered. 

Mr.  Brown.  One  final  question.  We  hear  frequently  that  the  reason 
the  Federal  Government  had  to  get  into  all  of  these  categorical  grants 
in  the  first  place  was  because  of  the  failure  of  and  the  inadequacy  of 
the  State  to  do  the  job.  Do  you  have  a  reaction  to  that  1 

Mr.  Rampton.  Yes,  T  do.  I  think  that  is  generally  true.  And  I  said 
a  few  minutes  ago  that  I  wouldn’t  favor  the  elimination  of  categorical 
grants  in  all  areas.  I  can  see  areas  in  my  own  State,  and  I  am  sure 
there  are  some  in  other  States,  where  we  need  the  pressure  of  this 
Federal  grant  to  get  our  programs  going  along  a  certain  line. 

And  while  I  would  favor  a  movement  toward  block  grants,  there  are 
many  areas  yet  where  I  believe  the  categorical  grants  are  necessary  in 
order  to  get  a  State  planning  and  going  along  in  certain  areas  in 
which  the  States  have  been  backward. 

Mr.  Brown.  Do  I  sense  you  feel  the  winds  of  change  at  the  capital 
level  and  the  local  government  ^-^vel  so  if  the.  programs  were  block  pro- 

frams  or  consolidated  categorical  programs,  that  we  would  get  the 
ind  of  localized  and  specific  administration  that  would  best  serve  the 
interests  of  the  State  ? 

Mr.  Rampton.  That’s  right.  I  believe  that  there  are  many  areas 
where  you  have  had  categorical  grants  in  the  past  and  where  they 
were  necessary  in  the  past  but  could  be  changed  into  the  block  grant 
theory  now,  and  you  would  find  the  State  having  accommodated  to 
that.  Now  you  would  be  in  a  better  position  probably  to  administer 
the  program  and  to  dictate  changes  in  the  program  than  you  would 
have  been  had  we  never  had  a  categorical  grant  in  the  first  place.  You 
are  finding  a  great  deal  of  change  in  the  statehouses  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  Brown.  Thank  you. 
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Mr.  BLf\TNiK.  Thank  you  very  much,  Governor. 

Mr.  Ramfi'on.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Governor  Rampton  follows :) 

Prepared  Statement  of  Hon.  Calvin  L.  Rampton,  Governor  of  Utah,  on 
Behalf  of  the  National  Governors’  Conference 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  subcommittee:  It  is  a  pleasure  for  me  to  ap¬ 
pear  before  you  this  morning  in  support  of  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act. 

The  National  Governors’  Conference  has  long  been  on  record  supporting  such 
legislation.  At  the  recent  midyear  meeting  of  the  conference,  the  conference 
adopted  a  recommendation  urging  the  passage  of  the  Intergovernmental  Coop¬ 
eration  Act  of  1968.  Furthermore,  the  conference  considered  this  legislation  to 
be  extremely  helpful  in  promoting  the  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities 
among  all  levels  of  government. 

This  recommendation  reflects  the  growing  concern  of  the  Nation’s  Governors 
with  the  proliferation  of  Federal  grants-in-aid.  We  have  long  urged,  in  testi¬ 
mony  before  the  committees  of  Congress  and  by  resolution  at  our  annual  meet¬ 
ings,  the  need  for  developing  new  techniques  to  improve  and  stimulate  coopera¬ 
tion  at  the  various  levels  of  government. 

We  strongly  feel  that  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  is  a  vehicle  for 
improving  relations  between  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments. 

The  title  providing  for  improved  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States 
would  arm  the  States’  chief  executives  with  sufficient  means  to  bring  about  a 
greater  degree  of  regularity  and  financial  planning  and  budgeting  for  all  the 
funds  expended  in  State  government  operations.  The  section  providing  for  full 
information  on  grants-in-aid  to  the  Governors  of  the  States  is  essential  if  the 
Governor  is  to  function  as  an  eflicient  chief  executive.  While  some  progress  has 
been  made  in  some  States  to  insure  full  information  to  the  Governor,  this  pro¬ 
posal  would  insure  all  Governors  of  timely  information  on  grants-in-aid  to  his 
State. 

The  “single  State  agency”  concept  is  often  times  a  siguilicaut  deterrent  to 
effective  State  organization  and  reorganization.  This  requirement,  and  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  it  has  been  defined  by  regulation,  has  created  some  problems  in 
the  States.  In  recent  years,  an  attempt  in  Oregon  to  reorganize  State  administra¬ 
tive  agencies  into  six  major  departments  was  stymied  over  this  requirement.  A 
proposed  social  services  department,  which  would  include  health,  education,  and 
welfare,  was  opposed  by  Federal  agencies  because  it  interposed  an  overall  depart¬ 
ment  head  between  the  Governor  and  the  administrators  of  aided  programs, 
Hawaii  and  Wisconsin  have  also  reported  reorganizational  difiiculties  due  to- 
the  same  single  agency  requirement.  Therefore,  the  section  of  the  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Cooperation  Act  authorizing  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  waive 
this  requirement  and  approve  other  forms  of  administrative  organization  is 
heartily  endorsed. 

Title  III,  permitting  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  provide  specialized, 
or  technical  services  on  a  reimbursable  basis  to  State  and  local  governments, 
properly  reflects  the  partnership  needed  in  strengthening  the  service  features 
of  all  levels  of  government.  In  Utah,  for  example,  we  are  developing  a  statewide 
urban  affairs  program.  With  the  provisions  of  title  III,  Federal  agencies  with 
expertise  in  the  urban  planning  field  could  be  drawn  upon  to  more  efficiently 
meet  the  needs  of  the  State  and  local  governments  in  the  area.  The  increasingly 
complex  and  technical  nature  of  State  and  local  governmental  activities,  along 
with  the  soaring  cost  of  providing  technical  personnel  and  equipment,  high¬ 
light  the  pressing  need  for  this  permissive  provision. 

Title  IV,  calling  for  the  development  of  a  national  urban  systems  policy  for 
coordinating  machinery  among  Federal  departments  and  between  the  Federal 
Government  and  other  levels  of  government,  would  complement  programs  such 
as  Utah’s  urban  affairs  program.  The  National  Governors’  Conference  has  in  the 
past  gone  on  record  supporting  the  general  provisions  of  this  title,  and  I  join  in 
urging  that  every  consideration  be  given  to  this  provision  of  the  legislation. 

Also,  with  the  increased  pace  of  State  planning  activities  in  the  last  few  years, 
the  section  in  this  title  calling  for  full  consideration  of  “all  viewpoints — national, 
regional.  State,  and  local — ”  in  planning  urban  development  programs  is  even 
more  significant  and  necessary.  The  provision  of  this  section  of  the  act  favoring 
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units  of  general  local  government  as  recipients  for  B''ederal  grants-in-aid  is  wise, 
and  as  a  matter  of  good  governmental  policy,  general  purpose  governments  rather 
than  existing  or  proposed  special  districts,  should  be  encouraged  to  undertake 
those  tasks  which  they  can  best  perform. 

Now  turning  to  the  land  acciuisition  title,  I  would  like  to  propose  for  your 
consideration  that  the  provisions  of  this  title  be  extended  to  rural  areas  also 
where  they  are,  or  might  be,  practical.  While  generally  supporting  the  philosophy 
underlying  the  title  dealing  with  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within 
urban  areas  by  F'ederal  agencies,  I  feel  that  such  an  amendment  would  serve 
the  needs  in  many  States  such  as  Utah. 

The  Governors  of  the  States  have  long  recommended  that  the  various  B’ederal 
grant-in-aid  programs  be  consolidated  to  more  efficiently  and  effectively  meet 
the  needs  of  the  Nation  and  the  States.  At  the  same  time,  this  consolidation 
would  give  a  Governor  more  flexibility  in  meeting  the  particular  needs  of  his 
State.  Therefore,  it  is  respectfully  suggested  that  this  subcommittee  give  con¬ 
sideration  to  amending  H.R.  1671 S  to  include  a  title  providing  for  the  consolidation 
of  Federal  grants-in-aid. 

Consolidation,  on  the  scale  required,  will  not  be  easy.  There  will  be  pressures 
from  both  within  and  without  government  to  maintain  the  pre.sent  proliferation 
and  categorization  of  grants-in-aid  programs. 

The  Governors’  Conference  in  a  study  by  the  State-Urban  Relations  Committee 
published  in  October  1967,  addresses  itself  to  this  problem,  and  I  quote : 

“A  basic  consolidation  in  the  number  of  categorical  grants-in-aid  must  be  under¬ 
taken  by  the  Federal  Government.  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  categorical 
grants  within  the  same  functionai  area  should  be  consolidated  into  a  single 
program,  with  a  single  set  of  statutory  requirements  and  a  single  authorization 
and  appropriation  and  be  administered  by  a  single  Federal  agenc.v.  It  is  quite 
feasible  that  the  number  of  separate  grant  authorizations  can  be  reduced  by  half 
the  present  number  without  sacrifice  of  essential  national  priorities  in  the 
provision  of  financial  assistance  to  the  States  and  localities. 

“In  order  to  facilitate  meaningful  consolidation  of  grants-in-aid.  Congress 
should  pass  enabling  legislation  to  allow  the  President  to  submit  consolidation 
plans.  After  due  consideration  in  Congress  and  without  negative  resolution,  the 
proposed  consolidation  would  become  effective.” 

Furthermore,  consolidation  would  greatly  facilitate  State  planning  efforts. 
Some  States  have  repeatedly  sought  to  submit  comprehensive  plans  that  would 
interrelate  the  various  programs  within  broad  functional  areas.  The  distortion 
effect  in  State  budaetary  decisions  would  also  be  reduced.  At  present,  for  example, 
the  scattering  of  categorical  programs  tends  to  induce  States  and  localities  to 
concentrate  their  own  financial  resources  in  those  programs  which  are  matched 
by  Federal  funds  and  to  leave  their  own  nonaided  programs  underfunded. 

Closely  related  to  the  grant  consolidation  concept,  is  the  idea  of  joint  fund¬ 
ing  of  Federal  grants-in-aid.  As  I  understand,  your  subcommittee  concluded 
hearings  yesterday  on  the  .Toint  Funding  Simplification  Act.  This  is  an  area  of 
vital  concern  to  the  States’  Governors,  and  I  again  urge  that  serious  considera¬ 
tion  be  given  to  the  joint  funding  proposal. 

In  conclusion,  I  feel  that  H.R.  16718  is  a  far-sighted  proposal.  It  recoarnizes 
that  our  .system  of  cooperative  federalism  is  strengthened  by  strong  govern¬ 
ments  at  every  level.  It  properly  acknowledges  that  the  Federal  grant-in-aid  de¬ 
vices  underlie  most  functional  and  operating  intergovernmental  relationships. 
Since  this  area  is  currently  undergoing  rapid  evolution  in  both  form  and  focus, 
it  is  today  more  essential  than  ever  before  that  our  partnership  system  work 
at  its  greatest  potentiai  efficiency.  I  feel  that  the  Intergovernmental  Coopera¬ 
tion  Act  represents  a  siarnificant  step  toward  harmonizing  and  improving  impor¬ 
tant  a.spects  of  Federal-State-local  relations.  Therefore,  I  urge  you  to  take  promnt 
and  favorable  action  on  this  proposal,  but  it  is  sincerely  hoped  that  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Cooperation  Act  wTll  be  but  the  first  of  a  series  of  needed  pro¬ 
posals  designed  to  keep  our  continually  evolving  Federal  system  viable. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Rlatnik.  Our  next  witness  is  Mayor  William  F.  Walsh  of  the 
city  of  Syracuse,  N.  Y.,  representing  the  National  League  of  Cities  and 
the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors. 
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You  may  read  your  prepared  statement  if  you  wisli,  or  it  will  ai)pear 
in  its  entirety  in  the  record.  Yo\i  may  proceed  at  your  convenience  and 
as  you  wish.  Make  the  presentation  the  way  you  would  like. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  WILLIAM  E.  WALSH,  MAYOR  OE  SYRACUSE, 

N.Y.,  ON  BEHALE  OE  THE  NATIONAL  LEAGUE  OE  CITIES  AND 

THE  U.S.  CONFERENCE  OF  MAYORS;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  PETER 

HARKINS,  OF  THE  NATIONAL  LEAGUE  OF  CITIES 

Mr.  AValsii.  I  would  prefer  to  read  the  statement,  IVfr.  Chairman. 
I  think  it  is  a  rather  comprehensive  one.  We  are  vei  v  (-(Jir'ei'ned  about 
the  bill. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  Please  proceed. 

For  the  purposes  of  the  record,  Mayor  Walsh,  will  you  idem  ifv  vom- 
assistant? 

Mr.  M’  ALSU.  Mr.  Peter  Harkins,  of  the  National  Leafjue  of  ('ilies. 

IMi’.  Blatnik.  Please  proceed. 

Mi\  Walsh.  I  am  William  F.  Walsh,  mayor  of  Syracuse,  X.Y..  and 
a  member  of  the  National  League  of  Ciiies’  Intergovernmental  Kela- 
tions  Steering  Committee.  I  am  also  privileged  to  serve  on  the  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Behitions.  I  am  here  representing 
tlie  Xational  League  of  Cities  and  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors, 
representing  over  14,400  cities,  in  support  of  HE.  16718,  lI.R.  liiG31, 
II. K.  0022,  and  similar  measures.  These  measures,  together,  would  do 
much  to  strengthen  intergovernmental  lelationships  and  improve  the 
vast  Federal  grant-in-aid  system. 

The  grant-in-aid  sj’stem  has  brought  substantial  iclief  to  cities. 
■Without  this  expression  of  Federal  concern  for  national  urban  ])rob- 
lenis,  many  cities  would  have  been  totally  unable  financially  to  cope 
with  all  the  problems  facing  them.  But  like  any  giant  system  which 
continues  to  grow,  there  comes  a  time  when  it  requires  critical  exami¬ 
nation  and  overhaul  to  assure  tliat  the  system  is  accomplishing  the  ob¬ 
jectives  Congress  has  set  out  for  it.  This  improvenient  pi'ocess  has 
begun  through  concerted  efforts  by  the  administration  and  Congress 
to  improve  coordination  and  expedition  of  administi’at  ion. 

There  are  now  some  400  individual  grant-in-aid  programs  to  State 
and  local  governments,  each  with  its  own  and  sometimes  limited  ob¬ 
jectives,  and  sets  of  operating  rules  and  regulations.  The  grant-in-aid 
proliferation  is  causing  a  general  lack  of  uniformity  and  prioi-ity 
among  all  the  programs  and  a  decided  lack  of  coordination  in  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  pi’ograms.  But  most  of  all,  we  find  a  general  lack  of 
understanding  of  individual  city  needs  by  the  administrators  of  these 
programs  and  of  the  ])rograms  themselves,  and  we  also  find  that  some 
are  not  being  designed  and  especially  administered  so  as  to  be  respon¬ 
sive  as  they  could  be  to  local  needs,  piuorities  and  timing. 

It  is  our  purpose,  with  the  ex})erience  gained  as  recipients,  to  offer 
constructive  criticism  of  the  system  and  evaluation  of  what  we  feel 
these  bills  will  contribute  toward  inqn-oving  the  aid  mechanism. 

Time  does  not  permit  a  detailed  discussion  of  each  of  the  provisions 
of  these  bills,  some  of  which.  I  might  note,  we  have  already  testified 
on  when  this  committee  considered  similar  legislation  in  earlier  years. 
May  we,  therefore,  request  that  we  be  permitted  to  submit  such  addi- 
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tioiial  supplemental  statements  as  may  be  necessary  on  any  of  the  bills’ 
provisions  and  also  note  that  our  stall  stands  ready  to  provide  addi¬ 
tional  assistance  and  consultation  as  you  and  the  committee  staff  may 
require. 

H.R.  16718 

Title  III  would  o:rant  authorization  to  all  Federal  departments  and 
agencies  to  jirovicle  technical  assistance  and  services  to  States  and 
local  units  of  government.  Such  authorization  is  already  established  in 
certain  grant-in-aid  programs.  Experience  with  this  assistance  has 
been  excellent  and  speaks  well  for  the  need  and  benefits  to  come  from 
title  III  of  II.R.  16718. 

Cities  are  facing  unprecedented  demands  for  seiwices  and  opera¬ 
tions  requiring  the  most  modern  methods  of  management  and  tech¬ 
nology.  Planning  and  implementation  of  city  programs,  including 
utilization  of  Federal  grants-in-aid,  demand  a  high  degree  of  expertise 
and  specialization  which  not  all  cities,  especially  smaller  ones,  can 
afford  to  provide  themselves  full  time.  Thus,  where  the  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  have  developed  expertise  in  many  of  the  technical  areas  of  the 
grant  programs  and  have  the  facilities  and  capability  to  make  assist¬ 
ance  available  to  cities,  it  would  aid  cities  in  the  improvement  of  serv¬ 
ices  to  citizens,  would  enable  them  to  employ  techniques  otherwise 
unavailable  to  them  and  would  also  benefit  the  Federal  Government 
by  insuring  wider  and  more  effective  utilization  of  Federal  assistance. 

Title  IV  of  the  bill  establishes  one  segment  of  greatly  needed  na¬ 
tional  urban  priorities  and  policies  by  declaring  the  intent  of  Congress 
to  achieve  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and  administration 
of  grants  for  urban  development.  In  the  case  of  all  three  bills,  we 
strongly  endorse  the  emphasis  on  the  responsibility  and  authority  of 
the  President  in  the  area  of  coordination.  The  coordination  and  ad¬ 
ministration  of  grant  programs  is  wholly  a  responsibility  of  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive.  Congress’  concern  is  that  these  programs  are  administered 
efficiently  and  that  the  congressional  intent  is  fulfilled.  The  Executive 
should  be  expected  to  consolidate  and  simplify  wherever  possible  to 
assure  greatest  effectiveness  of  the  programs.  Emphasizing  the  Execu¬ 
tive  exercise  of  this  power  does  not  remove  legislative  prerogatives. 

Dwelling  a  moment  on  coordination,  we  feel  this  executive  respon¬ 
sibility  has  been  given  too  little  direct  attention  in  the  entire  grant-in- 
aid  system. 

One  of  the  prime  objectives  of  the  model  cities  program  is  to  bring 
about  local  coordination  of  available  Federal  resources  and  to  provide 
a  definite  mechanism  for  this  coordination.  Yet,  the  75  cities  already 
involved  in  model  cities  planning,  are  experiencing  serious  difficulty 
in  achieving  this  objective.  If  they  are  finding  this  sort  of  difficulty 
in  a  program  specifically  intended  to  achieve  greater  coordination  of 
Federal  resources,  I  need  not  paint  a  detailed  picture  of  the  grim 
problems  of  coordination  of  the  more  than  400  separate  grant  pro¬ 
grams.  We  must  learn  from  the  experiences  being  gained  in  model 
cities  and  apply  them  elsewhere. 

We,  therefore,  feel  that  the  President  must  clearly  be  given  the 
directive  as  well  as  the  tools  to  vigorously  pursue  greater  interagency 
cooperation. 
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We  fully  support  section  402,  which  authorizes  preference  in  assign¬ 
ing  grants  or  loans  to  general  purpose  units  of  local  go'.'ernment.  The 
proliferation  of  special  districts  frustrates  the  sound  and  economical 
growth  of  urban  communities.  IMoreover,  we  are  increasingly  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  lack  of  representation  and  responsiveness  to  the  citi¬ 
zenry  and  general  units  of  local  government  demonstrated  by  special 
districts.  Special  districts  thwart  coordination,  multiply  the  confusion, 
redtape,  and  delay  in  achieving  comprehensive  governmental  purposes, 
and  give  unfair  and  oi'erly  great  comjietition  to  general  units  of  local 
government  in  obtaining  scarce  resources,  especially  property  tax 
revenue. 

Special  district  problems  must  primarily  be  rooted  out  at  the  State 
level  where  State  constitutions  and  statutes  permit  indiscriminate 
creation  of  these  units  on  the  one  hand  but  often  force  their  creation 
on  the  other  by  severely  limiting  the  powers  and  authority  of  general 
units  of  local  government. 

While  it  is  sometimes  true  that  these  abberations  are  sanctioned  by 
frustrated  city  officials  or  those  city  and  especially  county  governments 
unwilling  to  provide  needed  urban  services,  the  Federal  Government’s 
grant-in-aid  system  has  contributed  to  the  problem  by  encouraging 
the  continuing  use  of  these  units  by  making  them  eligible  for  grants 
in  competition  with  general  units  equally  capable  of  i:)roviding  the 
required  service. 

This  provision  will  be  a  major  step  in  promoting  sound  and  efficient 
local  government.  The  States  and  local  governments  will  not  be  able 
to  ignore  the  fact  that  the  Congress  has  recognized  that  special  dis¬ 
tricts  are  no  longer  suitable  or  appropriate  to  receive  Federal  assistance 
and  hopefull}'^  spur  State  corrective  action. 

With  the  rapid  development  of  regional  problem  solving  and  the 
emergence  of  regional  councils  of  government  and  planning  organiza¬ 
tions  on  which  locally  elected  officials  sein-e,  we  urge  that  e^'ery  encour¬ 
agement  and  assistance  be  given  these  organizations  over  special  dis¬ 
tricts  and  recommend  that  appropriate  language  be  added  to  section 
402  to  this  effect. 

Title  V  establishes  an  equitable  and  fair  policy  governing  the  acqui¬ 
sition,  use,  and  disposition  of  Federal  2)roperties  in  conformity  with 
land  utilization  programs  of  affected  local  government.  The  I^ederal 
Government  owns  vast  and  valuable  parcels  of  land  in  or  near  cities. 
On  these  holdings  in  many  cities,  the  U.S.  Government  has  constructed 
structures,  frequently  in  violation  of  local  standards  to  which  similar 
structures  owned  or  operated  by  nonpublic  owners  must  comply.  In 
many  cases.  Federal  ownership  of  property  in  urban  areas  has  led  to 
direct  violations  of  local  codes  which  have  been  enacted  for  the  purpose 
of  protecting  the  public  health,  safety,  and  welfare  of  the  community. 
The  provisions  of  title  V  will  help  to  solve  these  problems,  problems 
which  frustrate  effective  intergovernmental  relations. 

In  particular,  title  V  establishes  a  policy  governing  the  disj^osition 
of  Federal  [property.  In  many  cases,  the  Federal  Government  hns  dis¬ 
posed  of  its  property  for  uses  which  will  be  in  violation  of  local  codes, 
particularly  as  they  relate  to  land  use  and  zoning.  This  legislation 
will  require,  as  a  minimum,  the  Federal  Government  to  apprise  jjros- 
pective  purchasers  of  the  existence  of  local  regulations  governing  the 
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use  of  property  and  local  j^overninental  units  of  the  ])ossil)le  disposi¬ 
tion  of  Federal  property.  Disclosure  of  Federal  land  dispositions  will 
permit  more  effective  enforcement  of  local  land  use  regulations. 

n.I?.  12f).31.  .TOIXT  FUNDING  SIMPLIFICATION  ACT 

AVe  understand  that  the  committee  is  considering  H.R.  12G31  sepa¬ 
rately  from  the  Intergovernmental  Cooi:)€rat ion  Act.  AA"e  want  to  em¬ 
phasize  that  we  feel  H.E.  12631  is  a  most  necessary  companion 
measure  to  complement  the  bills  we  are  discussing  today.^  1  have  a 
.statement  of  the  Xational  League  of  Cities  and  the  F.S.  Conference 
of  Alayors  in  support  of  this  measure  with  me  and,  in  order  to  save 
time,  may  I  be  permitted  to  offer  it  for  inclusion  in  the  record?  I  will 
be  mo.5t  happy  to  respond  to  questions  on  this  statement  later. 

Air.  Blatnik.  Alayor  AAhilsh,  we  concluded  the  testimony  on  the 
Joint  Funding  Simjffification  Act  yesterday  morning,  so  your  .state¬ 
ment  pertaining  to  the  joint  funding  simplification  proposal  will  ap¬ 
pear  in  yesterday's  hearing. 

Air.  AValsii.  H.R.  5522  and  others. 

AA>.  strongly  .siqiport  all  the  provisions  of  the  bills,  H.R.  5522 
thi'ough  5527,*which  deal  somewhat  more  extensively  with  the  grant- 
in-aid  system  than  does  either  H.R.  16718  or  H.R.  12631.  Five  of  the 
titles  of  5522  and  others  are  almost  identical  to  those  of  H.R.  16718. 
There  are  three  othei'S,  liowever,  which  we  especially  would  like  to 
comment  u])on  and  recommend  that  they  be  incorporated  into  H.R. 
167  IS. 

TlTLi:  Vl.  GRANT  CONSIDERATION 

The  present  nanoiv  and  independent  project  approach  of  Federal 
grant  iirograms,  compounded  by  the  sheer  number  of  such  grant  pro¬ 
grams,  is  disruptive  of  compre'hensive  planning  designed  to  develop 
and  program  broad  community  attacks  on  urban  needs.  Cities,  be¬ 
cause  they  urgently  need  funds,  are  encouraged  liy  the  present  system 
to  abandon  well  developed  priorities  to  enter  competition  for  Federal 
funds  where  they  are  available  and  to  concent rate_  on  applying  for 
individual  Federal  programs.  If  cities  are  to  acquire  the  capability 
to  plan  and  act  on  total  programs,  they  must  not  be  thwarted  by  large 
numbers  of  individual  programs  which  must  be  fitted  together,  often 
unsuccessfully,  like  pieces  of  a  jigsaw  puzzle.  The  emphasis  of  Federal 
assistance  management  must  be  aimed  at  combination  and  consolida¬ 
tion  of  the  myriad  of  grant  programs  to  cities.  The  emphasis  must 
be  on  packages  of  broad  programs  which  complement  each  other 
and  city  comprehensive  planning. 

AAliat,  specifically,  ivould  grant  consolidation  mean  to  cities?  First, 
since  few  city  problems  are  isolated  from  other  related  problems  it 
Avould  enable  a  cit}^  to  deal  broadly  with  the  entire  malady  rather  than 
have  to  attack  individual  symptoms  piecemeal.  Second,  cities  would 
have  to  look  to  perhaps  as  few  as  one-fifth  or  one-sixth  as  many  pro¬ 
grams  as  they  now  do.  Third,  the  direct  Federal-city  relationship 
would  be  improved  in  that  we  would  have  to  deal  with  far  fewer  agen¬ 
cies  and  become  entangled  in  far  less  frustrating  redtape  and  clelay. 
Consolidation  would  markedly  contribute  to  processing  expedition. 
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P'ourth,  increasingly,  Federal  programs  require  applicants  to  develop 
a  comprehensive  plan  for  a  grant  project.  Therefore,  the  objective  of 
the  Pedeifil  griiiit-in-tiid  progrcims  should  be  to  eiicouruge  tlie  utilizii- 
tion  of  federally  aided  programs  which  match  the  comprehensiveness 
of  the  local  ])lan  and  which  are  responsive  to  local  needs  and  priorities, 
not  to  fragmentize  and  disriijit  these  priorities. 

TITLE  VIII.  UNIFORM  RELOCATION  .\SSLST.\NCE 

It  costs  no  more  or  no  less  to  move  a  family  or  a  business  because  the 
family  or  business  was  displaced  by  an  urban  renewal  project  rathei’ 
than  an  interstate  highway  or  local  code  enforcement  jirogram  or  any 
()ther  kind  of  jiroject.  Yet,  the  amount  of  Federal  financial  and  noii- 
financial  assistance  available  to  assist  cities  relocate  families  or  busi¬ 
nesses  in  the  fact  of  Federally  supported  projects  varies  astonishingly 
from  program  to  program. 

Tlie  Advisory  (''ommission  on  Intergovernmental  Eelations,  in  its 
1965  report,  “Relocation :  Unequal  Treatment  of  People  and  Businesses 
I>i.splaced  by  Governments,"  stated  : 

Thousands  of  people  and  businesses  are  forced  to  move  every  year  because  of 
governmental  acquisition  of  property  or  enforcement  of  housing  and  building 
codes.  All  indications  are  that  this  pace  of  displacement  will  accelerate  with  in¬ 
creased  urbanization  and  the  consequent  mounting  demands  for  urban  services 
and  growth  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  programs  for  the  renewal  of  cities  It  has 
been  estimated,  for  example,  that  from  1964  to  1972  the  federally  aided  urban 
renewal  and  highway  programs  alone  will  have  caused  dislocation  of  a  total  of 
S2.o,(IOO  families  and  individuals  and  136,000  business  and  nonprofit  organizations. 
,\s  the  magnitude  of  displacement  has  increased  in  recent  .vears,  there  has  been 
growing  concern  over  the  impact  on  those  forced  to  move — concern  over  whether 
these  "displacees"  are  having  to  liear  a  disproportionate  share  of  the  cost  of  the 
benelit  created  by  the  public  works  program  necessitating  their  move!  The  con¬ 
cern  is  voiced  particularly  regarding  the  poor  and  the  elderly,  and  marginal  and 
suhmarginal  small  businesses ;  these  individuals  and  businesses  seem  most  often 
to  be  in  the  way  of  property-taking  programs  and  are  least  capable  of  cojiing 
with  the  adjustments  of  a  forced  move. 

In  1968,  Syracuse  expects  to  relocate  350  families  and  125  busi¬ 
nesses,  many  of  them  small  marginal  operations.  In  the  next  10  years, 
we  foresee  displacing  as  many  as  9,000  households.  INIuch  of,  if  not 
most  of  the  displacement  will  occur  from  federally  aided  projects  such 
as  highway  construction,  Federal  facilities,  and  urban  renetval  pro¬ 
grams.  To  our  city  as  well  as  all  the  others  facing  similar  tasks,  it  is 
imperative  that  relocation  policy  and  assistance  be  made  uniform  at 
all  levels  of  government.  IVe  feel  that  title  VIII  is  an  important  build¬ 
ing  block  in  the  achievement  of  this  goal. 

The  relocation  policies  we  advocate  will  cost  more  money  than  the 
present  and  admittedly  inadequate  array  of  relocation  programs. 
However,  the  dividends  from  this  extra  expense  will  be  very  great  and 
possibly  more  than  compensate  for  the  specific  additional  cost.  Ex¬ 
pensive  delays  in  construction  and  costly  changes  in  plans  for  such 
programs  as  highway  improvements  or  urban  renewal  are  often  oc¬ 
casioned  by  citizens  who  vigorously  oppose  these  programs  because 
they  believe — often  correctly — that  they  will  bear  economic  losses 
and  be  placed  in  less  desirable  accommodations  as  a  result  of  present 
relocation  programs.  In  calling  for  a  new  and  more  costly  relocation 
program  in  connection  with  federally  aided  highway  construction,  the 
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American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials  noted  that  delays 
and  modification  of  highway  construction  plans  required  by  opposi¬ 
tion  of  citizens  who  would  be  forced  to  move  by  the  program  have 
proven  far  more  costly  than  a  program  the  State  highway  officials 
propose  to  provide  fairer  treatment  of  those  to  be  relocated  and  allay 

such  opposition.  ^  i  • 

The  problem  noted  by  the  State  highway  officials  is  true  in  many 
other  ])rograms.  A  new  relocation  program  can  end  citizen  discontent 
and  allow  expedition  of  urban  improvement  activities. 

In  sum.  we  must  be  able  to  say  to  the  citizen  that  you  too  will  gam 
from  the  improvement  which  forces  your  relocation  and  I  am  ob¬ 
viously  referring  here  to  a  gain  or  benefit  not  simply  limited  to  what 
a  highway  or  public  building  will  provide,  for  this  indeed  may  be 
slio’ht. 

Two  other  more  specific  points  must  be  mentioned.  First,  we  feel  it 
highly  important  that  all  relocation,  for  no  matter  what  project,  be 
carried  out  by  one  city  agency  which  has  at  its  command  the  tools 
and  resources  to  do  a  thorough  job.  Where  cities  haie  established 
effective  agencies  to  undertake  relocation,  the  Federal  Government 
should  contract  with  that  agency  for  this  purpose. 

Second,  we  want  to  emphasize  that  the  improvement  pf  relocation 
policy  requires  also  assistance  in  the  post  relocation  period.  The  first 
6  months  is  critical  to  a  person  or  business  newly  relocated.  Families 
and  businesses  are  confronted  by  a  whole  new  set  of  problems  in  their 
new  location.  Relocation  responsibility  therefore  does  not  stop  once  a 
family  is  in  a  new  home.  They  must  also  be  given  every  assistance 
in  adjusting  to  their  new  environment. 

In  conclusion,  we  can  no  more  eloquently  state  the  importance  of  this 
title  tlian  to  quote  the  Senate  Committee  on  Government  Operations 
reporting  on  S.  1681,  the  Uniform  Relocation  Act  of  1966.  The  com¬ 
mittee  said: 

This  policy  is  necessary  to  eliminate  ttie  great  inconsistencies  ttiat  exist  among 
Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs  with  respect  to  the  amount  and  scope 
of  such  payments,  and  the  advisory  assistance  and  assurance  of  housing  offered. 
It  recognizes  that  relocation  is  a  serious  and  growing  problem  in  the  United  States 
and  that  the  pace  of  displacement  will  accelerate  in  the  years  immediately  ahead. 
It  recognizes  that  advisory  assistance  is  of  growing  importance  in  the  relocation 
process  especially  for  the  poor,  the  nonwhite,  the  elderly,  and  small  business 
people.  It  recognizes  the  need  for  more  equitable  land  acquisition  practices  in 
connection  with  the  procurement  of  real  properties  by  eminent  domain.  In  short, 
this  legislation  recognizes  that  the  Federal  Government  has  a  primary  responsi¬ 
bility  to  provide  uniform  treatment  of  those  forced  to  relocate  by  Federal  and 
federally  aided  public  improvement  programs  and  to  ease  the  impact  of  such 
forced  moves. 

TI'n.K  IX.  UNIFORM  LAND  ACQUISITION  POLICV 

The  confusion,  delay,  uncertainty  and  misunderstanding  which 
exists  today  in  the  field  of  acquisition  of  real  property  by  governmental 
entities  for  public  use  is  notorious.  On  the  basis  alone  that  there  is  no 
justification  for  differences  between  the  taking  of  one  man’s  property 
as  opposed  to  another,  we  fully  endorse  the  jirovisions  of  title  IX. 
This  title  contributes  measurably  toward  eliminating  the  disparities 
in  Federal  land  acquisition  policies.  We  particularly  feel  that  it  is 
important  that  the  property  owner  be  fully  advised  of  the  method  by 


Ill 


whicli  value  of  the  property  is  ascertained  by  the  Government.  We 
trust  that  ^in  section  001  (a)  (3)  the  term  “fair  and  reasonable  con- 
rfidenition  means  ‘’fair  market  value.  '  Many  cities  now  use  fair  market 
\alue  as  the  starting  point  lor  their  negotiations  in  property  acquisi- 
tion.  It  is  the  fairest  as  well  as  most  practical  value  to  be  obtained. 

e  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  on  this  most  important 
legislation.  It  should  be  gi\  en  high  priority  as  one  element  of  the 
urgent  attention  Congress  gives  to  the  urban  crisis.  It  is  true  that 
cities  need  vast  resources,  obtainable  at  all  three  levels  of  government 
and  in  the  private  sector,  dhe  Federal  Government  bears  a  large  share 
of  the  responsibility  for  commitment  of  Federal  resources  to  this 
urgent  need.  lo  assure,  however,  that  this  mechanism  for  administei'- 
nig  these  resources  be  as  etlective  and  efficient  as  jiossible,  the  grant- 
in-aid  programs  must  be  flexible,  simple  to  use,  efficient  to  operate  and 
utilize  and,  most  impoi’tantly,  fully  responsive  to  the  priorities  of 
those  who  are  directly  responsible  for  solving  these  problems,  the  of¬ 
ficials  of  our  cities.  We  most  strongly  urge  your  favorable  consider¬ 
ation  of  these  measures  and  commend  your  demonstrated  interest  in 
the  problems  these  measures  are  meant  to  resolve. 

Mr.  Buatnik.  Mayor,  we  certainly  assure  you  we  will  give  very 
serious  and,  Ave  hope,  favorable  consideration  to  the  proposals  which 
you  have  recommended. 

At  this  point,  I  want  to  congratulate  you  and  your  aides  who 
worked  with  you  in  jireparing  a  very  comprehensive  and  informative 
statement.  I  am  certain  it  will  be  a  very  helpful  piece  of  testimony. 

I  was  i^articularly  interested  in  the  emphasis  you  stressed  on  the 
quality  of  having  more  uniform  relocation  programs  and  more  ade¬ 
quate  programs.  I  was  one  of  the  five  coauthors  of  the  Highway  Act 
in  1956,  and  we  raised  this  question  back  in  1966.  It  was  an  enormous 
program,  and  at  that  time  we  couldn’t  foresee  many  of  the  problems. 
But  there  were  those  who  felt  at  that  time  that  too  undue  a  burden  was 
being  idaced  in  almost  a  ruthless  manner,  although  this  was  inadvert¬ 
ent.  The  impact  on  a  little  house,  property  owners,  retired  people, 
all  too  often  folks  who  couldn’t  help  themselves,  or  could  least  help 
themselves,  was  terrific.  I  think  legislation  of  this  type  should  have 
been  enacted  at  least  8  years  ago.  Too  many  of  our  citizens  have  had 
to  bear  an  undue  burden  and  a  disproportionate  share  of  the  burden 
for  these  programs  like  highway  construction  and  urban  renewal  that, 
in  the  long  run,  make  a  substantial  contribution  to  a  given  community 
or  area  or  State  or  the  country  at  large. 

I  have  no  questions  for  the  time  being,  because  we  are  pressed  for 
time.  We  have  some  other  witnesses. 

Mr.  Brown,  do  you  have  any  comments  ? 

Mr.  Broavn.  I  have  just  two  very  quick  questions. 

On  page  3  you  say  the  Congress’  concern  is  that  these  programs  are 
administered  efficiently  and  that  the  congressional  intent  is  fulfilled. 

I  would  gather  you  would  concur  that  it  might  be  desirable  if  we 
had  an  agency  at  the  executive  level  to  assess  the  fulfillment  of  the 
intended  purposes  of  the  programs  and  whether  or  not  the  programs 
liave  been  adequately  operated  to  accomplish  the  purposes  laid  out 
in  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Well,  what  I  had  in  mind.  Congressman,  was  the  fact 
that  occasionally  Congress  will  pass  a  bill,  and  then  the  administra- 
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tive  agency  will  add  guidelines  that  I  am  not  always  sure  were 
part  of  the  legislative  intention. 

I  refer  specifically  to  my  own  experience  with  the  poverty  program 
where  Congress  passed  a  bill  permitting  cities  to  run  a  poverty  pro¬ 
gram,  but  then  the  administrators  of  the  program  adopted  guide¬ 
lines  which  make  it  impossible  for  a  city — in  my  case,  because  we 
are  under  2.50,000 — to  run  a  poverty  program  of  our  own.  That  is 
what  I  was  thinking  of. 

Mr.  Broavx.  That  certainly  is  a  fascinating  area,  and  I  would  love 
to  pursue  that.  In  the  interest  of  time— both  yours  and  ours— I  am 
not  in  a  position  to  do  that. 

However,  I  hasten  to  point  out  that  is  one  of  the  reasons  that 
Congress  intends  to  guard  very  jealously  the  prerogatives  which  it 
has,  and  why  at  least  some  Members  of  Congress  are  not  overly 
anxious  to  yield  up  to  the  Executive  the  right  to  establish  these 
guidelines  in  too  much  detail. 

I  have  one  other  question  in  a  different  vein.  I  am  trying  to  remem¬ 
ber  my  only  occasional  visits  to  Syracuse  as  to  whether  or  not  Syra¬ 
cuse  includes  within  the  city  limits  a  lot  of  open  area  that  otherwise 
might  be  considered  rural  area,  or  whether  you  are  involved  with  a 
large  growth  where  the  activities  of  the  rural  area  are  important.  I 
am  a  little  concerned  at  the  seeming  emphasis  in  this  legislation  on 
urban  developments  in  urban  areas  only,  and  the  question  is,  do  you 
feel  that  a  coordination  between  both  rural  and  urban  land  usages, 
resource  development  and  so  forth  would  be  a  proper  emphasis  or 
proper  thing  for  this  legislation  to  consider? 

INlr.  Walsh.  Well,  my  responsibility  as  a  mayor  is  to  the  citizens 
within  my  jurisdiction.  Syracuse  has  no  large  land  area  available 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  city.  And  under  the  annexation  process 
in  Xew  York  State,  we  are  strangled  by  the  burgeoning  suburban 
areas,  so  that  we  don’t  have  anything  to  develop  in  the  city.  Every- 
tlfing  goes  outside  noAv.  So  I  am  concerned  about  what  we  can  do 
within  the  city  itself  rather  than  the  suburban  areas,  quite  frankly. 

We  recognize  the  fact  that  being  a  metropolitan  area  we  are  very 
much  dependent  on  what  happens  outside  of  the  city  boundaries  so 
that  we  do  have  close  coordination  with  the  county  government  and 
Avith  the  governments  of  the  other  neighboring  towns  around  there, 
and  we  Avork  A^ery  closely  together  in  developing  the  entire  metro¬ 
politan  area. 

For  instance,  Ave  have  just  developed  a  county  planning  agency, 
moving  it  from  a  city  planning  agency  to  a  county  planning  agency 
to  get  comprehesive  metropolitan  planning. 

Mr.  Broavx.  This  is  a  point  on  Avhich  I  think  Ave  woidd  be  in  general 
agreement.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Blatkik.  Thank  you.  Mayor  Walsh. 

Mr.  Walsh.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  I  am  sorry  we  have  had  to  rush  a  little.  We  do  have 
quite  a  body  of  testimony  from  hearings  of  2  years  ago. 

We  will  noAv  call  on  our  good  friends,  ^Ir.  Hughes,  the  Deputy  Di¬ 
rector  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget;  and  Governor  Bryant.  Would 
it  be  possible,  since  the  realm  of  your  testimony  is  so  close,  for  you 
two  to  make  a  joint  presentation  so  Ave  can  interrogate  both  of  you  at 
the  same  time  ?  Would  that  be  satisfactory  ? 
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Mr.  Bkyaxt.  I  would  be  happy  to  try,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Blatxik.  Mr.  Hushes,  do  you  want  to  lead  otT  ? 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  PHILLIP  S.  HUGHES,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR, 

BUREAU  OF  THE  BUDGET ;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  HOWARD  SCHNOOR, 

DIRECTOR,  GOVERNMENT  ORGANIZATION  STAFF 

^Ir.  Hughes.  1  would  be  pleased  to  begin,  Mr.  Cdiainnan.  I  liave  a 
rather  brief  statement  and  I  will  try  and  go  through  it  rather  quickly. 

A\  ith  me  is  Mr.  Howard  Schnoor,  the  director  of  the  Government 
Organization  Stall.  I  think  he  is  known  to  the  committee. 

Before  proceeding  with  my  prepared  statement,  Mr.  Chairmait,  I 
noted  your  remai'ks  with  respect  to  liaison  with  State  legislatures. 
Hie  Bureau  is  aware  of  and  has  dealings  with  the  principal  organiza¬ 
tions  representing  legislators.  One  is  the  National  Legislative  Con¬ 
ference,  a  confereiice  of  State  legislators.  Another  is  a  legislative 
leaders  conference  consisting  of  the  speakers  and  other  members  of 
the  House  and  Senate  leadership  in  State  legislatures. 

^  The  first,  the  National  Legislative  Conference,  has  a  Committee  on 
Federal-State  Kelations  that  we  maintain  liaison  with.  AYe  also  have 
a  continuing  liaison  relationship  with  the  Council  of  State  Govern¬ 
ments  and  its  Committee  on  Suggested  State  Legislation.  If  the  com¬ 
mittee  wishes,  I  could  furnish  for  the  record  later  a  page  or  two  de¬ 
scribing  these  bodies  and  our  relationship. 

Mr.  Beatnik.  That  would  help  very  much. 

(Subsequently,  the  following  additional  information  was  submitted 
by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget :) 

Bureau  of  the  Budget  Relatioa'ships  With  State  Legislatures 

BACKGROUND 

For  over  25  years,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  maintained  an  active  and 
increasing  interest  and  involvement  in  Federal-State-local  relations  with  em¬ 
phasis  on  fiscal  and  administrative  interrelationships.  Our  interest  initially  cen¬ 
tered  more  largely  on  the  fiscal  rafher  than  the  administrative  problems  in  a 
h  ederal  system  and  centered  around  such  matters  as  State  and  local  income  tax 
withholding  of  the  salaries  of  Federal  personnel.  Federal  expenditures  within 
the  States  and  grants-in-aid  and  other  financial  assistance  to  States  and 
localities. 

Today,  the  Bureau  concern  with  intergovernmental  relations  still  embraces  the 
hard  core  of  activities  with  which  we  have  always  been  concerned  but  the 
emphasis  has  shifted  to  more  involvement  in  specific  projects  associated  with  the 
Great  Society  and  the  President’s  primary  interest  in  a  “more  creative  and 
dynamic  federalism.” 

SUGGESTED  STATE  LEGISLATION 

For  over  12  years,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  served  as  the  Federal  coordi¬ 
nator  for  proposed  legislation  submitted  by  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
for  the  consideration  of  the  Committee  of  State  Officials  on  Suggested  State 
Legislation  of  the  Council  of  State  Governments.  Every  year  since  1940,  this 
committee  formulates  draft  bills,  statements,  and  suggestions  relating  to  matters 
which  are  of  current  concern  to  members  of  State  legislatures,  and  which  are 
presented  to  the  States  by  the  council.  The  committee  itself  is  composed  entirely 
of  State  officials  (Commissioners  on  Interstate  Cooperation,  Commissioners  of 
Uniform  State  Laws,  Attorneys  General,  legislators  and  legislative  staff  of  the 
50  States). 

The  introduction  to  volume  XXVII  (1968)  Suggested  State  Legislation,  states 
the  Bureau  role  as  follows : 
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“The  machinery  for  developing  the  Suggested  State  Legislation  is  as  simple 
as  it  is  effective.  The  Council  of  State  Governments  receives  from  individual 
State  otBcials,  from  organizations  of  State  oflScials,  from  special  State  commit¬ 
tees  or  agencies,  and  from  public  service  organizations,  proposals  for  considera¬ 
tion  by  the  State  legislatures.  In  a  somewhat  similar  manner  the  Federal  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  gathers  together  various  proposals  which  the  Federal  agencies 
wish  to  call  to  the  attention  of  the  States.  In  addition,  the  Bureau  acts  in  a 
liaison  capacity  with  the  council.” 

These  proposals  are  considered  by  the  committee  and  when  adopted  are  placed 
in  an  annual  volume  for  consideration  by  all  State  legislatures.  To  assist  the 
committee  in  its  deliberations,  and  when  the  committee  deems  it  desirable,  the 
Bureau  will  arrange  for  Federal  witnes.ses  to  appear  in  behalf  of  particular 
proposals  their  departments  have  suggested. 

This  cooperative  arrangement  has  proved  to  be  very  beneficial  to  the  interest 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  making  more  effective  Federal  programs  which 
require  State  legislation  for  their  full  implementation. 

THE  NATIONAL  LEGISLATIVE  CONFERENCE 

The  National  Legislative  Conference  is  an  affiliate  of  the  Council  of  State 
Governments  and  is  organized  to  cooperate  for  more  effective  service  to  the 
legislatures  and  to  aid  in  the  improvement  of  legislative  organization  and  pro¬ 
cedures.  This  conference  recently  established  a  committee  on  State-Federal 
relations  and  the  Bureau  is  cooperating  closely  with  this  committee,  particularly 
in  the  area  of  grant-in-aid  financing  and  administrative  procedures.  This  com¬ 
mittee  is  the  reference  point  for  views  of  State  legislative  officials  under  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  circular  A-85,  which  provides  for  consultation  with  State  and 
local  officials  prior  to  the  issuance  of  rules,  regulations,  standards,  procedures, 
and  guidelines  applicable  to  Federal  assistance  programs. 

On  April  4-5,  1968,  the  Bureau  participated  in  a  2-day  session  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  which  was  devoted,  in  considerable  part,  to  strengthening  the  role  of 
State  legislatures  in  planning  and  programing  the  use  of  Federal  grants. 

THE  NATIONAL  CONFERENCE  ON  LEGISLATIVE  LEADERSHIP 

This  conference  is  composed  of  State  senate  presidents  pro  tempore,  house  speak¬ 
ers,  and  majority  and  minority  leaders  of  the  several  States.  In  recent  years, 
this  national  conference  has  had  several  meetings  at  which  the  Bureau  has 
been  represented  both  as  a  program  participant  and  as  program  speakers.  At 
these  sessions  the  Bureau  has  emphasized  that  in  our  federal  system  :  “The  role  of 
State  legislatures  is  of  critical  importance  in  determining  whether  State  gov¬ 
ernments  are  to  have  the  capability  to  do  their  part  in  making  this  highly 
intricate  and  sensitive  system  of  interdependence  work.” 

OTHER  RELATIONSHIPS 

In  connection  with  the  visits  to  and  from  the  States  conducted  by  Governor 
Price  Daniel,  director.  Office  of  Emergency  Planning,  the  Bureau  has  consulted 
with  a  considerable  number  of  State  legislators  from  many  of  the  States  on 
budgetary  and  other  problems  concerning  them.  Technical  advice  and  assistance 
has  also  been  rendered  to  staff  of  State  legislative  budget  offices  as  part  of 
the  Bureau’s  close  and  continuing  relationship  with  the  National  Associa¬ 
tion  of  State  Budget  Officers.  Finally,  we  have  had  some  communication  with 
the  Citizens  Conference  on  State  Legislatures. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  Bureau  will  find  more  opportunities  to  be  of  service 
and  to  render  technical  and  specialized  assistance  to  State  legislatures  as 
they  continue  their  process  of  strengthening  and  modernizing  to  meet  the  de¬ 
mands  of  the  day. 

Mr.  Hughes.  With  respect  to  the  subject  at  hand,  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  are  appearing  today  in  support  of  H.E.  16718,  the  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Cooperation  Act  of  1068,  whicli  was  introduced  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  and  cosponsored  by  ]Mr.  Erlenborn,  and 
which  has  as  its  principal  aim  improving  the  relationships  between 
and  among  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  governmental  units  in  our 
federal  system  and,  hence,  the  quality  of  American  Government. 
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The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  alread}’^  reported  on  tlie  other  Inter¬ 
governmental  Cooperation  Act  proposals  pending  before  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  and  our  testimony  today  is  directed  toward  the  provisions  of 
H.R.  16718. 

Last  3' ear,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inlergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  requested  our  assistance  in  developing  an  Intergovernmental  Co¬ 
operation  Act.  After  discussions  with  the  various  affected  Federal 
agencies  and  with  the  Advisory  Commission,  agreement  was  reached 
on  a  measure  transmitted  by  the  ACIR  containing  five  titles,  all  of 
which  are  included  in  the  bill  as  introduced  by  the  chairman  and  on 
which  we  are  testifying. 

The  titles  of  H.R.  16718  are  designed  to: 

“achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities 
among  the  levels  of  Government  in  order  to  improve  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  our  Federal  system  in  an  increasingly'  complex  society; 
"improve  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States; 
“permit  provision  of  reimbursable  technical  services  to  State 
and  local  governments; 

“establish  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and  adminis¬ 
tration  of  grants  and  loans  for  urban  development:  and 
“provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within 
urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conformity  with  local  govern¬ 
ment  programs.” 

Previous_  Bureau  testimony  before  this  committee  in  1966  stressed 
the  increasing  importance  of  cooperative  federalism  as  expressed  in 
the  extent  to  Avhich  Federal  financial  assistance  to  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments  for  matters  of  national  concern  has  become  a  major  factor 
in  the  management  of  Government  atfaii’s  in  the  country.  To  be  spe¬ 
cific,  in  the  fiscal  year  1969,  the  total  of  Federal  grant  programs  deal¬ 
ing  with  national  goals  in  a  joint  endeavor  by  Federal T  State,  and 
local  units  of  government  will  exceed  $20  billion.  In  that  fiscal  period, 
such  Federal  financial  assistance  to  State  and  local  governments  under 
existing  and  proposed  programs  Avill  total  an  estimated  $20.3  billion, 
of  which  there  AA'ill  be  net  expenditures  of  $15.5  from  regular  budget 
accounts  and  $1.8  from  the  higliAvay  and  unemployment  trust  funds. 

In  10  years,  total  Federal  aid  will  have  more  than  tripled,  rising 
from  $6.7  billion  in  1959  to  an  anticipated  $20.3  billion  in  1969.  It  is 
estimated  that,  in  the  same  decade,  expenditures  by  State  and  local 
funds  also  Avill  have  more  than  doubled. 

The  fastest  groAving  grants  are  those  to  advance  the  Avar  on  poverty, 
to  provide  decent  medical  care  for  the  needy,  to  improve  the  facilities 
and  services  in  our  urban  centers,  and  to  upgrade  the  elementary  and 
secondary  educational  opportunities  available  to  children  of"  low- 
income  families. 

Total  aids  for  metropolitan  or  urban  areas  hav'e  risen  from  $1  bil¬ 
lion  in  1961  to  an  estimated  $12  billion  in  1969.  Thus,  Federal  aids 
benefiting  urban  areas  have  growm  by  about  $8  billion — nearly  trip¬ 
ling  in  less  than  a  decade. 

The  effective  administration  of  Federal  aid  programs  has  receiA'ed 
increasing  attention  in  the  last  several  years.  The  Bureau’s  concern  has 
been  both  with  the  budgetary  impact  of  grant  expenditures,  and  with 
the  means  of  coordinating  the  growing  number  of  grant  programs  as 
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well  as  devising:  measni'es  for  the  more  elective  mauag:ement  of  eo- 
operatively  financed  Federal  programs. 

I  would  like  to  turn  now  to  discussion  of  the  indiviilual  titles  of  the 
bill. 

Title  I  deals  solely  with  definitions  which  apply  to  the  other  four 
titles  and  on  which  we  have  no  comment. 

Title  II  calls  for  the  improved  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to 
the  States.  It  authorizes  full  information  to  the  Governors  and  State 
legislatures  on  grants  to  their  States.  It  would  also  improve  the  sched- 
iding  of  Federal  fund  transfers  to  the  States  and  permit  the  States  to 
budget  Federal  grant  funds  in  much  the  same  manner  as  they  budget 
other  revenues.  Specifically,  this  title  would  provide  the  Governors  and 
State  legislatures  with  necessary  data  upon  which  to  finance  and  ad¬ 
minister  cooperative  programs  under  Federal  grants-in-aid. 

It  would  also  assure,  through  statutory  enactment,  the  expeditious 
furnishing  of  Federal  grant  fund.s  through  the  letter-of-credit  proce¬ 
dure  established  now  by  Executive  order,  and  relieve  the  States  from 
interest  earned  on  Federal  funds  in  their  posse.ssion.  In  addition,  it 
would  relieve  the  States  from  unnecessary  and  outmoded  accounting 
procedures  while  protecting  the  right  of  the  executive  branch  and  the 
Comptroller  General  to  audit  these  accounts.  Finally,  title  II  would 
permit  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  to  waive  the  single  State  agency 
requirement  in  Federal  grant  programs  to  permit  reorganization  and 
modernization  of  State  government  structures. 

Title  III  would  ]>ermit  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  pro¬ 
vide  technical  and  specialized  assistance  to  State  and  local  governments 
on  a  reimbursable  basis  but  without  competing  with  private  enter])rise. 
This  would  have  the  advantage  of  permitting  all  Federal  departments 
and  agencies  to  provide  such  nece.ssary  services,  under  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  established  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  without  rescinding 
any  such  authority  now  possessed  by  any  Federal  agency  with  or  with¬ 
out  reimbursement.  Under  this  title,  the  head  of  any  Federal  agency 
])roviding  such  services  would  be  required  to  report  annually  on  the 
nature  of  the  services  rendered  to  the  respective  congressional  Commit¬ 
tees  on  Government  Oi)erations. 

Title  IV  establishes  a  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and  ad¬ 
ministration  of  grants  for  urban  development  under  a  declaration  of 
urban  assistance  policy  contained  in  section  401.  Units  of  general  local 
government  would  be  favored  over  special-purpose  districts,  where  all 
other  circumstances  are  equal,  in  their  eligibility  to  receive  loans  and 
crants-in-aid  for  urban  development.  The  hnal  section  permits  the 
President  to  “prescribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are  deemed  ap- 
j)ropriate  for  the  effective  administration  of  this  title,’-  but  requires 
tliat  these  rules  or  I’egulations  take  into  account  “the  basic  distinctions 
between  areas  which  are  primarily  rural  and  those  which  are  urban  or 
metropolitan,  as  well  as  between  the  agencies  which  have  program  re¬ 
sponsibilities  in  the  different  areas.'’ 

Title  V,  which  is  designated  as  the  “Federal  Urban  Land-Use  Act,” 
provides  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  dispositions  of  land  within  urban 
areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conformity  with  land  utilization  pro¬ 
grams  of  affected  local  irovernments.  The  provisions  of  this  title  are 
aimed  at  assuring  more  harmonious  intergovernmental  relations  with 
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urban  communities  providing  uniform  policies  applying  to  Federal 
land  transactions  so  that,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  these 
transactions  will  be  consistent  with  local  land  use  and  zonino-  prac¬ 
tices  and  in  accordance  with  local  planning  and  development  obi ec- 
tives.  riie  provisions  require  that  the  head  of  the  local  governing  body 
concerned  shall  receive  due  and  proper  notice  from  the  Administra¬ 
tor  ot  the  General  Services  Administration. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  simply  wish  to  repeat  that  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  worked  with  the  Advisorv  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  in  the  development  "of  this  bill,  and 
.iccoidingly  regards  it  as  consistent  with  the  administration’s  obiec- 
tive  ot  a  more  creative  and  dynamic  federalism. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Blatxik.  Governor  Bryant,  will  you  proceed  with  your  testi- 
^  ®  poiiit  I  would  like  to  have  the  entire  membership  list 
1  -^«visory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  of 
which  (xovernor  Bryant  is  Chairman,  inserted  in  the  record 
(The  membership  list  referred  to  follows :) 


Advisory  Commission  on  Intf.roovernmkntai.  Relations, 

May  1068 


^YASHINGTON,  D.C. 


Farris  Bryant.  Chairman,  Florida. 

Price  Daniel  Vice  Chairman.  Director.  U.S.  Office  of  Emergency  Planning. 

Ben  Baines.  Speaker,  Texas  House  of  Representatives 
Xeal  S.  Blaisdell.  mayor  of  Honolulu.  Hawaii. 

Ramsey  Clark.  U.S.  Attorney  General. 

Dorothy  I.  Cline,  professoi-  of  government,  University  of  Xew  Mexico. 

John  Dempsey,  Governor  of  Connecticut. 

C.  George  DeStefano.  member.  Rhode  Island  State  Senate 
John  F.  Dever.  commissioner.  Middlesex  County,  :hass. 

I  lorence  P.  Dwyer.  Member,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives.  New  Jersey. 

Buford  Ellington,  Governor  of  Tennessee. 

Sam  J.  Ervin,  Jr..  Member,  U.S.  Senate,  North  Carolina. 

L.  H.  Fountain.  Member,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  North  Carolina 
Henry  Fowler.  Secretary  of  the  U.S.  Treasury. 

Alexander  Heard,  chancellor,  Vanderbilt  University. 

Jack  Maltester.  mayor  of  San  Leandro,  Calif. 

Angus  McDonald,  commissioner,  Yakima  Countv,  'Wash. 

Karl  E.  Mundt,  Member,  U.S.  Senate.  South  Dakota. 

Edmund  S.  Muskie,  Member,  U.S.  Senate.  IMaine. 

-M’thur  Naftalin.  mayor  of  Minneapolis,  Minn. 

Nelson  A.  Rockefeller.  Governor  of  New  York. 

Gladys  N.  Spellman,  commissioner.  Prince  Georges  County.  Md. 

A1 1  liman.  IMember.  U.S.  House  of  Rei)resentatives.  Oregon. 

.Tesse  M.  T^nruh.  speaker.  California  Assembly. 

M'illiam  F.  'Walsh,  mayor  of  Syracuse.  N.Y'. 

Vacancy,  Governor. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  FARRIS  BRYANT.  CHAIRMAN,  ADVISORY 
COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS;  ACCOM¬ 
PANIED  BY  WILLIAM  COLMAN,  DIRECTOR ;  AND  DAVID  WALKER 


Mr.  Bryaxt.  I  will  abbreviate  my  remarks,  if  I  may. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  Certainly.  You  may  do  as  you  wish.  Your  full  state¬ 
ment  will  appear  in  the  record  following  your  remarks. 

Mr.  Bryaxt.  I  am  appearing,  as  you  indicated,  in  support  of  this 
legislation  which  you  and  Mr.  Erlenborn  have  introduced,  and  also 
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in  support  of  the  companion  legislation,  H.R.  5522,  H.E.  5523,  H.R. 
5524,  H.R.  5525,  H.R  5526,  H.R.  5527,  and  H.R.  5770. 

I  support  what  Mr.  Hughes  has  said  about  tliis  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion,  H.R.  16718,  Yet,  I  wish  to  supplement  it  because  our  proposals 
go  beyond  the  recommendation  of  the  Budget  Bureau — not  as  to  the 
measures  which  he  has  sanctioned,  but  as  to  the  additional  titles. 

I  might  say  that  the  Advisory  Commission  has  unanimoiisly  en¬ 
dorsed  the  nine  titles  which  are  included  in  the  companion  legislation 
I  have  referred  to — the  companion  legislation  introduced  by  Mr. 
Tillman,  Mr.  Fountain,  and  Mrs.  Dwyer,  who  represent  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  the  Advisory  Commission.  Congressman  Fascell’s 
measure  likewise  has  our  support. 

We  would  hope  that  the  committee  would  consider  the  adoption 
of  four  additional  titles.  Three  of  them  have  already  been  given  ex¬ 
tensive  consideration  by  Congress  and  the  administration.  Each  of 
them  comes  to  grips  with  a  major  problem  area  in  grant  administra¬ 
tion.  The  objectives  of  each  have  been  endorsed  by  all  of  the  major 
public  interest  groups  concerned  with  better  intergovernmental  rela¬ 
tions  and  the  Advisory  Commission  has  given  specific  sanction  to 
each  of  them.  To  ignore  these  titles  is  to  ignore  the  fact  that  better 
congressional  oversight  with  respect  to  Federal  aid  programs,  more 
consolidations,  and  uniform  and  equitable  relocation  and  land  ac¬ 
quisition  programs  are  demonstrable  necessities,  if  today’s  federalism 
is  to  become  more  constructive  and  more  cooperative. 

Title  V  of  H.R.  5523  and  H.R.  5524,  and  all  conapanion  bills  save 
for  H.R.  5525,  complements  the  proposed  Congressional  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Act,  H.R.  2595,  and  strengthens  the  legislative  oversight  func¬ 
tion  of  the  substantive  congressional  committees  with  respect  to  future 
grant  programs.  By  ]n’oviding  a  uniform  policy  and  ]')rocedure  for 
congressional  review  of  siich  grants,  systematic  reassessment  is  as¬ 
sured  in  a  period  of  rapid  urbanization  and  technological  change.  To 
assure  reconsideration  of  grant  ]n-ograms  that  lack  a  termination  date 
or  that  have  been  exempted  from  provisions  of  this  title,  a  5-year 
termination  date  is  stipulated. 

Despite  the  lengthy  history  of  this  legislation  dating  back  to  the 
87th  Congress,  considerable  confusion  still  surrounds  this  5-year  ter¬ 
mination  prevision.  Yet,  it  does  not  cover  all  future  grant  progranis, 
but  only  those  that  Congress  had  failed  to  designate  as  continuing 
or  shortrun  ventures.  If  the  recent  past  is  a  guide,  it  would  only  affect 
a  few  grants  enacted  in  any  session  of  Congress,  as  the  table  in  our 
attachment  indicates. 

Title  VI  squarely  confronts  the  central  problem  of  the  existing 
grant  system ;  the  need  to  bring  greater  order  out  of  the  chaos  of  frag¬ 
mentation.  It  constitutes  a  bold  new  approach  to  overcoming  the  many 
management  headaches  cau.sed  by  the  proliferation  of  these  Federal 
grants.  It  authorizes  the  President  to  submit  grant  consolidation  plans 
to  Congress  under  procedures  similar  to  those  used  for  administrative 
reorganization  plans.  I  will  not  detail  the  procedure,  because  I  am 
suT’e  it  is  familiar  to  the  members  of  the  committee. 

Title  VIII  of  the  legislation  faces  up  to  the  unpleasant  fact  that 
existing  relocation  programs  are  specifically  a  basic  cause  of  urban 
unrest  and  generally  are  a  source  of  considerable  popular  resentment 
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in  rural  as  well  as  luetrojiolitan  areas.  To  correct  these  coiulitioiis,  it 
establishes  a  jiolicy  of  uiiiforni  and  equitable  treatment  of  persons 
and  businesses  that  are.  forced  to  relocate  as  the  conseiiuence  of  Federal 
or  federally  assisted  programs. 

Finally,  title  IX  comes  to  grips  with  many  of  the  complaints  that 
ia\  e  emeiged  in  recent  years  concerning  the  equity  of  governmental 
land  acquisition  practices  and  the  adequacy  of  traditional  standards 
1  Its  provisions  grew  out  of  a  lengthy  study  conducted 

the  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Property  Acquisition  of  the  House 
Committee  on  1  ublic  A  orks  and,  with  but  few  reservations,  has  re¬ 
ceived  the  full  sanction  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  affected  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies.  To  grasp  the  significance  of  this  title,  it  should  be  noted 
that  property  acquisitions  under  Federal  and  federally  assisted  pro- 
giams  now  average  approximately  1,800,000  acres  a  vear,  and  involve 
approximately  185,000  owners. 

To  sum  up,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intercrov- 
ernmental  Relations  strongly  supports  passage  of  H.R.  16718  the 
proposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968,  and  supports 
Its  amendment  to  include  those  titles  in  companion  measures  relating 
to  congressional  oversight,  grant  consolidation,  and  fair  and  uniform 
relocation  and  land  acquisition  policies. 

We  support  this  legislation,  because  we  know  that  most  govern¬ 
mental  spokesmen  understand  that  the  grant-in-aid  is  a  practical,  po¬ 
litically  feasible  mechanism — tested  for  over  more  than  three-quarters 
of  a  century— for  achieving  intergovernmental  solutions  to  wdiat  has 
become  a  national  pi’oblem. 

We  sanction  it.  because  we  feel  that  this  device  has  encouraged 
Stutos  iiiid  viii  tlit^  stiiTiiili  of  civ;iilcib](?  F^clerixl  matching 

funds — to  initiate  or  expand  specific  public  services  ivliich  Congress 
considers  to  be  in  the  national  interest  and  has  ass!,  ted  poorer  States 
and  localities  to  achieve  minimum  service  levels. 

We  urge  early  action  on  this  legislation,  because  we  believe  that 
most  Federal.  State,  and  local  officials  desire  reform — not  abolition — - 
of  the  grant-in-aid  system,  and  this  legislation  constitutes  the  first 
major  congressional  effort  to  achieve  the  necessary  revitalization  of 
that  system. 

Its  enactment  w’ill  provide  greater  flexibility,  greater  coordination, 
greater  consolidation,  and  greater  justice — in  grant-in-aid  and  other 
intergovernmental  programs — and  these  are  goals  our  preseiit  sys¬ 
tem  of  Federal-State-local  relations  desperatelv  needs. 

Mr.  Chai  rman,  I  have  with  me  today  from  the  Advisory  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  Mr.  William  Colman.'its  Execu¬ 
tive  Director,  and  Mr.  David  Walker.  They  will  be  able  to  assist  in 
answering  any  questions. 

I  'want  to  thank  you  and  the  members  of  the  committee  for  this 
o])portunity  to  present  the  C’ommission’s  views  on  this  proposed  leg¬ 
islation. 

I  also  have  supplementary  statements  of  considerably  greater  length 
and  moi-e  detail,  which  may  be  useful  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  Well,  the  entire  statement  and  the  attachment  are 
most  helpful  and  will  certainly  appear  in  the  record  of  the  pro¬ 
ceedings. 
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(The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Bryant  and  the  attachment  follow :) 

Prepared  Statement  of  Hon.  Farris  Bryant,  Chairman,  Advisory  Commission 
ON  Intergovernmental  Rel.ations 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  appearing  on  behalf  of  the 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  in  support  of  the  proposed 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968  (H.R.  16718)  and  companion  legis¬ 
lation  (H.R.  5522,  H.R.  .5523,  H.R.  5524,  H.R  5525,  H.R.  5526,  H.R.  5527,  and 
H.R.  5770). 

Three  of  the  bills  before  you — H.R.  5.522,  H.R.  .5523,  and  H.R.  5527  respec¬ 
tively — were  introduced  by  three  members  who  represent  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  the  Advisory  Commission — Mr.  Fountain,  Mrs.  Dwyer,  and  Mr.  LTl- 
man.  The  legislation  you  introduced,  Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  16718,  was  developed 
by  the  Advisory  Commission  at  the  request  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  We 
support  this  bill,  but  also  support  its  expansion  to  include  certain  titles  api>ear- 
ing  in  the  other  bills. 

All  of  these  measures  are  ba.sed  on  several  of  the  most  significant  findings  and 
recommendations  for  Federal  action  advanced  by  the  Commission  during  the- 
past  8  years.  The  lengthier,  nine-title  version  was  specifically  endorsed  by  the 
Commission  at  its  April  14, 1967.  meeting. 

More  than  a  century  and  third  ago,  the  most  astute  foreign  observer  of  our 
system  of  government  and  society,  Alexis  deTocqueville,  wrote  : 

I  have  never  been  more  struck  by  the  good  sense  and  the  pi'actical  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  Americans  than  in  the  manner  in  which  the.v  elude  the  number¬ 
less  difficulties  re.sulting  from  their  Federal  Constitution. 

Enactment  of  the  Intergovernmental  Cooiieration  Act  is  of  prime  importance,, 
because  it  constitutes  a  major  effort  to  elude  several  of  the  difficulties  that 
presently  impede  the  effective  operation  of  our  Federal  system. 

To  provide  a  proper  background  for  considering  this  legislatio?i,  certain  ba.sic 
features  of  grants-in-aid  should  be  highlighted  since  these  programs  are  what 
we  might  call  the  sinews  of  the  Federal  system,  yet  are  the  source  of  c(aisider- 
able  friction  and  conflict. 

In  response  to  the  heavy  demands  jilaced  on  Slate  and  local  .governments 
by  their  citizens  for  the  new  and  expanded  services,  the  Xational  (govern¬ 
ment  has  dramatically  exi)auded  its  involvement  in  domestic  program  areas 
during  recent  year.s — using  primarily  the  grant-in-aid  device. 

In  dollar  amounts,  they  have  expanded  from  .88  billion  in  1963  to  an  e.sti- 
mated  .$20.3  billion  for  the  next  fiscal  year.  At  present,  they  i)rovi(le  State- 
and  local  governments  with  approximately  $1  out  of  every  .$6  (hey  siieml. 
In  number,  some  240  new  grant-in-aid  programs  were  enacted  from  196.T 
through  the  end  of  the  last  ses.sion  of  Congress — bringing  the  total  to  over 
400  individual  categorical  authorizations. 

This  extraordinary  expansion  in  the  dollar  amounts  and  number  of  grant.'<- 
in-aid  demonstrates  beyond  any  doubt  the  complete  acceptance  of  the  partner¬ 
ship  principle  by  Congre.ss  and  the  administration  as  the  correct  approach 
to  effective  intergovernmental  relations.  The  exi)ansion  in  the  number,  var¬ 
iety,  and  eligible  recipients  of  grant  programs,  however,  have  generated 
serious  management  difficulties.  A  “communications  gap.”  coordination  dif¬ 
ficulties.  disjointed  planning  efforts,  and  rigid  and  fre(piently  conflicting 
administrative  and  other  requirements  are  but  a  few  of  the  “fallout”  i»roh- 
lems  that  have  arisen. 

5'our  bill.  H.R.  16718.  Mr.  Chairman,  deals  with  a  number  of  these  problems 
and  in  very  specific  ways. 

*  *  ♦  It  is  geared  to  eliminating  some  of  the  .stresses  and  suspicions  that 
imnede  effective  intergovernmental  administration. 

*  *  ♦  It  begins  to  implement  the  President’s  ideal  of  a  new  and  more- 
productive  partner.ship  between  the  levels  of  government — stated  so  effec¬ 
tively  in  his  State  of  the  Union  and  Quality  of  American  Government  mes¬ 
sages  last  year. 

*  *  ♦  It  solves  some  of  the  real  problems  that  1  encountered  in  mv  trips  to- 
40  conferences  on  Federal-State  relations  coordinated  by  the  Office  of  Emer¬ 
gency  Planning  last  year. 

All  of  its  titles  have  been  endorsed  by  the  Advisory  Commis.sion  and  all  have 
survived  the  clo.se  scrutiny  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  of  affected  Federal 
agencies. 
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IIow  does  this  legislation  come  to  grips  with  some  of  the  here  and  now  diffi¬ 
culties  that  undermine  cooperative  intergovernmental  relations? 

First,  it  simplifies  and  makes  more  flexible  regulations  governing  disbursement 
of  Federal  grants  to  States.  This  goal — and  I  can  assure  you  it  is  a  goal  worth 
striving  for— is  implemented  by  promoting  a  better  flow  of  grant  information 
to  State  Governors  and  legislators,  by  eliminating  archaic  requirements  for  sepa- 
i-ate  bank  accounts,  by  discouraging  the  advancement  of  Federal  funds  for  longer 
time  periods  than  are  necessary,  and  by  permitting  greater  flexibility  to  the 
States  in  matters  of  internal  organization  (i.e.,  waiving  “single  agency” 
provisions). 

Despite  the  increase  in  the  number  and  size  of  direct  Federal-local  grants  in 
recent  years,  nearly  three-quarters  of  the  total  is  still  accounted  for  by  Federal 
grants  going  to  the  States.  In  the  midst  of  our  very  proper  and  deep  concerns  for 
the  burgeoning  problems  of  America’s  cities,  we  must  also  focus  on  the  need  to 
achieve  basic  changes  in  Federal-State  relations  which  govern  the  administration 
of  national  i)rograms.  Improved  management  of  these  programs  is  as  critical  a 
problem  at  the  State  level  as  it  is  at  the  Federal.  Governors  and  legislators  have 
as  great  a  role  in  this  area  as  Congress  and  the  executive  branch. 

If  more  information  is  required  by  these  officials,  then  it  should  be 
provided. 

If  existing  grant  statutes  or  regulations  complicate  the  development  of 
modern  State  accounting  techniques,  then  they  should  be  changed. 

If  the  letter-of-credit  procedure  is  an  expeditious  method  for  advancing 
Federal  grant  funds  to  the  States,  then  it  should  be  strengthened  by  statutory 
authorization. 

If  the  “single  State  agency”  requirement  in  various  grant  programs  can 
tie  up  Gf>vernors  as  well  as  State  legislators  in  their  reo'rganization  efforts, 
then  greater  discretion  in  organizational  matters  should  be  given  to 
administrators  at  both  levels. 

If  all  these  difficulties  are  real — and  I  think  they  are — then  title  II  of 
your  legislation  is  a  much  needed  first  step  in  upgrading  Federal-State 
relations. 

Moving  now  to  title  III  let  me  say  that  in  addition  to  money,  technical  services 
and  assistance  are  equaily  strong  and  important  links  in  our  Federal  system. 
Yet,  their  scope  is  much  more  restricted,  while  the  need  for  them  is  greater  than 
ever  before,  Title  III  of  your  bill  would  help  relieve  the  short  supply  of  specialized 
skills,  training,  and  equipment  needed  by  various  State  and  local  governments. 
The  Federal  Government  fre(iuently  has  technical  personnel  and  facilities  which 
these  hard-pressed  governments  are  unable  to  assemble  easily — if  at  all.  This 
title  authorizes  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  render  technical  assistance 
and  training  services  to  State  and  local  governments  on  a  reimbursable  basis.  It 
would  help  prevent  uniiecessarj’  duiilication  of  scarce  resources,  would  permit 
more  economical  u.'<e  of  Federal  facilities,  and  would  encourage  greater  use  of 
more  advanced  technicpies  by  all  levels  of  government. 

Xext  let  us  c<msider  the  question  of  how  to  achieve  better  planning  and  ad¬ 
ministration  for  grants  for  urban  development.  This  is  a  very  timely  question, 
and  title  IV  of  II. R.  1H718  deals  with  it.  These  urban  development  programs  now 
inimber  somewhere  in  the  vicinity  of  120,  using  Department  of  Housing  and 
Frhan  Development  figures.  They  Involve  approximately  $12  billion  of  the  more 
than  .$20  billion  of  total  estimated  Federal  aid  that  will  be  spent  in  metropolitan 
areas  during  the  next  fiscal  year.  The  other  $8  billion  goes  via  the  States.  At 
the  same  time,  a  typical  metropolitan  area  is  made  up  of  an  average  of  87  differ¬ 
ent  local  governmental  jurisdictions.  The  need  then  for  greater  coordination  and 
improved  intergovernmental  relations  in  urban  areas  is  a  top  priority  item  de¬ 
serving  the  undivided  attention  of  all  of  us. 

This  title  focuses  on  four  aspects  of  the  problem. 

By  authorizing  the  President  to  establish  government  wide  guides  for  the 
development,  assessment,  and  review  of  Federal  urban  programs,  it 
strengthens  the  oversight  function  of  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President — 
especially  that  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

By  establi.shing  a  congressional  policy  that  Federal  agencies  will  consider 
the  goals  of  other  levels  of  government  in  formulating  and  evaluating  urban 
development  programs,  it  strengthens  the  formal  and  Informal  con.sultation 
processes  in  our  Federal  s.vstem. 

By  stipulating  that  planning  requirements  of  Federal  urban  programs  be 
coordinated  with  local  and  regional  efforts,  it  avoids  conflict  and  confusion 
between  Federal  and  local  plans. 
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Finally,  by  favoring  general  units  of  local  goveruineut~<  ities,  counties, 
and  townships — rather  than  special  districts  in  the  grant  application  proc¬ 
ess,  it  buttresses  those  local  jurisdictions  which  are  most  representative  of 
our  citizenry  and  are  most  subject  to  all  the  interplay  of  diverse  forces  that 
are  the  underpinnings  of  grassroots  democracy  in  the  United  States. 

Finally,  the  last  title  of  H.R.  16718  begins  to  hammer  out  a  Federal  policy 
with  respect  to  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  urban  areas.  Under  it,  the  Federal  Property  Administrative  Serv¬ 
ices  Act  is  amended  to  provide  a  uniform  procedure  for  such  actions  by  the 
General  Services  Administration.  By  requiring  the  GSA  to  conform — to  the 
extent  possible — with  local  planning  and  land  use  objectives,  a  glaring  defect 
in  existing  Federal  policy  is  corrected— a  defect  that  stands  in  stark  contrast 
to  the  several  planning  requirements  that  appear  in  various  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  programs  which  are  designed  to  strengthen  local  and  regional  planning 
and  land  use  regulations. 

For  these  and  other  reasons  cited  in  the  attachment  which  we  would  like  to 
submit  for  the  record,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Advisory  Commission  fully  endorses 
the  proposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  .Vet  of  1!)68  (H.R.  iOTlS;.  At 
the  same  time,  we  would  welcome  committee  consideration  and  adoption  of  four 
additional  titles  that  are  included  in  the  pending  companion  bills.  Three  of  them 
have  already  been  given  extensive  consideration  by  Congress  and  the  admin¬ 
istration.  Each  of  them  comes  to  grips  with  a  major  problem  area  in  grant 
administration.  The  objectives  of  each  have  been  endorsed  by  all  of  the  major 
public  interest  groups  concerned  with  better  intergovernmental  relations  and 
the  Advisory  Commission  has  given  specific  .sanction  to  each  of  them.  To  ignore 
these  titles  is  to  ignore  the  fact  that  better  congressional  oversight  with  respect 
to  Federal  aid  programs,  more  consolidations,  and  uniform  equitable  re¬ 
location  and  land  acquisition  programs  are  demonstrable  necessities  if  today’s 
federalism  is  to  become  more  constructive  and  more  cooperative. 

Title  V  of  H.R.  5523  and  H.R.  5524  (and  all  companion  bills  save  for  H.R. 
5.5251  complements  the  proposed  Congressional  Reorganization  Act  ("H.R.  2595) 
and  strengthens  the  legislative  oversiglit  function  of  the  substantive  congres¬ 
sional  committees  with  respect  to  future  grant  progi’ams.  By  providing  a 
uniform  policy  and  procedure  for  congresisonal  review  of  such  grants,  systematic 
reassessment  is  assured  in  a  period  of  rapid  urbanization  and  technological 
change.  To  assure  reconsideration  of  grant  programs  that  lack  a  termination 
date  or  that  have  been  exempted  from  provisions  of  this  title,  a  5-year  termina¬ 
tion  date  is  stipulated. 

De.spite  the  lengthy  history  of  this  legislation  dating  back  to  the  87th  Congress, 
considerable  confusion  still  surrounds  this  5-year  termination  provision.  Yet, 
it  does  not  cover  all  future  grant  programs,  but  only  those  that  Congress  had 
failed  to  designate  as  continuing  or  short-run  ventures.  If  the  recent  past  is  a 
guide,  it  would  only  affect  a  few  grants  enacted  in  any  session  of  Congress.  Of 
the  125  major  new  grants  enacted  during  the  period  1961  to  spring  of  1968.  only 
11  have  no  limiting  fiscal  expiration  provisions.  These  and  these  alone  would 
be  covered  b.v  this  termination  provision  had  it  been  in  effect  during  this  period. 

Title  VI  of  H.R.  5523  and  H.R.  5524  (and  all  companion  legislation  save  one — 
H.R.  5525,  where  it  appears  as  title  Y)  squarely  confronts  the  central  problem 
of  the  existing  grant  system ;  the  need  to  bring  greater  order  out  of  the  chaos 
of  fragmentation.  It  constitutes  a  bold  new  approach  to  overcoming  the  many 
management  headaches  caused  by  the  proliferation  of  these  Federal  grants.  It 
authorizes  the  President  to  submit  grant  consolidation  plans  to  Congress  under 
procedures  similar  to  those  used  for  administrative  reorganization  plans.  A  plan 
would  become  effective  at  the  end  of  90  calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of 
Congress  following  its  transmittal,  unless  either  House  passed  a  resolution  dis¬ 
approving  the  proposed  consolidation. 

The  normal  legislative  course  is  a  tough  one  for  achieving  grant  consolidation.s. 
Only  one  major  consolidation  has  been  achieved  in  recent  years  :  the  Partnership 
in  Health  Act  of  1965 ;  and  of  the  two  pending  proposals,  only  one  appears  to 
have  a  good  chance  of  enactment :  the  Partnership  in  Earning  and  Learning  Act 
of  1968.  The  Advisory  Commission  in  its  comprehensive  study  of  Fiscal  Balance 
in  the  American  Federal  System  recommended  a  drastic  decrease  in  the  400-odd 
separate  grant  authorizations  and  specifically  sanctioned  the  method  embodied 
in  this  title  as  a  means  of  furthering  this  objective. 

Title  VIII  of  H.R.  5523  and  H.R.  5524  (all  of  the  companion  bills  except  for 
H.R.  5.525,  where  it  appears  as  title  VII)  faces  up  to  the  unpleasant  fact  that 
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existing  relocation  programs  are  specifically  a  basic  cause  of  urban  unrest  and 
generally  are  a  source  of  considerable  popular  resentment  in  rural  as  well  as 
metropolitan  areas.  To  correct  these  conditions,  it  establishes  a  policy  of  uniform 
and  equitable  treatment  of  persons  and  businesses  that  are  forced  to  relocate  as 
the  consequence  of  Federal  or  federally  assisted  programs.  The  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  considered  this  issue  at  length  in  its  19(55  report  on  -Relocation  •  Unequal 
Treatment  of  People  and  Businesses  Displaced  hy  Governments.”  In  it,  the  Com¬ 
mission  documented  the  serious  consequences  of  the  inconsistencies  and  inequi¬ 
ties  of  existing  relocation  policies  and  practices.  A  special  1907  study  on  highway 
relocation  assistance  undertaken  by  the  Department  of  Transportation,  pursuant 
to  Public  Law  89-574,  fully  confirms  the  major  findings  of  this  earlier  ACIR 
study. 

With  reference  to  cost,  it  is  our  rough  estimate  that  for  fiscal  year  1967  under 
title  \  III  of  H.R.  ,5o23  and  H.R.  5524  the  Federal  outlay  would  have  come  to 
approximately  $79  billion — compared  to  an  estimated  !i!40  billion  under  existing 
relocation  provision  payments. 

Finally,  title  IX  of  H.R.  5.523  and  H.R.  5.524  (and  all  companion  bills  save  for 
H.R.  5525— where  it  appears  at  title  VIII)  comes  to  grips  with  manv  of  the  com¬ 
plaints  that  have  emerged  in  recent  years  concerning  the  equitv  of  governmental 
land  acquisition  practices  and  the  adequacy  of  traditional  standards  of  com¬ 
pensation.  Its  provisions  grew  out  of  a  lengthy  study  conducted  by  the  Select 
Subcommittee  on  Real  Property  Acquisition  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and,  with  but  few  reservations,  has  received  the  full  sanction  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  and  affected  Federal  agencies.  To  grasp  the  significance  of 
this  title,  it  should  be  noted  that  property  acquisitions  under  Federal  and  fed¬ 
erally  assisted  programs  now  average  approximately  1.800,000  acres  a  year  and 
involve  approximately  185,000  owners.  Greater  uniformity  and  greater  equity 
clearly  are  required  if  the  programs  prompting  these  acquisitions  are  to  proceed 
smoothly  and  without  rancor. 

To  sum  up,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  strongly  supports  passage  of  H.R.  16718,  the  proposed  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968,  and  supports  its  amendment  to  include  those 
titles  in  companion  measures  relating  to  congressional  oversight,  grant  consolida¬ 
tion,  and  fair  and  uniform  relocation  and  land  acquisition  policies. 

We  support  this  legislation,  because  we  know  that  most  Federal,  State,  and 
local  spokesmen  understand  that  the  grant-in-aid  is  a  practical,  politically  feasi¬ 
ble  mechanism — tested  for  over  more  than  three-quarters  of  a  century — for 
achieving  intergovernmental  solutions  to  what  have  become  a  national  problem. 

We  sanction  it,  because  we  feel  that  this  device  has  encouraged  States  and 
localities — via  the  stimuli  of  available  Federal  matching  funds— to  initiate  or 
expand  specific  public  services  which  Congress  considers  to  be  in  the  national 
interest  and  has  assisted  poorer  States  and  localities  to  achieve  minimxim  service 
levels. 

We  urge  early  action  on  this  legislation,  because  we  believe  that  most  Federal, 
State  and  local  officials  desire  reform — not  abolition — of  the  grant-in-aid  system, 
and  this  legislation  constitutes  the  first  major  congressional  effort  to  achieve 
the  necessary  revitalization  of  that  system. 

Its  enactment  will  provide  greater  flexibility,  greater  coordination,  and  great¬ 
er  consolidation,  and  greater  justice — in  grant-in-aid  and  other  intergovernmental 
programs — and  these  are  goals  that  our  present  system  of  Federal-State-local 
relations  desperately  needs. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  this  opportunity  to  present  the  Commission’s 
views  on  this  proposed  legislation. 

Attachment  to  the  Prepared  Statement  of  Hon.  Farris  Bryant,  Chahi- 
MAN,  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 

BACKGROUND  AND  REASONS  FOR  ENACTMENT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  INTERGOVERN¬ 
MENTAL  cooperation  act  (H.R.  16718,  H.R.  5523,  H.R.  5524,  AND  COMPANION 

BILLS) 

In  1959,  the  Congress  established  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  and  stipulated  that  in  performing  its  primary  function  of  de¬ 
veloping  and  considering  “ways  and  means  of  fostering  better  relations  between 
the  levels  of  government”  the  Commission — among  other  things — should  “pro¬ 
vide  a  forum  for  discussing  the  administration  and  coordination  of  Federal 
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srant  and  other  programs  recpiiring  intergovernmental  relations  cooperation" 
and  "give  critical  attention  to  the  conditions  and  controls  involving  administra- 
ti(tn  of  Federal  grant  programs.” 

The  Intergovei-nmental  Cooperation  Act  is  based  on  several  of  the  most  signifi¬ 
cant  findings  and  rec-ommendations  for  Federal  action  advanced  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  during  the  past  8  years.  The  bi’oad  nine-title  version  of  the  measure  ( H.R. 
r)."»23,  H.R.  5524,  and  companion  bills)  was  specifically  endorsed  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  at  its  April  14.  ItKJT.  meeting. 

Enactment  of  this  legislation  is  of  critical  significance,  since  it  comes  to  grips 
with  .several  management  problems  that  plague  effective  Federal-State-local 
relations.  Improved  procedures,  organization,  and  planning  are  prime  prerequi¬ 
sites  for  improved  intergovernmental  relations  and  this  legislation — in  all  of 
its  title.s — is  geared  to  achieving  these  goals.  To  put  this  legislation  in  its  proper 
perspective,  certain  basic  features  of  the  contemporary  grant-in-aid  s.vsteiu 
should  be  noted : 

The  dual  pressures  of  population  growth  and  rapid  urbanization  have 
generated  powerful  demands  for  new  and  better  services  traditionally  pro¬ 
vided  by  State  and  local  governments.  These,  in  turn,  have  recently  triggered 
an  expansion  of  Federal  involvement  in  several  domestic  program  areas — 
largely  by  means  of  the  grant-in-aid  device.  From  1903  through  the  end  of 
the  last  session  of  Congress,  some  240  new  grant-in-aid  programs  were 
enacted,  hringing  the  total  to  over  400  separate  categorical  authorizations. 

Grant-in-aid  expenditures  thus  far  have  increased  more  than  two  and 
one-half  times  in  this  decade,  rising  from  $7  hillion  in  fiscal  year  1900  to 
an  estimated  .818.3  billion  for  this  fiscal  year.  All  told,  some  .$98.3  billion 
in  Federal  aid  has  been  dispersed  to  State  and  local  jurisdictions  during 
this  9-year  period. 

This  extraordinary  expansion  in  the  numher  and  dollar  amounts  of  grants- 
iii-aid  clearly  signifies  clear  acceptance  by  Congress  and  the  administration 
of  the  partnership  principle  which  undergirds  this  intergovernmental  de¬ 
vice.  It  also  signifies  a  rejection  of  the  centralizing,  direct  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment-citizen  relationship.  Yet  with  this  increasing  reliance  on  grants,  serious 
problems  of  overlapping,  fragmentation,  information,  and  difficult  adminis¬ 
tration  have  emerged  at  all  levels. 

Good  management  clearly  is  as  important  as  legislative  enactment.  Executive 
orders.  Budget  Bureau  circulars,  and  departmental  changes  in  procedure  can 
correct  some  of  the  difficulties  in  intergovernmental  administration,  but  other 
management  problems  stem  from  statutory  provisions,  from  uncertainty  as  to 
power  of  the  executive  branch  in  certain  areas,  and  from  the  fact  that  the 
President  needs  extra  authority  to  discharge  his  tough  assignment  as  chief 
manager  of  the  grant-in-aid  system.  The  Advisory  Commission  feels  that  the 
proposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968  (H.R.  16718)  advances 
sensible  solutions  to  a  number  of  the  pressing  problems  impeding  improved 
intergovernmental  administration.  We  feel  the  nine-title  measures  (H.R.  5523, 
H.R.  5524,  and  companion  bills)  correct  several  additional  defects  in  the  man¬ 
agement  of  grant  and  other  intergovernmental  programs.  For  this  reason,  the  re¬ 
maining  portion  of  this  supplementary  statement  will  focus  on  this  broader 
legislation,  while  giving  full  consideration  to  the  five  titles  of  H.R.  16718. 

The  bills,  as  introduced,  seek  reform  in  eight  basic  areas.  In  the  subsequent 
discussion  of  their  eight  substantive  titles,  efforts  will  be  made  concerning  those 
provisions  that  appeared  in  predecessor  legislation  (the  proposed  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Cooperation  Act  of  1966  and  the  proposed  Uniform  Relocation  Act  of 
196.5 — 89th  Congress)  to  provide  up-to-date  background  information  regarding 
their  relevance.  The  new  titles  in  H.R.  5523  and  companion  bills  (titles  VI  and 
IX  and  titles  V  and  VIII  in  H.R.  5525  dealing  with  Presidential  authority  to  sub¬ 
mit  consolidation  proposals  to  Congress  and  with  establishment  of  a  uniform 
policy  on  land  acquisition  practices,  respectively)  receive  more  extensive 
treatment. 

Title  I:  Title  I  of  H.R.  5523  (and  companion  bills  as  well  as  of  H.R.  16718) 
contains  definitions  of  terms  that  are  used  frequently  throughout  the  other  titles 
and  appears  to  be  inadequate  in  all  major  respects  but  one.  The  definition  of 
"grant”  or  “grant-in-aid”  in  section  106  was  carefully  drawn  with  particular 
reference  to  the  needs  of  title  II.  “Improved  Administration  of  Grants-in-Aid 
to  the  States,”  and  title  V,  “Congressional  Review  of  Federal  Grants-in-Ald  to 
States  and  to  Local  Units  of  Government”  and  sjjecifically  excludes  certain 
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types  of  Federtil  ftssistonce,  such  as  loans  and  loan  guarantees  that  are  relevant 
to  the  broader  scope  of  Federal  assistance  involved  in  those  titles  that  have  been 
added  to  the  original  legislation :  Title  VI,  “Consolidation  of  Grants-in-Aid  Pro¬ 
grams,  title  ^  Filiform  Relocation  Assistance,”  and  title  IX,  “Uniform  Land 
Acquisition  Policy.”  To  fill  this  definition  gap,  we  suggest  revising  .section  107 
to  include  a  definition  of  the  terms  “Federal  assistance,”  “Federal  financial  as¬ 
sistance,”  “Federal  assistance  programs,”  and  “federally  assisted  programs,” 
while  at  the  same  time  preserving  the  present  section  107’s  intent  with  respect 
to  District  of  Columbia  financial  payments.  The  following  language  would  im¬ 
plement  this  suggestion : 

Federal  Assistance,  Fediiral  Financt.4l  Assistance,  Federal  Assistance 
Programs,  or  Federally  Assisted  Programs 

Sec.  107.  The  term  “Federal  assistance,”  “Federal  financial  assistance,” 
“Federal  assistance  programs,”  or  “federally  assisted  programs,”  means  pro- 
grains  that  provide  assistance  through  grant  or  contractual  arrangements, 
and  includes  technical  assistance  programs  or  programs  providing  assistance 
in  the  form  of  loans,  loan  guarantees  or  insurance.  The  term  does  not  include 
any  annual  payment  by  the  United  States  to  the  District  of  Columbia 
authorized  by  Article  VI  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Revenue  Act  of  1947 
(D.C.  Code,  secs.  47-2501a  and  47-2.501b). 

Appropriate  revisions  would  be  needed  in  title  VI  to  make  this  broader  definition 
apply  to  consolidations  authorized  under  this  title,  rather  than  the  more 
narrow  definition  of  grants-in-aid  which  appears  in  section  106. 

Title  II:  Title  II  (of  H.R.  .502.3  and  companion  measures  as  well  as  H.R. 
16718)  seeks  to  coordinate  and  make  more  flexible  certain  standards  and  proce¬ 
dures  governing  financial,  organizational,  and  other  activities  of  State  executives 
and  other  State  oflicials,  insofar  as  these  activities  are  affected  by  Federal  grant 
programs.  q''he  specific  language  of  this  title  reflects  the  considerable  attention 
given  to  it  and  amendatory  action  taken  in  1966  by  this  subcommittee  with  respect 
to  predecessor  provisions. 

The  pre.sent  title  effects  a  number  of  basic  changes  in  the  administration  of 
grant.s-in-aid  to  the  States.  Section  201  provides  that  Governors  or  State  legis¬ 
latures  would,  on  request,  be  informed  by  Federal  departments  and  agencies  of 
the  purposes  and  amounts  of  grants  being  received.  I’his  procedural  innovation 
would  assist  a  Governor  in  preparing  a  more  adequate  budget  and  enable  him  to 
maintain  more  effective  coordination  over  his  executive  departments  and  agencies. 
In  a  similar  fashion.  State  legislatures  would  be  assisted  in  their  administrative 
oversight  and  fi.scal  functions. 

Coordination  of  grant-in-aid  programs  is  as  critical  a  problem  at  the  State  level 
as  it  is  at  the  Federal,  and  Governors  have  a  ma,ior  responsibility  in  this  area. 
Yet  many  State  chief  executives  are  not  in  a  position  to  assume  this  role.  Not  all 
States,  for  example,  require  agencies  to  obtain  the  approval  of  the  Governor 
before  entering  into  negotiations  with  Federal  departments  for  grant  programs. 
A  1965  surve.v  indicated  that  in  18  States  gubernatorial  approval  is  required,  while 
in  18  other  States  it  was  not.  The  situation  varied  in  10  States,  it  was  found, 
where  approval  was  required  in  some  instances  but  not  in  others.  In  the  four 
remaining  States,  some  other  form  of  approval  was  stipulated. 

As  of  the  beginning  of  this  year,  46  States  had  established  some  form  of  liaison 
unit  to  coordinate  Federal  aid  programs,  but  these  units  vary  greatly  in  struc¬ 
ture  and  power.  In  Delaware,  Georgia,  and  North  Carolina,  State  planning 
agencies  have  been  assigned  this  responsibility.  In  New  York  and  Rhode  Island, 
an  interdepartmental  committee  has  been  established  on  a  continuing  basis  to 
make  studies  and  recommendations  to  the  Governor  and  legislature.  In  other 
States,  including  Connecticut,  Illinois,  Louisiana,  Vermont,  and  Maine,  the  Gov¬ 
ernors  have  designated  an  official  in  his  office  or  in  the  department  of  administra¬ 
tion  to  coordinate  grant-in-aid  activities.  To  complement  these  efforts,  at  least 
13  States  have  established  a  Washington  office. 

Clearly,  progress  has  been  made  in  overcoming  the  problem  of  agency  bypass¬ 
ing  of  the  Governor  and  much  of  this  can  be  attributed  to  the  impact  of  the 
conferences  on  Federal-State  relations  conducted  by  the  Office  of  Emergency 
Planning  in  more  than  40  States  throughout  1967  and  to  the  initiative  of  the 
Washington  office  of  the  National  Governors’  Conference.  Nonetheless,  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  201  would  formalize  certain  procedures  which  are  now  informal 
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and  establish  as  rights  what  now  are  privileges  unknown  to  many  State  legis¬ 
lative  and  executive  officials. 

Section  202  of  the  measure  rests  on  the  assumption  that  there  can  be  a  proper 
accounting  of  Federal  grant  funds  without  the  use  of  separate  bank  accounts. 
A  few  of  the  older  grant  statutes  and  some  grant  regulations  stipulate  that 
Federal  monies  must  be  kept  in  separate  bank  accounts  by  State  governments. 
Some  States  as  a  consequence  maintain  intricate  systems  of  bank  accounts  for 
various  Federal  aid  programs.  AVith  the  development  of  modern  accounting 
techniques,  it  is  only  necessary  that  the  State  maintain  appropriate  fund  ac¬ 
counts  which  disltnguish  the  balance  that  the  State  has  received  but  not  yet 
earned.  This  section  of  H.R.  5523  (and  companion  bills)  provides  for  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  these  principles  to  grants  to  States,  while  preserving  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  legitimate  concern  in  seeing  that  all  such  grants  are  applied  as  intended 
and  in  receiving  certain  elementary  facts  with  respect  to  the  financial  status  of 
grant  programs.  To  clarify  the  intent  of  this  section,  we  recommend  insertion 
of  the  phrase  “or  administrative  regulation”  after  the  word  “law”  on  line  l.j, 
page  10,  of  the  bill. 

Section  203  establishes  a  procedure  designed  to  discourage  the  advancement 
of  Federal  grant-in-aid  funds  for  longer  time  periods  than  are  necessary.  As 
was  noted  in  the  prior  hearings  on  S.  561,  the  Department  of  the  Treasury  has 
already  sought  administratively  to  achieve  this  objective  through  its  depart¬ 
mental  circular  No.  1075,  issued  on  May  28,  1964.  This  circular  was  and  is  geared 
to  establishing  a  letter-of-credit  procedure  which  maintains  funds  in  Treasury 
until  needed  by  recipient  jurisdictions  and  thus  reducing  interest  costs.  Advances 
for  3  to  6  months  formerly  made  in  several  programs  and  still  permitted  in  some 
have  resulted  in  expenditures  of  money  from  the  Federal  Treasury  before  they 
were  actually  needed — with  no  concomitant  advantage  accruing  to  the  Federal 
or  State  agencies  concerned  or  to  effective  program  implementation. 

Lump  sum  advances  at  specified  intervals  now  constitute  a  rather  outmoded 
way  of  transmitting  money  from  one  jurisdiction  to  another — given  the  emergence 
of  telegraphic  transfers,  sight  drafts,  and  the  letter-of-credit  procedure.  The 
Treasury  circular  recognizes  this  fact  and  pursuant  to  its  procedures  advances  are 
limited  to  the  minimum  allowances  that  are  necessary  and  are  timed  to  coincide 
with  the  actual  cost  requirements  of  the  recipient  jurisdiction  in  carrying  out 
the  purposes  of  a  grant  program.  This  letter-of-credit  device  in  and  by  itself  doe.s 
not  insure  against  exce.ssive  withdrawals,  as  Treasury  has  recently  discovered 
ill  its  monitoring  of  the  system.  Yet  it  can  and  does  provide  a  simple,  uncom¬ 
plicated  way  of  getting  payments  for  readily  ascertainable  short-term  needs. 
It  also  precludes  the  necessity  of  trying  to  anticipate  the  requirements  of  longer 
time  periods  with  the  consequent  tendency  to  overestimate. 

Two  iiroblems.  however,  seem  to  have  arisen  thus  far  in  administering  this 
letter-of-credit  procedure.  First  certain  States,  including  among  others.  Alabama, 
Arizona,  California,  Indiana,  Kansas,  Ohio,  Oklahoma,  Tennessee,  and  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  appear  to  have  legal  fi.scal  requirements  that  impede  application  of  the 
procedure  to  these  jurisdictions.  Second,  certain  of  the  Federal  agencies  using 
the  device  have  not  been  fully  aware  of  its  basic  purpose  and  have  failed  to 
institute  an  effective  monitoring  system.  A  special  Federal  task  force  on  letter-of- 
credit  procedure  spearheaded  by  Treasury  is  now  reviewing  these  and  othei- 
related  problems  with  a  view  toward  overcoming  these  deficiencies.  In  short,  the 
letter-of-credit  procedure  per  se  is  no  better  than  those  using  it,  but  with  effective 
implementation  it  could  become  a  vitally  significant  financial  procedure  for 
eliminating  a  continuing  tension  iwint  in  intergovernmental  fiscal  relations. 

Section  203  recognizes  the  merits  of  this  mechanism  and  seeks  to  give  them  the 
full  force  of  law.  It  is  geared  to  assuring  that  States  will  not  draw  on  grant  funds 
in  advance  of  their  program  needs.  At  the  same  time,  it  does  not  seek  to  bold 
them  accountable  for  interest  or  other  income  earned  on  any  grant  fiinds 
advanced,  prior  to  their  disbursement  for  program  purposes.  Effective,  govern¬ 
mentwide  implementation  of  this  device  should  save  the  Federal  Government 
considerable  amounts  of  interest  costs. 

Section  204  stipulates  that  Federal  departments  and  agencies  may  waive 
legislative  requirements  for  a  single  State  agency,  multimember  board.' or  com¬ 
mission.  In  1966,  we  stated  before  this  subcommittee  that  “about  one-third  of  the 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  are  governed  by  single  State  agency  provisions” 
and  “almost  three-fourths  of  total  Federal  grant  funds  are  disbursed  under  these 
provisions.”  A  cursory  examination  of  grant  programs  enacted  since  that  time 
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teveals  that  at  least  four  of  the  newer  programs,  including  the  narcotic  addiction 
and  alcoholism  amendments,  regulation  of  surface  mining  operations  legislation, 
the  Clean  Air  Act  amendments,  and  the  Meat  Inspection  Act,  contain  single 
agency  provisions. 

The  merits  of  the  single  State  agency  requirement  now  appear  to  be  largely 
historical.  In  the  formative  years  of  the  public  assistance,  for  example,  the  re¬ 
quirement  was  essential  to  bring  order  otit  of  chaos  in  the  existing,  as  well  as 
newly  emerging  public  assistance  programs  in  the  States.  It  was  necessary  then 
that  the  Federal  agency  have  one  and  only  one  State  agency  to  deal  with  in  mat¬ 
ters  regarding  public  assistance  and  that  this  agency  be  held  responsible  for  ad¬ 
ministering  these  programs.  With  improved  State  administration  of  Federal  aid 
programs  however  and  the  pressing  contemporary  need  of  the  States  to  restruc¬ 
ture  their  governmental  organization  in  order  to  keep  abreast  of  their  added 
functions  and  responsibilities,  the  kind  of  flexibility  permitted  by  section  204  is 
of  the  utmost  significance. 

Rigid  application  of  single  agency  requirements  can  tie  up  Governors  as  well 
as  State  legislatures  in  their  reorganization  efforts.  Moreover,  given  the  increas¬ 
ing  number  of  grant-in-aid  programs  which  require  multidisciplinary  packaging 
approaches,  a  doctrinaire  adherence  to  this  requirement  appears  wholly  archaic. 
Tinder  this  section,  the  head  of  the  administering  Federal  department  or  agencv 
is  authorized  to  waive  the  requirement  on  request  of  a  recipient  State,  if  the 
department  or  agency  is  convinced  that  the  proposed  alternative  administrative 
arrangement  will  not  undermine  the  program  objectives  sought  through  the 
grant. 

One  of  the  most  critical  needs  in  contemporary  intergovernmental  administra¬ 
tion  is  recognition  by  all  concerned  that  the  States  have  varying  administrative 
needs  and  capacities.  This  provision  in  title  II  clearly  recognizes  this  fact  and 
gives  Federal  and  State  administrators  the  kind  of  discretionary  authority  re¬ 
quired  to  cope  with  this  hard  fact  of  intergovernmental  managerial  life. 

Title  Ill. — Title  III  of  H.R.  552.3  and  companion  bills  (as  well  as  of  H.R 
1G718)  seeks  to  .'■trengtheu  the  role  of  the  traditional  “service.'<-in-aid”  function  iii 
contemporary  Federal-State-local  relations.  It  permits  Federal  departments  and 
agencies  to  provide  specialized  and  technical  services  to  State  and  local  jurisdic¬ 
tions  on  a  reimbursable  ba.sis.  A  number  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
already  provide  such  services  gratuitously  or  at  cost  as  a  consequence  of  specific 
congressional  authorization.  The  increasingly  complex  and  technical  nature  of 
State  and  local  governmental  activities,  along  with  the  soaring  costs  of  providing 
technical  personnel  and  equipment,  highlight  the  pressing  need  for  this  permis¬ 
sive  provision. 

During  the  1966  hearings  on  the  predecessor  title,  the  question  arose  as  to 
whether  this  authorization  constituted  a  threat  to  various  businesses  in  the 
private  sector.  It  is  our  opinion  that  the  language  of  section  302  provides  ample 
safegimrds  against  this  potentiality.  The  earlier  hearings  on  the  Senate  bill 
(S.  .561.  89th  Cong.)  also  raised  the  issue  as  to  whether  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  could  ascertain  accurately  the  “.salaries  and  all  computable  overhead  and 
indirect  costs  of  performing  such  services” — as  is  stipulated  in  .section  302.  The 
point  here,  of  cour.se,  is  whether  the  Federal  Government  has  an  adequate  proce¬ 
dure  to  assure  fair,  adequate,  and  complete  assignment  of  costs.  In  this  connec¬ 
tion,  we  understand  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  after  having  consulted  with 
State  and  local  officials,  is  about  to  issue  a  circular  promulgating  principles  .and 
standards  for  determining  costs  applicable  to  grants  and  contracts  with  State 
and  local  governments.  If  this  is  feasible  in  the  grant-in-aid  context,  we  believe 
that  there  is  no  reason  that  the  same  rules  cannot  be  applied  to  the  reverse 
situation  contemplated  by  section  302,  that  is,  to  the  provision  of  Federal  tech¬ 
nical  services  to  State  and  local  governments. 

The  di.^cretionary  power  provided  in  this  title  would  not  affect  the  programs 
of  those  Federal  agencies  that  have  been  authorized  to  provide  special  technical 
assistance,  facilities,  or  consultation  services  without  reimbursement.  The  “serv- 
ices-in-aid”  policy  stipulated  is  wholly  permissive ;  the  requesting  State  or  local 
agencies  and  the  Federal  agency  involved  would  have  to  agree  on  the  scope  and 
costs  of  the  services  to  be  performed. 

Title  IT. — This  title  establishes  a  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  for 
the  planning  and  administration  of  Federal  grants  for  urban  development.  With 
increasing  urbanization,  there  has  been  a  rapid  growth  in  Federal  funds  and 
programs  available  for  such  development.  The  Commission,  in  its  January  1964 


128 


report,  “Impact  of  Federal  T'rlian  Development  ProRrams  on  Local  Government 
Organization  and  Plans.’’  identified  some  43  separate  Federal  urban  develop¬ 
ment  grant  and  loan  programs  administered  by  13  separate  departments  and 
agencies.  An  early  lOfifi  survey  put  the  figure  at  over  80  and  the  present  figure 
probably  falls  somewhere  in  the  vicinity  of  120  (using  DHUD  estimates). 

During  the  next  fiscal  year,  approximately  .$12  billion  of  the  more  than  $20 
billion  of  total  estimated  Federal  aid  will  be  spent  in  standard  metropolitan 
statistical  areas,  according  to  the  Pureau  of  the  Budget  calculations.  This  rep¬ 
resents  a  hike  of  about  $8  billion— or  nearly  20.1  percent — over  the  comi)arable 
19G1  figure  and  a  $3  billion  increase  for  the  past  3  years.  According  to  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  estimates,  the  total  Federal  financial 
commitment  for  fiscal  year  1909  for  urban  community  and  social  development 
as.sistance  may  well  exceed  the  .$37  billion  mark — or  twice  the  1901  level.  These 
figures,  it  should  be  noted,  are  based  on  the  projected  extent  of  Federal  financial 
obligations  or  commitments  to  communities  of  2,.')O0  or  more  and  include  insurance 
and  guaranteed  loans. 

The  greatest  growth  in  urban-oriented  grants  have  occurred  in  the  areas  of 
education,  housing  and  community  development,  and  i)rograms  to  lietter  the 
position  of  the  disadvantaged.  They  include  grants  that  go  directly  to  the  local 
communities  involved  as  well  as  those  to  States  whicli  subsequently  are  channeled 
to  or  benefit  urban  communities.  _  .  ,  , 

The  need  for  coordination  and  improved  intergovernmental  relations  is  clearly 
greatest  in  our  metropolitan  areas  where,  according  to  the  1907  Census  of  Govern¬ 
ments.  the  fragmentation  and  overlapping  of  governmental  jurisdictions  is  ac¬ 
celerating.  Title  IV  offers  some  procedures  for  assisting  the  various  levels  of 
government  operating  directly  or  indirectly  in  such  areas  to  work  together  to 
solve  common  problems.  It  authorizes  the  President  to  establish  governmentwide 
guides  for  the  formulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of  Federal  urban  development 
urograms  and  projects  (sec.  401).  It  also  provides  as  a  matter  of  congres.sional 
Dolicv  that  agencies — to  the  maximum  extent  possible — will  take  into  account 
all  viewpoints— national.  State,  regional,  and  local— in  the  formulation  and  eval¬ 
uation  of  such  programs  and  projects  (sec.  401).  Jloreover,  systematic  planning 
reauired  by  several  individual  Federal-urban  programs  shall— again,  to  the  ex- 
tOTt  possible— be  coordinated  with  and  made  part  of  comprehen.sive  local  and 

areawide  urban  development  planning  (sec.  401). 

A  special  feature  of  our  Federal  system  is  that  most  types  of  domestic  public 
services  are  administered  by  general  local  governments— cities,  counties,  and 
towns.  Yet.  special  districts  in  the  United  States  are  growing  at  a  rapid  rate 
From  1902  to  1907,  these  units  experienced  a  16-percent  increase,  reaching  a  total 
of  more  than  21,000.  It  is  the  Commission’s  belief  that  where  Federal  grant-in-aul 
legislation  makes  both  special  purpose  local  governments  and  units  of  seneral 
local  governments  eligible  to  receive  urban  development  loans  and  grants.  Federal 
a-’-encies  should  favor  the  latter,  in  absence  of  substantial  reasons  to  the  con¬ 
trary.  Section  402  of  this  title  implements  this  goal. 

Y _ Title  V  of  H.R.  r).")23  (and  all  companion  bills — save  H.R.  .)r)2o  and 

HR  10718)  has  a  lengthy  legislative  history  dating  back  to  the  87th  Congres.s. 
It  provides  a  uniform  policy  and  procedure  for  congressional  review  of  future 
grants-in-aid  to  States  and  local  units  of  government.  In  those  cases  where  no 
expiration  date  for  grant  authority  is  specified  by  law  and  where  such  grants  are 
not  specifically  exempted  from  the  provisions  of  section  ,502,  a  5-year  termina¬ 
tion  date  is  stipulated. 

Strangely  enough,  there  is  still  considerable  confusion  concerning  the  pur¬ 
poses  and  provisions  of  this  title.  Its  basic  purpose  is  to  assure  that  new  grant- 
in-aid  programs  will  he  revised  and  redirected,  as  necessary,  to  meet  growing 
and  changing  needs  which  they  were  originally  designed  to  support. 

Grants-in-aid,  as  was  noted  at  the  outset,  constitute  the  Federal  Government  s 
principal  weapon  for  accomplishing  national  legi.slative  goals  in  the  domestic 
arena,  while  at  the  same  time  maximizing  intergovernmental  cooperation  and 
reliance  on  grassroots  of  governmental  administration.  Yet,  one  perennial  criti¬ 
cism  made  of  Federal  grant  programs  is  that  once  established  they  tend  to  con¬ 
tinue  of  their  own  accord  without  substantial  modification,  even  when  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  that  prompted  their  establishment  have  changed  or  disappeared. 
The  need  for  systematic  reassessment  of  grant-in-aid  programs  is  especially  im¬ 
portant  in  a  period  of  rapid  urbanization  and  technological  cliange,  such  as  we 
are  now  experiencing. 
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Th(*  Advisory  Gomniissioii  in  its  report  on  “Periodic  Congressional  Reassess¬ 
ment  of  Grants-in-Aid  to  Slate  ami  liOcal  Governments”  (lOIJI),  and  the  Joint 
Committee  on  Congr(!Ssional  Reorganisiation  in  one  of  its  major  lindings  clearly 
underscored  the  necsl  for  this  title.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  serves  as  excellent 
complementary  legislalion  to  section  lO."  of  tin'  projiosed  Congr(!ssional  Reorgan¬ 
ization  Act  (S.  .355  and  II. R.  35!)5l  which  anthorizc's  “i-eview  analysts”  for  (Nich 
of  the  major  standing  commitlees  of  Congn-ss. 

With  reference  to  the  5-year  termination  provision,  which  has  occasioned  .so 
much  debate  and  little  agreement,  the  following  points  should  he  note<l : 

It  obviously  does  not  apply  to  those  future  grant-in-ald  iircjgrams  that 
would  hav(‘  a  t<‘rmination  date; ; 

It  would  not  ajjply  to  grants  wherein  Congress  had  waived  api»lication  of 
this  t(‘rmination  provision  ;  and 

It  would  apiily  only  to  those  grants  which  Congres.s — for  some  reason  or 
other — failed  to  designate  as  ongoing  or  short-run  programs. 

As  a  practical  matter  and  if  the  past  is  iiny  guide,  few  grants-in-aid  would 
be  affected  by  this  termination  provision.  Gur  staff  analysis  of  recently  enacted 
grant  programs  indicates  that  Congress  as  a  matter  of  cour.s(‘  now  provides 
exi)iralion  dales  for  almost  all  grant  programs.  Of  the  41  new  or  expamhal 
grant  progr.ams  (Uiacted  in  1!H;5,  all  but  thns'  contiiined  exjiiration  or  other 
limiting  jirovisions.  (The  three  include  IJSDA's  lU’ogram  for  water  woi’ks  and 
s«'wage  iilants  in  rural  areas,  and  two  programs  aulho?'iz(>d  by  (be  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1!)(i5.)  Of  the  30  major  grant-in-aid  (mactments  in  lOOti,  only 
four  contained  no  expiration  provision  (air  polhition  control  maintfuiauce,  the 
nonfood  assistance  prtjgram  under  the  Child  Nutrition  Act  of  l!»(!(i,  the  national 
trust  historical  i)reservation  legislation,  and  assistance'  for  housing  in  Alaska). 
Of  the  17  enacted  duidrig  the  (irst  sc'ssion  of  the  00th  Congre'ss  (l!Mi7l,  ordy 
one  bad  no  expiration  (erovision  (M<‘at  Inspection  Act).  Finally,  of  the  ff)ur 
jiassed  thus  far  in  this  session,  only  one  (child  welfare  services  under  the  social 
security  amendments)  lacks  such  a  provision.  We  would  like  tf)  submit  for 
the  record  a  list  of  grant-in-aid  lerograms  enacted  during  the  perif)d  1001  to 
Ajiril  1008,  showing  tin*  ('Xt(‘nt  to  which  siK'cific  f‘xi)iration  dates  have  b(>en 
I)rovided.  This  table  should  allay  the  fears  of  those*  who  view  section  503  of 
II. R.  5523  with  alariti. 

Title  VI  ;  I'his  title  (in  lI.R.  5523  and  comiennion  bills  and  title  V  of  II. R.  5525) 
constitutes  an  entirely  new  departure  from  the  ju-evious  legislatiein  and  is 
designed  to  eevercome  the  proliferation  of  Fc'deral  grant  programs  by  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  President  to  submit  to  Congress  plans  for  tin*  consolidation  of  individual 
categories  within  broad  functional  are'as.  Such  authority  would  be  subje'ct  to 
the  type  of  cemgressioiiiil  v(*to  that  pre.sently  aieplies  to  executive  reorganization 
plans. 

The  prolifer.'ition  of  Federiil  grants  has  created  serious  fi.scal  and  adminis- 
trfitive  j)roblems  at  all  levels.  It  luis  generati'd  such  difficulties  as  a  lack  of 
information  concerning  sources  of  availaf)le  funds  and  an  overlapping  and 
duplication  among  functional  programs.  The  inflexibility  of  the  many  separate 
funds  and  requirements  have  sajjped  the  capacity  of  both  administrators  ami 
elected  officials  tf)  execute  effectively,  cof)rdinate,  and  evaluatf;  grant-in-aid 
programs. 

Consolidation  then  is  a  tf)f)  iiriority  item  on  practically  everybody’s  checklist 
on  how  to  strengthen  the  grant-in-aid  system.  T’nforf unately,  consolidation  is 
far  easier  to  discuss  than  to  achif've.  Certain  encouraging  sfejis,  bf)wcvei-.  have 
been  tsiken  at  the  Federal  level  to  achieve  greater  ratif)nality  in  the  maze  f)f 
firograms  by  grant  consolidations. 

First,  umler  the  leadershii)  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Filucation,  and 
Welfare,  which  administf'rs  ai)prf)ximately  hiilf  of  the  grant  pi'ograms,  the 
Cornprf'hensive  Public  Ileaith  Planning  and  Pubiic  Ileaith  Services  iimend- 
ments  ( Partnershii)  in  Health  Act)  wf'rf*  develoiicfl  jind  subse((uent  ly  cmicted 
by  Cfuigrf'ss.  This  act  consolidates  several  previousl.v  separate  cfitegorical 
programs  and  established  a  sirigh*  autlufrizatifuj.  fipi)roi)riatif)n.  and  set  f)f 
refiuirements.  Tinder  it,  the  States  are  given  cfuisidf'riibh'  discretion  in  devel- 
f)I)ing  their  own  health  services  in  light  of  their  fiwn  six-cial  needs. 

Secffiid,  President  Johnson  in  his  .March  l!i(17  niessagf'  on  “q'bc  (jmilily  fif 
Government”  iinnounced  that  he  n'fjuested  tin*  Director  of  the  Pureau  of  (he 
Hudget  to  review  the  rangf*  of  Fedf'ral  grant-in-aid  i)rf)granis  to  determine 
iidditional  jireas  where  cf)nsf)lidat ion  slmiihl  be  taken.  Pursuant  to  this  Presi- 
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dential  directive,  top  level  HEW  oflBcials  have  been  working  with  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  in  analyzing  possibilities  of  further  consolidations  in  HEW 
administered  programs. 

Third,  this  year  two  additional  consolidating  measures  were  introduced  by 
the  administration  for  congressional  consideration :  the  proposed  Partner¬ 
ship  in  Earning  and  Learning  Act  (S.  3099  and  H.R.  15066)  and  the  proposed 
consolidation  of  the  educational  opportunity  grant,  national  defense_student 
loan,  and  work  study  programs  (sec.  402  of  S.  3098  and  H.R.  1.5067). 

To  date  then,  grant  consolidation  has  followed  the  normal  course  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  jirocess.  A  major  rationale  for  this  approach  is  that  combining  grants  in¬ 
volves  changing  varying  legislative  requirements  concerning  allocation  formulas, 
matching  ratios,  as  well  as  the  basic  responsibility  of  Congress  for  determining 
the  direction  of  Federal  funds  to  achieve  special  and  national  objectives.  The 
principal  defect.s  of  this  method  are  of  a  i)ol'tic€al  and  more  piactical  nature. 
First,  middle  management  administrators  at  both  the  State  and  Federal  levels 
frequently  are  unfriendly  to  departmental  efforts  to  consolidate  programs  which 
they  administer.  Second,  special  interests  \vhich  usually  attach  themselves  to  the 
grant  aided  functions  frequently  set  up  political  obstacles  to  congre.ssional  efforts 
whicli  threaten  to  upsot  tti6  gr<iiit-in-iiid  status  quo.  Third,  the  piactical  problems 
imposed  bv  the  complexity  and  divergent  program  goals  of  the  existing  grant 
structure  require  the  cooperation  of  program  specialists  in  both  the  executive  and 
legislative  branches  if  effective  formulation  of  workable  consolidations  is  to  be 
had  These  factors  combine  to  hinder  both  departmental  and  congiessional  en¬ 
deavors  to  achieve  grant  consolidations  through  the  normal  legislative  iwocess. 

The  approach  embodied  in  title  VI  is  j?eared  to  overcoming  some  of  these 
obstacles.  Under  it,  the  President  would  submit  grant  consolidation  plans  to 
Congress  under  jirocedures  similar  to  those  used  for  administrative  reorgaii^a- 
tion  plans  and  this  would  place  primary  responsibility  for  this  effort  in  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Office  of  the  President.  A  plan  would  become  effective  at  the  end  of  90 
calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of  Congress  following  its  transniittal.  unless 
either  House  passed  a  resolution  disapproving  the  proposed  consolidation.  Each 
plan  would  involve  a  consolidation  of  individual  programs  within  the  same 
functional  area  and  would  focus  administrative  responsibility  in  one  Fedeial 
agency,  specify  the  formula  or  formulas  for  making  the  grant,  and  describe  the 
differences  between  the  new  formula  and  those  under  each  of  the  previous  in¬ 
dividual  programs.  ,  „  ^  ^ 

Some  opponents  of  this  “reorganizational  plan  approach  have  contended  that 
it  involves  an  unconstitutional  deleg.ation  of  legislative  authority  to  the  executive 
branch.  We  are  convinced — and  various  authorities  support  us — that  the  issues 
involved  in  this  argument  differ'  in  no  respect  from  those  that  apply  to  the  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  Thus  far,  the  latter  has  been  voted  by 
Congress  on  seven  different  occasions  and  renewal  is  again  pending.  Congress 
action  then,  along  with  court  cases  upholding  the  validity  of  the  act,  clearly 
demonstrate  the  constitutionality  of  this  device. 

The  Advisory  Ooniinission  in  its  ma.ssive  study  of  fiscal  balance  in  the  Ameri¬ 
can  federal  system  recommended  a  drastic  decrease  in  the  number  of  separate 
authorizations  for  Federal  grants  and  specifically  sanctioned  the  method  set 
forth  in  this  title  as  a  means  of  furthering  this  objective. 

Title  VII ;  Title  VII  (title  VI  of  II. R.  5525  and  title  V  of  H.R.  1071S)  amends 
the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  by  stipulating  a  uniform 
procedure  for  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas  by 
the  General  Services  Administration  in  conformance,  to  the  extent  possible,  with 
local  governments’  planning  and  land  use  goals.  The  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors 
and  the  National  Lea.sue  of  Cities  have  adopted  specific  resolutions  calling  for 
this  title  and  it  is  wholly  consistent  with  the  findings  and  recommendations  in 
the  Commission  s  report  on  the  “Impact  of  Federal  Urban  Development  Programs 
on  Local  Government  Organization  a.nd  Planning.” 

Under  the  provisions  of  this  title,  the  GSA  Administrator  in  disposing  of  Fed¬ 
eral  urban  landholdings,  slmil.  to  the  extent  practicable,  give  advance  notice 
to  the  general  local  government  having  zoning  and  land-use  jurisdiction  over  the 
land  involved  in  the  proposed  transaction.  The  Administrator  is  also  directed  to 
comply,  to  the  extent  possible,  with  the  zoning  and  land-use  regulations  of  the 
local  government  affected  w'hen  acquiring  or  changing  the  use  of  any  real  prop- 
*‘rty  in  urban  areas. 
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Federal  land  acquisition  disposal  practices  in  urban  areas  clearly  have  a 
significant  impact  on  local  schools,  water  and  sewage  services,  highwavs  and 
streets,  and  other  local  governmental  functions.  At  present  there  is  no  format 
Federal  policy  with  respect  to  these  practices,  in  contrast  to  the  planning  require¬ 
ments  in  several  grant  programs  that  seek  to  strengthen  local  and  areawide 
planning  and  land-use  regulations.  The  notice  required  in  disposition  proceed¬ 
ings  would  give  local  governments  an  opportunity  to  zone  the  use  of  such  land 
in  accordance  with  local  comprehensive  jilanning  objectives.  Moreover,  the  GSA 
Administrator  in  such  proceedings,  to  the  extent  feasible,  would  furnish  any 
prospective  purchasers  with  local  pbinning  information  relating  to  zoning,  land 
use,  and  other  regulations  which  would  be  applicable  to  the  u.se  and  development 
of  the  property  offered  for  sale.  In  acquiring  or  changing  the  use  of  real  property 
in  urban  areas,  the  Administrator,  to  the  extent  practicable,  would  consider  all 
objections  made  by  the  affected  local  government  relating  to  possible  conflicts 
■R  ith  its  zoning  regulations  or  planning  objectives  and  GSA  is  required  to  com¬ 
ply  with  such  regulations  and  objectives — to  the  extent  he  determines  feasible. 
T-he  language  of  this  title  clearly  protects  the  Federal  interest  in  these  various 
proceedings.  At  the  same  time,  due  consideration  is  given  to  protecting  the  legiti¬ 
mate  planning  and  land-use  objectives  of  urban  local  governments. 

The  thrust  and  even  some  of  the  language  of  this  title  closely  resemble  legisla- 
tion  enacted  in  the  88th  Congress  establishing  similar  procedures  for  sale  or  dis¬ 
position  of  public  lands  by  the  Department  of  Interior  (78  Stat.  986)  The 
following  excerpt  from  the  regulations  issued  by  the  Department  of  Interior  on 
this  act  (Federal  Register,  Feb.  20,  196o)  demonstrate  that  the  i^rocedures 
established  in  title  VII  of  S.  698  are  both  practical  and  desirable  : 

Disposal  programs  will  be  scheduled  in  a  manner  to  make  all  actions  con¬ 
sistent  with  established  or  proposed  State  or  local  governmental  programs 
and  with  State,  county,  and  other  local  governmental  master  and  detailed 
plans.  Disposals  within  the  area  of  influence  of  growing  communities  will 
be  deferred  until  local  governmental  master  plans  have  been  adopted  and 
zoning  regulations  are  in  effect.  However,  in  the  absence  of  master  plans, 
critical  needs  in  such  areas  or  influence  may  be  met  if  such  action  appears 
imoper  to  the  authorized  officer  after  consultation  with  the  appropriate  local 
planning  and  governing  officials. 

No  less  than  90  days  before  offering  for  sale  lands  which  have  been  classi¬ 
fied  for  disposal  under  the  act  in  accordance  with  the  procedures  in  part 
2410,  the  authorized  officer  will  notify  the  head  of  the  governing  body  of 
the  political  subdivision  of  the  State  having  jurisdiction  over  zoning  in  the 
geographic  area  within  which  the  lands  are  located,  to  afford  that  body  an 
opportunity  to  zone  the  land  for  use  in  accordance  with  local  planning  and 
development. 

Furthermore,  the  testimony  on  iMarch  8.  1967.  of  :Mr.  Boyd  L.  Rasmussen. 
Director  of  Interior’s  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  before  the  U.S.  Senate 
Subcommittee  on  Public  Lands  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
would  indicate  that  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  found  that  the  local  laud- 
use  planning  requirements  of  the  Public  Sale  Act  of  1964  have  produced  salutary 
changes  in  Interior’s  iand  disposition  program  and  afforded  the  Department 
major  opportunities  to  strengthen  intergovernmental  relations  in  this  func¬ 
tional  area — an  opportunity,  it  would  seem,  that  the  Department  and  the  States 
and  counties  involved  are  using  to  good  advantage. 

Title  VIII:  This  title  (title  VII  of  H.R.  5525)  establishes  a  uniform  poiicy 
for  the  fair  and  equitable  relocation  of  persons  and  businesses  forced  to  move 
by  Federal  or  federally  assisted  programs.  With  the  exception  of  those  provi- 
.sions  relating  to  land  acquisition  which  are  now  covered  by  title  IX,  title  VIII 
is  identical  to  a  separate  bill  which  passed  the  Senate  on  July  22,  1966,  but 
failed  in  the  House. 

The  Commisison  considered  the  issue  of  Federal  relocation  policy  in  a  report, 
approved  in  January  1965,  on  “Relocation :  Unequal  Treatment  of  People  and 
Businesses  Displaced  by  Governments.”  This  report  resulted  in  the  subsequent 
introduction  of  separate  relocation  legislation  by  Congressman  Fountain,  Con¬ 
gresswoman  Dwyer,  and  others. 

The  Commission  undertook  the  study  of  relocation  when  it  became  con¬ 
cerned  over  the  reported  lack  of  uniformity  in  relocation  policies  among  and 
within  the  three  levels  of  government  and  the  resultant  inequitable  and  incon¬ 
sistent  treatment  of  those  displaced.  It  felt  that  the  problem  had  clear  inter- 
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governmental  implications,  particularly  because  the  federally  assisted  urban 
renewal  and  highway  programs  cause  most  of  the  displacemejnt  nationwide, 
and  the  displacement  occurs  mainly  in  urban  areas  where  intergovernmental 
relations  are  most  critical. 

The  heart  of  the  Commission’s  Relocation  report  was  an  analysis  of  gov¬ 
ernmental  policies  and  practices  in  relocation  current  at  that  time  at  all  three 
levels.  A  fundamental  source  of  information  was  a  questionnaire  survey  of  the 
practices  and  policies  of  cities  over  100,000  population  conducted  jointly  in  the 
summer  of  1901  by  the  Commisison  and  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  Commission  staff  worked  closely  with  the  staff  of  the  Select  Subcommittee 
on  Real  Property  Acquisition  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

The  Commission  found  that  governmental  responsibility  for  helping  displacees 
to  relocate  stems  from  two  sources:  (1)  Government’s  exercise  of  eminent 
domain  in  acquiring  real  property,  and  (2)  its  concern  for  the  economic  and 
social  welfare  of  its  citizens.  Under  the  constitutional  doctrine  of  eminent 
domain  in  the  United  States,  Government  can  force  people  to  sell  their  property. 
The  property  owner  thus  cannot  refuse  to  sell  if  he  believes  the  price  offered  is 
insufficient  to  compensate  for  all  costs  of  reestablishing  himself.  Since  the  courts 
generally  have  limited  compensation  to  the  fair  market  value  of  the  real  property 
acquired,  property  owners  and  tenants  must  look  to  the  legislature  to  be  com¬ 
pensated  for  incidental  costs  not  covered  by  the  value  of  the  real  property  taken. 

Unlike  property  owners  displaced  by  public  acquisition,  owners  displaced  by 
private  acquisition  can  hold  out  for  a  sales  price  which  will  assure  them  com¬ 
pensation  for  the  cost  of  resettling,  as  well  as  the  value  of  their  real  property. 
Tenants  in  either  case — public  or  private — have  little  protection.  Lower  income 
groups  are  usually  renters  and  find  it  most  difficult  to  rehouse  and  readjust. 

Government  for  many  years  has  had  a  policy  of  concern  for  the  economic  and 
social  opportunities  of  its  citizens.  This  concern  logically  should  include  the 
social  and  economic  effects  of  forcible  displacement,  particularly  at  this  junc¬ 
ture  in  time. 

As  a  general  principle,  therefore,  the  Commission  concluded  that  persons  and 
businesses  displaced  by  local.  State,  or  Federal  public  works  and  other  programs 
are  entitled  to  assistance  in  relocating,  and  this  entitlement  extends  to  lessees 
and  tenants  as  well  as  to  owners  of  homes  and  business  establishments. 

Nine  major  findings  arose  from  tlie  Commission  study : 

It  found  that  governmental  displacement  of  persons  and  businesses  is  substan¬ 
tial,  particularly  with  respect  to  the  federally  aided  urban  renewal,  highway  pro¬ 
grams,  and  local  code  enforcement.  Moreover,  all  indications  are  that  the  rate 
of  displacement  will  continue  to  grow.  Thus,  it  is  noteworthy  that  while  the 
House  select  subcommittee  in  1964  estimated  future  annual  displacement  of 
families  and  individuals  by  highway  departments  at  36,770  and  businesses  and 
nonprofit  organizations  at  3,876,  a  1967  study  by  the  Department  of  Transporta¬ 
tion  estimated  these  annual  figures  for  the  period  July  1967  through  .Tune  1970 
would  be  48,983  and  5,559,  respectively. 

The  Commission  discovered  great  inconsistencies  in  present  provisions  for  re¬ 
location  assistance.  These  inconsistencies  are  among  different  programs  within 
the  same  level  of  government — local.  State,  and  Federal — and  among  levels  of 
government.  They  concern  the  amount  and  scope  of  relocation  payments,  advisory 
assistance,  and  assurance  with  respect  to  availability  of  standard  housing.  Na¬ 
tionwide,  federally  aided  urban  renewal  and  highway  programs  cause  the  most 
displacement.  The  urban  renewal  program  makes  the  most  comprehensive  pro¬ 
vision  for  relocation  assistance,  but  relocation  provisions  of  the  highway  pro¬ 
gram  are  appreciably  less  equitable. 

The  effect  of  the  inconsistencies  is  felt  most  keenly  in  urban  areas  where 
programs  of  all  kinds  at  all  three  levels  of  government  most  frequently  come  to¬ 
gether — where  different  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs  displace  neigh¬ 
boring  properties.  A  homeowner  whose  property  is  taken  for  a  federally  aided 
urban  renewal  project  is  entitled  to  moving  costs  up  to  ,$200.  His  neighbor,  whose 
property  is  taken  for  a  federally  aided  highway  program,  is  entitled  to  $200, 
but  only  if  the  State  has  authorized  it.  As  of  April  this  year,  14  States  had  not 
authorized  such  payments,  and  even  among  the  States  that  have,  an  appreciable 
number  have  not  authorized  payments  up  to  the  Federal  limit,  or  not  for  tenants 
and  lessees.  A  third  homeowner  in  the  same  neighborhood  may  receive  nothing 
at  all  if  his  property  is  taken  by  Genei’al  Services  Admini.stration  for  an  office 
building.  Inconsistency  in  payment  of  business  moving  expenses  is  even  greater 
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since  the  Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  allows  business  moving  expenses  only  up 
to  .$3,000,  whereas  displacement  by  a  federally  aided  urban  renewal  project  en¬ 
titles  a  business  owner  to  as  much  as  .$2.5,000  for  moving  expenses.  Displacement 
by  GSA  would  be  without  compensation  for  moving  costs. 

The  worst  problem  in  relocating  families  and  individuals  is  the  shortage  of 
standard  substitute  housing  for  low-income  groups. 

Nonwhites  have  the  most  difficult  relocation  problem  of  all  population  groups. 
This  comes  from  their  generally  lower  economic  and  educational  status;  the  im¬ 
pact  of  urban  renewal  and  t-ode  enforcement  programs  on  neighborhoods  where 
they  are  concentrated;  and  public  ami  private  practices  that  restrict  their  access 
to  liousing. 

Large  families  and  the  elderly  present  other  special  housing  problems. 

Among  business  displacees,  small  businesses,  particularly  those  owned  and 
operated  by  the  elderly,  are  the  main  dislocation  problem.  The  typical  displaced 
small  business  is  an  independent  commercial  establishment,  a  partnership,  or  a 
proprietorship  rather  than  a  corporation.  The  elderly  generally  have  less  capital 
and  tind  it  more  difficult  to  secure  outside  financing.  They  have  little  energy  or 
spirit  to  resume  busine.ss  in  a  new  location.  Their  problem  is  most  serious  when 
they  operate  their  own  business  and  depend  on  it  for  their  livelihood.  Their 
businesses  are  usually  retail  or  personal  service  stores,  dependent  on  long-de¬ 
veloped  neighborhood  patronage. 

Advisory  assistance  is  of  growing  importance  in  the  relocation  process. 

The  relocation  process  often  discloses  the  social  and  economic  need  of  dis¬ 
placed  i)ersons,  and  thereby  offers  a  uni(iue  opportunity  for  helping  less  privi¬ 
leged  social  and  economic  groups. 

Tliree  years  have  elapsed  since  the  Commission  adopted  this  report,  but  there 
has  been  little  change  in  the  basic  conditions  it  criticized  then.  The  consequences 
of  inconsistenc.v  and  inequit.v  in  relocation  policies  and  practices  have  become 
worse,  if  anything,  because  of  the  continuing  rise  in  displacements  caused  by 
governmental  programs. 

As  already  noted,  the  Commission's  196.o  study  found  that  the  most  serious 
inequities  iii  Federal  relocation  policies  arose  because  highway  programs  cause 
about  one-third  of  the  relocation  problem  and  the  level  of  highway  assistance  and 
payments  is  substantially  below  that  of  the  major  Federal  displacing  program — 
uriian  renewal.  It  is  therefore  significant  that  a  special  1967  study  on  highway 
relocation  assistance  undertaken  by  the  Department  of  Transportation  pursuant 
to  congressional  mandate  in  Public  Law  89-.574  strongly  corroborates  the  princi¬ 
pal  findings  of  the  ACIR  stud.v.  The  DOT  study  states,  for  example  ; 

“As  the  highway  program  has  moved  forward  with  a  desirable  acceleration, 
the  problem  of  relocation  has  become  more  and  more  aggravated  and  has  affected 
more  and  more  individuals  and  businesses.  There  is  an  urgent  need  to  fashion 
a  better  solution  to  the  urban  relocation  problem  than  has  existed  heretofore. 

“This  is  not  a  problem  peculiar  to  the  highway  program  alone.  It  is  equally  as 
acute  in  urban  renewal,  public  building,  construction,  reclamation  projects,  and 
other  public  improvement  programs.  In  fact,  to  the  extent  po.ssible,  a  generally 
uniform  approach  to  the  solution  of  the  relocation  assistance  problem  seems  indi¬ 
cated.” 

In  summarizing  the  results  of  consultations  with  urban  officials  throughout  the 
country,  the  DOT  report  states  ; 

“The  problem  most  frequently  mentioned  at  over  80  percent  of  the  meetings 
was  the  disparity  of  moving  cost  payments  allowed  under  urban  renewal  policy. 
Federal-aid  highway  policy,  and  State  legislative  policies. 

“The  second  problem  most  frequently  referred  to  was  the  lack  of  uniformity 
of  the  many  relocation  assistance  procedures  within  the  large  urbanized  areas. 
There  were  differences  in  payments,  time  element,  administrative  practices,  plan¬ 
ning,  eligibility  rules,  etc. 

“Still  another  problem  mentioned  was  the  low  income  of  the  minority  groups 
displaced,  which  in  turn  created  difficulty  or  in  many  cases  inability  to  relocate  to 
decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  housing  units  without  welfare-type  assistance  *  *  *. 

“Uniformity  in  relocation  procedures  and  moving  payment  was  the  most  empha¬ 
sized  recommendation  at  the  majority  of  the  meetings.  The  lack  of  uniformity 
of  the  many  governmental  agencies  created  some  bitterness  and  disillusionment 
in  the  large  urban  areas  where  several  different  programs  were  in  operation  at 
the  same  time.” 

The  findings  of  the  Commission’s  1965  report  are  confirmed  almost  daily  by 
reports  in  the  news  media  of  public  confusion  and  outrage  at  inequitable  reloca¬ 
tion  policies. 
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On  the  basis  of  its  findings,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  made  14  recommendations  for  local,  State,  and  Federal  action  to  meet 
the  problems  of  persons  displaced  by  governments.  The  recommendations  fell 
under  six  major  headings:  {a)  uniformity  of  relocation  advisory  assistance  and 
payments;  (b)  assignment  of  responsibility  for  determining  relocation  pay¬ 
ments;  (c)  assurance  of  the  availability  of  standard  housing  for  displaced 
people;  (d)  financing  of  relocation  costs;  (e)  modifications  of  related  Federal 
programs  to  ease  the  relocation  process ;  and  (/)  local  organization,  technical 
assistance,  and  planning  for  relocation.  For  Federal  action,  it  recommended  : 

1.  That  the  Congress  establish  a  uniform  policy  of  relocation  payments 
and  advisory  assistance  for  persons  and  busines.ses  displaced  by  direct  Fed¬ 
eral  programs  and  by  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs,  and  that  the  President 
direct  that  the  necessary  steps  be  taken  to  formulate  uniform  regulations 
for  carrying  out  such  a  policy. 

2.  The  Congress  should  require  that  State  and  local  governments  admin¬ 
istering  Federal  grant  programs  assure  the  availability  of  standard  hous¬ 
ing  before  proceeding  with  any  property  acquisition  that  displaces  people. 
This  requirement  should  be  at  least  comparable  to  that  in  Federal  urban 
renewal  legislation,  assuring  that  («)  there  is  a  feasible  method  for  tem¬ 
porary  relocation  of  displaced  families  and  individuals,  and  that  (b)  there 
are  or  are  being  provided  standard  housing  units  within  their  financial 
means  and  in  areas  reasonably  accessible  to  their  places  of  emplo.vment. 

3.  With  respect  to  financing  relocation  payments  under  federally  assisted 
programs,  the  full  costs  of  payments  to  any  person  for  relocating  a  family, 
and  the  costs  of  payments  up  to  ,‘f!2.'5,000  to  any  person  relocating  a  business, 
should  be  completely  reimbursed  by  the  Federal  Government ;  and  the  costs 
of  business  relocation  payments  in  excess  of  that  amount  should  be  shared 
on  the  basis  of  the  cost-sharing  formula  governing  the  particular  program. 

4.  The  Small  Business  Administration  Act  should  be  broadened  to  au¬ 
thorize  disaster  loans  to  small  business  concerns  («)  that  suffer  substan¬ 
tial  economic  injury  as  a  result  of  a  construction  program  conducted  by 
State  and  local  government;  or  tb)  that  are  adversely  affected  but  not 
actually  displaced  by  Government  property  takings. 

5.  The  exectitive  branch  should:  (o)  authorize  and  encourage  all  Federal 
agencies  causing  displacements  in  urban  areas  to  centralize  in  a  single  local 
agency  in  each  major  urban  jurisdiction,  through  formal  or  informal  agree¬ 
ment,  responsibility  for  administering  relocation  planning,  payments,  and 
services;  and  (b)  require  all  displacing  agencies  to  give  advance  notice 
at  the  earliest  practicable  time  to  local  units  of  general  government  of  any 
construction  programs  which  will  cause  displacement. 

Title  VIII  of  H.R.  6523  and  companion  bills  (title  VII  in  H.R.  .6.62,6)  would 
carry  out  these  recommendations.  Basically,  it  would  establish  a  uniform  policy 
of  relocation  payments  and  advisory  assistance  for  persons  and  businesses  dis¬ 
placed  by  Federal  direct  and  grant-in-aid  programs.  Thus,  under  section  802 
heads  of  Federal  agencies  are  required  to  make  relocation  payments  in  direct 
Federal  programs  causing  displacement,  stich  as  GSA.  the  Post  Office  Depart¬ 
ment,  or  the  Defense  Department,  in  accordance  with  regulations  established  by 
the  President.  Section  80.3  requires  the  same  agencies  to  provide  relocation  assist¬ 
ance  programs  and  specifies  that  these  include  (a)  determining  needs  for  assist¬ 
ance,  (b)  assuring  the  availability  of  standard  housing  within  a  reasonable  period 
of  time  prior  to  displacement,  (c)  assisting  businesses  and  farm  operators  in 
relocating,  (d)  suppl.ving  information  regarding  FHA,  SB  A,  and  other  assistance 
programs,  (e)  helping  in  minimizing  readjustment  problems,  and  (/)  coordinat¬ 
ing  relocation  with  other  project  activities  and  governmental  activities  in  the 
community  or  nearby  areas.  This  section  also  broadens  the  Small  Business  Admin¬ 
istration  Act  to  authorize  disaster  loans  to  small  concerns  that  sufl"er  substantial 
economic  injury  from  construction  conducted  by  State  and  local  governments  or 
that  are  adversely  affected  but  not  actually  displaced  by  Government  propertv 
takings. 

Section  807  extends  the  requirements  of  sections  802  and  803  with  respect  to 
payments  and  advisory  assistance  to  federally  assisted  programs  conducted  by 
State  and  local  governments. 

Section  807(b)  is  in  accord  with  the  Commission  recommendation  that  the 
Federal  Government  fully  reimburse  State  and  local  governments  for  relocation 
payments  up  to  $25,000  in  federally  aided  programs  and  on  a  formula  cost-shar- 
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ing  basis  for  any  portion  above  $25,000  per  di.splacement.  The  Federal  reimburse¬ 
ment  would  be  contingent  on  the  State  or  local  agency’s  agreeing  to  provide  relo¬ 
cation  payments  and  advisory  assistance  as  prescribed  by  Federal  law  and 
regulations. 

Finally,  section  805(c)  follows  the  Commission  recommendation  that  the 
executive  branch  encourage  Federal  agencies  causing  displacements  in  urban 
areas  to  centralize  in  each  major  urban  jurisdiction  responsibility  for  relocation 
administration.  It  provides  that  the  President  may  require  any  Federal  agency 
to  carry  out  its  relocation  functions  by  entering  into  contracts  or  agreements 
with  any  State  or  local  agency  for  use  of  its  relocation  facilities,  personnel,  and 
services. 

To  sum  up,  the  Commission’s  recommendations  are  precisely  in  accord  with 
those  in  title  VIII  with  respect  to  («)  uniformity  among  Federal  and  federally 
assisted  programs  concerning  relocation  payments  and  advisory  assistance,  (&) 
assurance  of  provision  of  a  supply  of  standard  housing  for  those  displaced,  (c) 
Federal  reimbursement  for  relocation  expenses  in  federally  aided  programs,  and 
(d)  Federal  encouragement  of  coordination  of  relocation  administration  in  major 
urban  areas. 

A  relevant  question  is :  What  would  be  the  cost  to  the  Federal  Government  of 
the  proposed  provisions  for  relocation  payments  compared  to  the  cost  of  pres¬ 
ent  provisions?  It  is  extremely  difficult  to  make  an  estimate  because  of  the  lack 
of  recent  data  on  displacement  of  people  and  businesses  by  programs  other  than 
the  HUD  and  highway  programs,  and  on  the  number  of  displacees  likely  to  be 
eligible  for  the  $1,000  adjustment  payments  for  families  and  the  $1,000  and  $5,000 
relocation  payments  for  farmers  and  bu.sinesses,  respectively. 

Within  these  limitations,  it  is  our  very  rough  estimate  that  the  cost  to  the 
Federal  Government  for  fiscal  year  1967  under  title  VIII  of  H.R.  552.3  would 
have  been  about  $79  million,  compared  to  an  estimated  $40  million  cost  under 
existing  relocation  payments  provisions.  Of  the  total  increase  of  about  $.39  mil¬ 
lion,  about  $29  million  is  attributable  to  the  highway  program,  resulting  from 
extension  of  coverage  from  33  (in  fiscal  year  1967)  to  50  States,  liberalization 
of  relocation  payments,  and  the  proposed  increase  in  the  Federal  share  of  re¬ 
location  payments  from  90  i)ercent  of  interstate  roads  and  50  percent  on  pri¬ 
mary  and  secondary  roads  up  to  100  percent  for  all  payments  of  $25,000  or  less. 

Another  $8  million  of  the  total  increase  would  be  for  the  HUD  programs, 
again  reflecting  liberalization  of  relocation  payments  provisions.  The  remainder 
of  the  estimated  increase  is  accounted  for  by  liberalized  payments  by  the  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers,  and  initiation  of  payments  by  four  Federal  agencies  not 
now  reimbursing  for  relocation  expenses :  GSA,  the  International  Boundary  and 
Water  Commission,  the  Post  Office  Department,  and  TVA. 

In  conclusion,  we  should  note  that  in  its  report  the  Advisory  Commission  also 
urged  States  to  adopt  uniform  relocation  policies  to  govern  strictly  State-local 
activities.  An  increasing  number  of  States  in  recent  years  have  acted  to  establish 
consistent  relocation  practices  within  their  borders,  including  the  payment 
of  relocation  costs.  As  early  as  .Tune  1964,  the  Pennsylvania  Legislature  author¬ 
ized  payments  of  relocation  moving  costs  as  part  of  the  State’s  first  compre¬ 
hensive  eminent  doman  act  applicable  to  all  property  takings  by  State  and 
local  agencies  (Laws  of  Pennsylvania.  Act  No.  6,  1964).  The  Pennsylvania  law 
provides  that  “ju.st  compensation”  shall  consist  of  the  fair  market  value  of  the 
real  property  taken,  plus  such  other  damages  as  provided  in  the  law. 

The  latter  include  the  following  and  are  payable  to  both  owners  and  tenants 
of  real  property;  (1)  reasonable  expenses  of  removal,  transportation,  and  in¬ 
stallation  of  machinery,  equipment,  or  fixtures,  not  to  exceed  $25,000  and  in 
no  ca.se  to  exceed  the  market  value;  (2)  business  dislocation  damages,  where  it 
is  shown  that  the  business  cannot  be  relocated  without  substantial  loss  of  patron¬ 
age — payments  may  be  no  more  than  $5,(X)0  and  no  less  than  $250;  (3)  moving 
expenses  for  personal  propert.v  other  than  machinery,  equipment,  or  fixtures, 
not  to  exceed  the  market  value  of  the  personal  property. 

In  1965,  the  General  Court  of  llassachTisetts  passed  a  taw  requiring  payment 
of  moving  expenses  of  up  to  $2(X)  to  families  and  individuals  and  up  to  $.3,000 
to  bu-sinesses  when  displaced  by  agencies  that  exercise  the  power  of  eminent 
domain  (Acts  1965,  C.  790).  Any  propo.sed  acquisition  involving  displacement  of 
occupants  of  more  than  five  dwelling  units  or  more  than  five  business  units  may 
not  proceed  until  the  central  bureau  of  relocaton  in  the  State  department  of  com- 
mei’ce  and  development  has  approved  a  relocation  agency  and  a  relocation  plan 
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for  the  project.  The  relocation  plan  must  include  evidenc-e  of  “the  availability 
of  safe,  decent,  sanitary  housing  and  commercial  buildings  within  the  means  of 
occupants  to  be  displaced,’’  and  a  program  for  relocation  of  the  occupants. 

In  1967,  the  New  Jersey  Legislature  passed  an  act  (Public  Laws  1967,  C.  79) 
requiring  any  State  agency  or  local  government  causing  displacement  to  pay 
relocation  costs  of  up  to  $200  for  individuals  and  families,  $3,000  for  businesses 
and  nonprofit  organizations,  and  $4,000  for  farm  operations.  It  assigned  to  the 
(>)mmissioner  of  the  Department  of  Community  Affairs  re.siwnsibility  for  cer¬ 
tifying  that  displacing  agencies  have  workable  relocation  assistance  programs 
ill  effect  before  forcing  anyone  to  move. 

Last  year,  the  Connecticut  Legislature  created  a  department  of  community 
affairs  and  assigned  it  important  relocation  responsibilities,  including  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  grants-in-aid  for  relocation  payments  made  hy  localities  (Public 
Act  522,  laws  1967,  sec.  24).  The  commissioner  of  the  department  is  authorized 
to  give  such  aid  to  municipalities  for  relocation  payments  up  to  $250  for  any 
individual  or  family  and  up  to  $25,000  for  any  business  concern  or  farm. 

Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs,  however,  cau.se  the  great  bulk  of 
relocation  traceable  to  governmental  action.  It  ill  becomes  the  Federal 
Government  then  to  lag  behind  the  States  in  treating  fairly  those  on  whom  it 
inflicts  hardship  by  its  many  property-taking  activities.  This  is  one  more  reason 
the  Commission  believes  a  uniform  and  equitable  policy  of  relwation  assistance 
as  provided  in  title  VIII  of  H.R.  5523  and  H.R.  .5524  is  long  overdue. 

Title  IX  ;  This  title  of  H.R.  552.3  and  companion  hills  (title  VllI  in  II. R.  5525) 
establishes  a  uniform  policy  on  land  aciiuisition  practices  used  in  Federal  and 
federally  assisted  development  programs,  and  complements  the  previous  reloca¬ 
tion  title. 

In  recent  years,  there  have  been  growing  complaints  concerning  the  equity 
of  Government  agency  land  acquisition  practices,  the  adeijuacy  of  traditional 
standards  of  compensation,  and  the  sufficiency  of  assistance  to  persons  adversely 
affected  by  Federal  direct  or  federally  assisted  public  improvement  programs. 
These  problems  have  been  largely  treated  on  a  piecemeal  basis,  with  consequent 
inconsistency  among  areas  covered  and  inequity  for  those  not  covered.  As  a 
result,  bills  were  introduced  in  Congress  as  earl.v  as  the  85th  Congress  propos¬ 
ing  an  independent  commission  to  make  a  comprehensive  study  of  all  aspects  of 
the  land  acquisition  and  relocation  problems.  One  bill  to  establish  such  a  com¬ 
mission  %vas  introduced  in  the  86th  and  87th  Congresses  by  Senator  John  Spark¬ 
man,  then  chairman  of  the  Housing  Subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Ranking  and 
Currency  Committee.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  supported  the  objective  of  the 
commission  but  suggested  that  the  study  be  conducted  within  the  legislative 
branch.  This  proposal  was  adopted  when  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works 
established  the  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Property  Acquisition  in  1961.  After 
3  years  of  intensive  study,  the  subcommittee  in  December  1964  filed  its  report, 
“Study  of  Compensation  and  Assistance  for  Persons  Affected  by  Real  Property 
Acquisition  in  Federal  and  Federally  Assisted  Programs.”  Its  recommendations 
w'ere  introduced  in  the  89th  Congress  as  S.  1201  by  Senator  Sparkman  and  in 
the  House  as  H.R.  3421  (Representative  Johnson  of  California),  H.R.  6559 
Representative  Bingham),  and  H.R.  6.580  (Representative  St  Germain). 

Because  of  its  provisions  on  relocation.  S.  1201  was  linked  with  S.  1681  and 
referred  to  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  which 
held  hearings  on  both  bills  in  early  summer,  1965.  At  the  suggestion  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget,  nearly  every  Federal  agency  which  testified  or  submitted 
a  statement  requested  more  time  to  study  the  land  acquisition  provisions  of 
S.  1201,  so  that  attention  was  focused  on  the  relocation  provisions.  S.  1681 
eventually  passed  the  Senate  and  included  three  land  acquisition  provisions 
paralleling  subsections  402(1),  402(2),  and  402(3)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1965, 
which  also  conformed  to  three  provisions  of  title  I  of  S.  1201.  Following  Senate 
action  on  S.  1681,  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  re¬ 
ceived  detailed  reports  from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  other  agencies  on 
the  land  acquisition  provisions  of  S.  1201. 

Title  IX  of  H.R.  5523  (and  all  companion  measures  except  H.R.  5.525,  wherein 
it  appears  as  title  VIII)  incorporates  the  three  land  acquisition  proposals  that 
formerly  appeared  as  section  10  of  S.  1681,  plus  other  land  acquisition  provi¬ 
sions  adapted  from  sections  101-106  and  112  of  S.  1201.  In  effect,  this  title  repre¬ 
sents  the  first  attempt  by  the  Federal  Government  to  establish  a  uniform  policy 
on  land  acquisition  practices  covering  both  Federal  and  federally  assisted  de¬ 
velopment  programs. 
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establishes  uniform  standards  to  guide  the  land  acquisition  prac¬ 
tices  of  Federal  agencies.  It  requires  that — 

Every  land  acquisition  agency  make  every  reasonable  effort  to  acquire 
property  by  negotiation  rather  than  condemnation  ; 

Appraisals  be  made  before  initiation  of  negotiations ; 

Ihe  lederal  agency  establish  a  fair  and  reasonable  purchase  price  before 
the  start  of  negotiations  and  make  a  prompt  offer  to  acquire  at  that  price- 

Ao  owner  be  required  to  surrender  possession  of  his  property  before  the 
Federal  agency  pays  the  agreed  purchase  price  or  deposits  with  the  court 
an  amount  not  less  than  the  appraised  fair  value  or  the  amount  of  the  con¬ 
demnation  award ; 

Xo  occupant  be  required  to  move  without  at  least  !)()  days'  written  notice; 
.  „  ^  ederal  agency  permit  a  property  owner  to  remove  an  improvement 

if  it  IS  not  required  by  the  agency ; 

lenants  of  property  acquired  by  the  Government  not  be  charged  rent 
above  a  fair  rental  value  ;  ^ 

federal  agencies  not  advance  the  time  of  condemnation  or  defer  the 
condemnation  or  deposit  of  funds  in  order,  to  pressure  the  owner  to  aaree 
on  a  price  for  his  property  ; 

If  property  is  to  be  acquired  by  eminent  domain,  the  Federal  agenev  in¬ 
stitute  formal  condemnation  proceedings ; 

If  the  acquisition  of  only  part  of  a  property  would  leave  the  owner  with 

agency  acquire  the  entire  property  ;  and 

Ihe  I  ederal  agency  take  into  account  human  considerations  in  .setting  the 
boundaries  of  a  proposed  public  improveineiit. 

In  brief  thi.s  .section  makes  it  clear  that  the  Congre.ss  de.sires  that  miblic 
agency  policies  and  procedures  for  the  acquisition  of  real  property  shoukl  be 
toi  and  consistent,  and  should  be  directed  to  giving  the  property  owner  the  full 
measure  of  compensation  authorized  by  law  promptly,  with  a  minimuin  of  n 
convenience  and  without  forcing  him  to  prolong  negotiations  or  to  coX  litiga- 

i  wortsX  S  S  or  most  of  these  procedures  aL  thiir 

abXe  Congress)  indicated  they  could  abide  by  all  of  the 

Section  902  directs  that  “fair  market  value”  be  paid  as  compensation  for 
purchase  or  condemnation.  Section  903  requires  that  a  Federal  Sency  which 
takes  land  or  an  interest  in  land  mu.st  take  a  similar  interest  in  any  improve¬ 
ment  that  IS  part  of  the  real  property.  It  also  provides  a  uniform  standard  for 
determining  whether  a  structure  or  other  improvement  is  a  part  of  the  real 
property.  Section  903  further  provides  for  equal  treatment  of  property  ownLs 
and  te^nts  with  respect  to  buildings  and  structures  on  land  taken. 

Section  904  authorizes  Federal  agencies  to  reimburse  property  owners  for 
reasonable  and  necessary  expenses  incidental  to  transferring  title  to  real  prop¬ 
er  v  r  recognizes  the  inequity  in  taking  private  p?Sp- 

rty  for  public  use  and  requiring  the  owner,  who  may  be  unwilling  to  sell  to 
incur  expense  in  order  to  transfer  title.  ’ 

Section  905  applies  to  federally  assisted  programs  key  elements  of  the  propertv 
acquisition  policies  and  procedures  for  direct  Federal  programs  set  forth  in 
sections  901  through  904.  Specifically,  it  states  that  State  or  local  agencies  may 
not  receive  Federal  aid  for  acquisition  of  real  property  unless  they  agree  to  • 
Acquire  by  negotiated  purchase  rather  than  condemnation  when  reasonably 
feasible ;  give  90  days  advance  written  notice  to  vacate ;  and  establish  a  price 
rmgotiation  and  make  a  prompt  offer  to  acquire  the  propertv 
at  that  full  price.  Further,  beginning  in  1970,  such  agreements  must  also  include 
provision  that  the^  State  Agency :  will  pay  the  agreed  purcha.se  price 
make  available  to  the  owner  75  percent  of  the  appraised  fair  value  of  the  prop¬ 
erty  ,  or  deposit  or  pay  the  final  amount  of  the  condemnation  award  •  will  dis¬ 
regard  any  decreases  in  market  value  caused  by  preliminary  administrative 
actions  or  public  announcements  of  a  proposed  public  improvement  -  and  will 
assure  equal  treatment  of  property  owners  and  tenants  in  regard  to  improve¬ 
ments  owned  by  the  tenant.  The  latter  effective  date  of  this  provision  is  in 
recognition  of  the  fact  that  some  State  and  local  government  agencies  cannot 
legally  or  practicably  comply  without  first  obtaining  appropriate  authorizina 
legislation.  ^ 

The  requirements  under  section  905  for  preferring  negotiation  to  condemnation 
for  90  days’  notice,  and  for  prompt  payment  of  the  negotiated,  appraised,  or 
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condemnation  price,  already  apply  to  certain  acquisitions  financed  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  pursuant  to  1965  legislation,  as  noted 
earlier. 

To  grasp  the  significance  of  achieving  a  more  uniform  and  fair  property 
acquisition  policy,  one  need  only  examine  the  anticipated  annual  scale  of  future 
property  acquisitions  under  direct  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs,  as 
estimated  by  the  House  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Property  Acquisition  in 
its  1964  report : 

MAGNITUDE  OF  FUTURE  PROPERTY  ACQUISITIONS,  ANNUAL  BASIS  (ESTIMATE) 


Acreage  Compensation  Ownerships 
payments 


1,204,700  $214,400,000  30,660 

523,100  1,403,900,000  152,340 

1,727,800  $1,618,300,000  183,000 


The  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  believes  these  fig¬ 
ures  argue  eloquently  for  a  serious  effort  by  the  Federal  Government  to  bring 
order  and  equity  to  its  property  acquisition  policies,  and  that  title  IX,  largely 
based  on  the  exliaustive  study  of  the  House  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Property 
Acquisition,  is  just  such  an  effort.  Not  to  be  overlooked  is  the  fact  this  title’s 
provisions  are  essentially  in  accord  with  the  reports  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Department  of  Defense,  Department  of  Interior,  and  General  Services  Admini¬ 
stration  on  S.  1201  (89th  Congress). 

Mr.  Blatnik.  Governor,  we  have  a  quorum  call  ou  the  floor  uow.  We 
rarely  have  a  quorum  call  this  early.  We  thought  we  had  another  half 
hour.  I  have  some  questions  and  I  know  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  has 
several  questions.  'VVhat  is  your  schedule '?  Would  you  be  able  to  be  here 
tomorrow?  Don’t  alter  any  program  or  schedule  you  may  already 
have. 

Mr.  Bryant.  My  plans  do  not  call  for  me  to  be  here,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  regret  to  say. 

Mr.  Colman  could  be  here. 

]\Ir.  Blatniic.  If  Mr.  Colman  could  be  here,  that  would  be  satis¬ 
factory. 

IVe  also  have  more  questions  of  Mr.  Hughes,  who  has  been  extremely 
helpful. 

Mr.  Hughes.  I  could  be  here  tomorrow  if  you  wish,  as  far  as  I  know, 
INIr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  think  it  would  be  very  valuable  to  have  Governor 
Bryant’s  vast  experience  in  the  field  of  administration  at  the  State  and 
community  levels;  but  I  concur  with  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I 
wouldn’t  want  him  to  change  any  of  his  plans. 

If  the  Director  of  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Kelations  can  be  on  hand  tomorrow,  along  with  INIr.  Hughes,  that 
would  be  very  helpful. 

Mr.  Hughes.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  make  just  one  other  com¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  the  additional  matters  that  Governor  Bryant 
referred  to,  the  relocation  assistance,  land  acquisition  policy,  and 
the  grant  consolidation  matter — we  dealt  with  these  in  a  rather  de¬ 
tailed  letter  of  June  10,  which  I  believe  the  committee  has,  and  I  think 
you  might  wish  to  consider  placing  that  in  the  record. 

As  a  general  comment,  we  favor  the  olTiectives  of  each  of  these  titles 
of  the  various  bills;  and  beyond  that,  subject  to  the  amendments  that 
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are  detailed  in  that  letter,  we  would  favor  the  specifics  of  the 
l)rovisioiis. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  You  do? 

Mr.  Hughes.  Subject  to  certain  amendments  wliich  are  detailed  in 
that  June  10  letter. 

Mr.  Blatxik.  I  have  read  the  letter  of  June  10,  and  it  shall  appear 
in  tlie  record  at  this  point.  It  makes  a  very,  very  strong  case  for  im¬ 
portant  areas;  certainly  for  some  form  of  congressional  oversight 
and  review. 

(The  letter  referred  to  follows:) 

Executive  Office  of  the  Pkesident, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  10, 1968. 

Hon.  William  L.  Dawson, 

Chainnan,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  ;  This  report  is  in  response  to  your  requests  for  our  views 
on  a  number  of  intergovernmental  cooi>eratiou  acts ;  namely,  H.R.  599,  624,  2049, 
4271,  5522,  5523,  5524,  5525,  5526,  5527,  5770,  8071,  8194,  8969,  9154,  and  16718. 

The  Bureau  will  be  testifying  on  H.R.  16718  on  Wednesday,  June  12,  1968, 
which  is  a  bill  “To  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities 
among  the  levels  of  Government  in  order  to  improve  the  operation  of  our  Federal 
system  in  an  increasingly  complex  society  to  improve  the  administration  of 
grants  to  the  States,  to  permit  provision  of  reimbursable  technical  services  to 
State  and  local  government,  to  establish  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy 
and  administration  of  grants  and  loans  for  urban  development,  to  provide  for 
the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  in  conformity  with  local  goverimient  programs,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

At  the  hearings  we  will  give  our  views  on  the  four  substantive  titles  of  H.R. 
16718.  The  other  bills  include  these  titles  together  with  provisions  for :  reloca¬ 
tion  assistance,  uniform  land  acquisition  policy,  and  consolidation  of  grant-in- 
aid  programs. 

Relocation  Assistance 

A  number  of  the  bills  on  which  we  are  reporting  in  this  letter  contain  reloca¬ 
tion  assistance  provisions.  These  titles  would  establish  a  uniform  policy  for 
the  fair  and  equitable  treatment  of  owners,  tenants,  and  other  persons  displaced 
by  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs 
or  by  related  activity  in  public  improvement  programs.  This  policy  would  be  as 
uniform  as  practicable  as  to  (1)  relocation  payments,  (2)  advisory  assistance. 

1 3)  assurance  of  availability  of  standard  housing,  and  (4)  Federal  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  relocation  payments  under  federally  assisted  programs. 

The  House  I’ublic  Works  Committee’s  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Property 
Acqui.sition  issued  a  staff  report  in  1965  which  clearly  documents  the  case,  that  the 
Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  are  falling  far  short  of  equity  in  treatment 
of  those  dhsplaced  by  governmental  program!?.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  favors 
enactment  of  legislation  which  would  minimize  inequities  which  exist  when  land 
is  acquired  for  use  in  a  Federal  or  federally  assisted  program. 

Generally,  these  titles  would  e.stablish  a  workable,  uniform  system  for  fair  and 
equitable  treatment  of  individuals  displaced  by  acquisition  of  real  property  in 
Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs.  However,  in  an  effort  to  improve  the  re¬ 
location  program,  we  have  formulated  a  number  of  recommendations  and  also 
offer  some  technical  suggestions.  For  purposes  of  facilitation,  we  will  limit  our 
comments  to  title  Til  of  H.R.  5525. 

Section  702(b)  of  this  bill  provides  that  under  certain  circumstances,  a  dis¬ 
placed  person  who  moves  or  discontinues  his  business  may  elect  to  accept  an  op¬ 
tional  payment  of  up  to  $5,000.  We  understand  that  the  intent  of  this  optional 
payment  is  to  cover  both  (1)  the  cost  of  moving  and  (2)  a  readjustment  allow¬ 
ance  payment  to  assist  small  businesses  in  making  up  for  the  economic  impact  of 
displacement.  If  this  is  in  fact  the  intent,  we  recommend  that  section  702(b)  be 
revi.sed  to  treat  these  two  purposes  more  clearly  by  providing  for  two  separate  pay¬ 
ments  ;  one  for  actual  moving  expenses  and  one  for  economic  readjustment.  Ac- 
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cordingly,  section  702(b)  should  be  amended  as  follows:  Delete  the  first  sentence 
in  section  702(b)  beginning  on  line  19  with  “If”  and  ending  on  line  25  with 
“lesser.”  Substitute  the  following  for  this  sentence :  “In  addition  to  the  payment 
authorized  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  an  additional  payment  is  authorized 
for  any  displaced  person  who  moves  or  discontinues  his  business  provided  th(> 
average  annual  net  earnings  of  the  business  are  less  than  .$10,000  per  year.  This 
payment  shall  be  in  an  amount  equal  to  the  average  annual  net  earnings  of  th(> 
business  or  .$2,500,  whichever  is  the  lesser.” 

Section  702(c)(3)  provides  that  .should  a  displaced  person  who  moves  from 
a  dwelling  select  an  optional  payment  in  lieu  of  reimbursement  for  fair  and  rea¬ 
sonable  expenses  as  provided  by  702(a),  he  would  receive  .$.300  in  addition  to  the 
allowances  provided  by  702(c)  (1)  and  702(c)  (2)  if  he  purcha.ses  a  dwelling  for 
purpose  of  residence  within  1  year  from  the  date  of  actual  displacement.  This 
payment  would  be  made  only  if  the  displaced  person  selects  the  optional  payment. 
We  would  like  to  invite  the  committee’s  consideration  of  whether  or  not  this 
payment  .should  also  be  made  to  a  displaced  person  who  elects  to  receive  fair  and 
reasonable  relocation  payments  as  provided  by  section  702  ( a ) . 

The  provisions  of  title  VII  of  H.R.  .5525  fail  to  recognize  the  problem  of  the 
owner-cK-cupant  of  real  property  which  is  ac(iuired,  but  for  w’hich  the  fair  market 
value  paid  is  not  sufficient  to  enable  the  previous  owner  to  obtain  a  decent,  safe, 
and  sanitary  dwelling  adequate  in  size  to  meet  his  needs.  This  most  fre<iuently 
occurs  as  a  result  of  the  private  market  no  longer  producing  a  significant  volume 
of  new  housing  in  the  price  ranges  comparable  to  that  being  acquired  under  Fed¬ 
eral  and  federally  assisted  programs.  Accordingly,  we  invite  the  committee’s  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  following  amendment  to  be  imserted  as  subsection  702(f),  with 
the  present  subsection  (f)  redesignated  (g). 

“(f)(1)  In  addition  to  amounts  otherwise  authorized,  the  head  of  such 
Federal  agency  may  make  a  payment  to  the  owner  of  real  property  which  is 
acquired  for  the  project  and  which  is  improved  by  a  .single-  or  two-family 
dwelling  occupied  by  the  owner  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  1  year  prior  to 
the  initiation  of  negotiations  for  the  acquisition  of  such  property.  Such  pay¬ 
ment,  not  to  exceed  $5,000,  shall  be  an  amount  which,  when  added  to  the 
acquisition  payment,  equals  the  average  price  required  for  a  decent,  safe,  and 
sanitary  dwelling  of  mode.st  standards  adquate  in  size  to  occommodate  the 
displaced  owner,  reasonably  accessible  to  public  services  and  places  of  em¬ 
ployment  and  available  on  the  private  market :  Provided,  That  such  payment 
shall  be  made  only  to  a  displaced  owner  who  purchases  and  occupies  a  dwell¬ 
ing  within  1  year  subsequent  to  the  date  on  which  he  is  required  to  move 
from  the  dwelling  acquired  for  the  project. 

“(2)  The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  shall  make  the 
determination  under  this  subsection  on  the  prices  prevailing  in  the  locality 
for  dwellings  meeting  the  requirements  of  paragraph  (1)  above  for  all  agen¬ 
cies  making  such  payments.” 

Section  702(f)  of  H.R.  5525  would  make  all  functions  performed  under  section 
702  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  June  11,  1946,  and  judicial  review.  The 
Department  of  Justice  and  the  major  real  property  acquiring  agencies  advise  that 
this  provision  would  unneces.sarily  burden  property  acquiring  agencies  with  the 
expense  of  making  a  record  upon  which  defense  of  their  determinations  may  be 
based  and  will  add  to  the  litigation  load  of  the  Department  of  .Justice.  Further¬ 
more,  it  appears  that  under  section  702(f)  only  the  publication,  public  insi)ection, 
and  judicial  review  provisions  of  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act  would  be  ap¬ 
plicable,  although  the  “all  functions  performed  under  this  section”  language  car¬ 
ries  the  implication  that  administrative  determinations  must  be  made  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  all  the  requirements  of  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act.  In  the 
latter  circunnstances  the  expen.se  to  agencies  would  be  considerable,  and  delays  in 
m^ing  payments  would  detract  from  some  of  the  intended  benefits  of  the  bill. 

4.V,  t  purpose  of  section  702(f)  is  to  give  recognition  to  the  principle 

tnat  the  payments  authorized  by  section  702  should  be  viewed  as  rightful  com- 
pensation  of  persons  displaced  by  Federal  programs.  The  need  for  this  provision 
would  appear  to  be  more  theoretical  than  practical. 

The  Department  of  Defen.se  advises  that  during  15  years  it  has  administered 
thousands  of  applications  for  payments  for  relocation  costs  under  its  broad  au- 
thority  (10  U.S.C.  2680)  with  a  negligible  number  of  apjieals  from  displaced 
individuals  to  the  Department.  We  believe  that  the  objective  of  this  provision 
can  be  achieved  by  making  clear  that  the  provisions  of  section  702  as  regards 
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relocation  payments  would  represent  congressional  i)olicy  and  that  the  heads  of 
agencies  would  be  responsible  for  its  faithful  execution.  For  the  language  now 
in  section  702(f)  we  recommend  substituting  : 

“Any  i>erson  aggrieved  by  a  determination  as  to  eligibility  for  a  payment 
authorized  by  this  section,  or  the  amount  of  a  payment,  may  have  his  appli¬ 
cation  reviewed  by  the  head  of  the  agency,  whose  determination  shall  be 
tinal,  and  no  provision  of  this  section  sliaM  be  construed  to  give  any  person 
a  cau.se  of  action  in  any  court.” 

Section  703(a)  of  this  bill  provides  for  a  relocation  assistance  program  not  only 
to  individuals  actually  displaced  from  the  acquired  property  but  also  to  those  who 
occupy  proi>erty  adjacent  to  the  acquired  propert.v  and  who  are  caused  substantial 
economic  injury  by  the  acquisition. 

We  believe  it  is  impractical  to  determine  where  to  stop  Government  assistance 
if  indirect  effects  of  Government  acquisition  are  to  be  considered.  For  example*, 
a  business  operating  one  block  (or  farther)  from  the  projeerty  taken  might  be 
affected  more  than  one  adjacent  to  it.  Suiepliers  or  customers  of  businesses  ad¬ 
jacent  to  such  property  may  al.so  be  adversely  affected  if  those  businesses  move 
or  cease  operations.  Moreover,  it  would  often  be  impo.ssible  to  determine  whether 
the  decreased  profits  or  losses  suffered  by  an  adjacent  business  were  actually 
caused  by  the  proi>erty  acquisition  or  by  other  factors.  We  are  convinced  that  aid 
to  those  indirectly  affected  should  be  confined  to  that  generally  available,  such  as 
loirns  and  advisory  services  from  the  Small  Business  Administration  or  assist¬ 
ance  under  the  Manpower  Development  Training  Act.  We  therefore  recommend 
that  the  balance  of  section  703(a)  beginning  with  “If  the  head  of  such  agency” 
on  line  12,  page  33,  be  deleted. 

Section  703(c)<(2)  would  i-equire  Federal  agencies  to  assure  the  availability  of 
adequate  substitute  dwellings  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  prior  to  displace¬ 
ment.  The  last  clause  of  section  703(c)  (2)  provides  for  waiver  of  the  assurance 
requirement  in  periods  of  national  emergency  proclaimed  by  the  President.  We  be¬ 
lieve  that  there  may  be  other  cases  when  it  will  be  in  the  national  interest  to  pro¬ 
ceed  with  a  land  acquisition  project  even  though  the  Government  cannot  assure 
comparable  housing  within  an  individual’s  financial  means.  For  example,  we  have 
been  advised  by  the  Department  of  Defense  that  there  have  been  a  number  of 
times  when  it  has  been  necessary  to  acquii-e  real  property  for  urgent  national 
defense  purposes  when  the  President  has  not  formally  proclaimed  a  period  of  na¬ 
tional  emergency.  This  situation  arose  during  the  Cuban  crisis  when  it  was  neces¬ 
sary  to  obtain  certain  properties  and  thousands  of  cableline  easements  were 
urgently  re<iuired  for  the  installation  of  Minute  Man  launching  sites  and  ea.se- 
ments  for  the  control  of  such  launching  for  the  protection  of  this  Nation.  Under 
the  then  existing  world  situation,  any  delay  which  would  have  resulted  to  enable 
assurance  of  housing  could  have  resulted  in  incalculable  dangers  or  risks. 

There  are  other  situations  in  addition  to  the  national  defense  of  the  country 
when  the  Government  must  move  swiftly  to  protect  individuals  or  a  community. 
Some  of  these  may  be  caused  by  natural  disasters  such  as  floods  or  earthquakes, 
or  sometimes  it  has  been  our  experience  when  excavations  are  made  for  the  base¬ 
ment  and  piles  are  driven  for  the  new  building,  large  timber  supporting  footings 
of  adjacent  buildings  are  endangered.  Such  is  the  case  surrounding  the  new  Foley 
Square  courthouse,  an  office  building  in  New  York  City,  N.Y.  We  believe  it  is 
desirable  to  provide  sufficient  flexibility  in  the  relocation  requirements  of  the 
bill  to  enable  a  distinction  to  be  made  when  circumstances  similar  to  those  de¬ 
scribed  above  may  arise.  Therefore,  we  recommend  revision  of  this  section  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  the  President  may  provide  by  regulations  situations  when  such  assur¬ 
ances  may  be  waived.  This  can  be  accomplished  by  deleting  the  balance  of  section 
703(e)  (2)  beginning  with  “such  assurance”  on  line  12,  page  34,  and  substituting 
the  following :  “the  President  may  prescribe  by  regulation  situations  when  such 
assurances  may  be  waived  ;  .  .  .” 

Section  703(d)  would  make  three  changes  in  section  7(b)(3)  of  the  Small 
Business  Act.  Under  the  current  law,  small  businesses  are  eligible  for  long-term, 
low-interest  loans  if  they  have  suffered  substantial  economic  injury  as  a  result 
of  di.splacement  by  a  federally  aided  urban  renewal  or  highway  construction  pro¬ 
gram  or  by  any  other  construction  conducted  by  or  with  funds  provided  by  the 
Federal  Government.  Title  VII  would  extend  this  loan  program  (1)  to  cover  not 
only  small  businesses  displaced,  but  also  nondisplaced  small  businesses  which 
suffer  economic  injury,  (2)  to  cover  businesses  injured  not  only  by  urban  renewal 
and  highway  or  other  construction  programs  but  also  by  “.  .  .  any  other  public 
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improvement  program  .  .  and  (3)  to  cover  not  only  businesses  injured  by 
Federal  or  federally  aided  programs  but  also  businesses  injured  by  wholly  State- 
run  programs. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  is  opposed  to  these  amendments  to  the  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Act.  As  noted  in  our  comments  on  section  703(a),  we  believe  it  is  impractical 
to  provide  assistance  to  other  than  those  who  are  actually  disidaced.  Further,  we 
do  not  believe  it  is  appropriate  for  the  Federal  Government  to  assume  re.sponsi- 
bility  for  relocation  for  displacees  from  other  than  Federal  or  federally  assisted 
programs.  Accordingly,  we  recommend  that  section  703(d)  be  deleted. 

Section  704  provides  that  when  lands  are  acquired  by  a  State  agency  for  a  Fed¬ 
eral  public  improvement  project,  such  acquisition  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an 
acquisition  by  the  Federal  agency  havdng  authority  over  the  project  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  providing  relocation  payments,  assistance,  and  assurances.  The  staff  re¬ 
port  of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee’s  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Prop¬ 
erty  Acqui.sition  included  a  bill  with  such  a  provision.  That  report  states  that  the 
reason  for  this  provision  is  to  assure  relocation  assistance  for  individuals  dis¬ 
placed  when  local  interests  provide  the  necessary  lands  for  Federal  projects,  as 
in  the  case  of  flood  control  projects.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  requires  localities  to 
furnish  lands,  easements,  rights-of-way,  and  relocation  of  utilities  in  these  and 
certain  other  water  resource  projects. 

We  agree  with  the  intent  of  section  704  to  provide  relocation  assistance  for 
displaced  individuals  in  public  improvement  projects,  as  in  the  case  of  acquisi¬ 
tions  of  property  by  the  Federal  agency.  However,  when  land  is  furnished  inci¬ 
dent  to  a  Federal  public  improvement  project,  relocation  should  be  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  State  agency  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  acceptance  of  the  properties  for 
project  purposes.  Relocation  expenses  should  be  considered  an  essential  cost  of 
the  acquisition  and  borne  by  the  party  responsible  for  land  acquisition. 

In  addition,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  present  arrangements  for  cost  sharing 
should  be  disturbed  because  the  study  of  the  Water  Resources  Council  (estab¬ 
lished  by  Public  Law  89-80)  on  this  subject  is  not  complete.  Pending  the  out¬ 
come  of  the  Council  study,  present  cost  sharing  arrangements  should  not  be  dis¬ 
turbed  and  the  relocation  expense  should  be  considered  part  of  the  land  acquisi¬ 
tion  cost  for  Federal  public  improvement  projects  and  be  borne  by  the  local 
agencies. 

Accordingly,  we  recommend  that  the  following  be  substituted  for  section  704 : 

“Sec.  704.  Whenever  real  property  is  acquired  by  a  State  agency  for  a 
Federal  public  improvement  project,  the  Federal  agency  having  authority 
over  such  project  may  only  accept  such  property  in  those  cases  in  which  the 
acquiring  State  agency  has  made  relocation  payments,  provided  relocation 
assistance,  and  provided  assurance  of  availability  of  housing  as  required  in 
the  case  of  acquisitions  of  real  property  by  a  Federal  agency,  such  payments 
and  assistance  to  be  con.sidered  a  part  of  the  real  property  acquisition  cost.” 

Section  705  would  authorize  the  President  to  make  such  rules  and  regulations 
determined  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  act  and  also  would  pre¬ 
scribe  minimum  legislative  guidelines.  Section  705(a)(2)(A)  would  limit  reim¬ 
bursement  to  actual  and  reasonable  expenses  in  searching  for  a  replacement  farm 
to  those  individuals  who  are  displaced  from  a  farm  operation.  The  Department  of 
Defen.se  advises  that  it  has  followed  the  policy  of  reimbursing  persons  in  locating 
all  types  of  replacement  property  and  can  find  no  reason  to  limit  the  reimburse¬ 
ment  to  farms.  The  General  Services  Administration  also  recommends  reim¬ 
bursement  for  searching  for  all  types  of  replacement  property.  Accordingly,  we 
recommend  that  this  provision  be  amended  on  page  36,  lines  21  and  22  by  deleting 
“in  the  ca.se  of  a  farm  operation,”  and  on  page  36,  line  23  by  substituting  “prop¬ 
erty”  for  “farm”. 

Section  705(a)(2)(B)  would  authorize  a  payment  to  businesses  and  farm 
operations  which  dispose  of  their  personal  property  and  replace  such  at  the  new 
location.  This  payment  would  be  made  whether  or  not  any  expense  is  actually  in¬ 
curred  by  displaced  persons.  The  Department  of  Defense,  under  its  present 
authority  to  make  relocation  payments,  only  authorizes  the  payment  of  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  sale  price  and  the  cost  of  comparable  replacement  property, 
but  not  in  excess  of  the  cost  of  moving  the  property  or  its  market  value,  which¬ 
ever  is  less.  Under  the  present  language,  the  owner  would  be  entitled  to  an 
amount  equivalent  to  the  full  cost  of  moving  irrespective  of  any  difference  between 
the  disposal  and  replacement  amounts.  A  displaced  person  who  would  dispose  and 
replace  personal  property  of  a  very  low  value,  which  is  very  bulky,  heavy,  and 
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costly  to  move  might  receive  an  unintended  “windfall”  if  the  present  language 
remains  in  the  bill.  We  believe  that  the  present  practice  of  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fence  should  be  made  applicable  to  all  programs  and  we  recommend  that  this 
provision  be  amended  to  read  as  follows  : 

“(B)  if  he  disposes  of  i)ersonal  property  on  moving  his  business  or  farm 
operation  and  replaces  such  property  with  comparable  property  at  the  new 
location  at  a  price  exceeding  the  sale  price,  the  amount  of  the  difference  of 
such  prices,  not  to  exceed,  however,  the  estimated  cost  of  moving  the  prop¬ 
erty  or  its  market  value,  whichever  is  less.” 

Section  707  details  the  requirements  for  approval  of  contracts  or  agreements 
State  agencies  musit  meet  for  Federal  financial  a.ssistance,  the  type  of  reloca¬ 
tion  payments  and  assistance  to  be  provided,  and  how  the  program  is  to  be 
iinanced. 

Section  707(a)  (2)  requires  State  agencies  to  make  fixed  relocation  payments  in 
the  same  amount  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  as  are  required  to  be  made 
by  a  Federal  agency  by  subsection  702  (b),  (c),  (d),  and  (e)  of  this  title. 

We  believe  there  should  also  lie  authorized  for  federally  assisted  projects  the 
payment  for  owner-occupants  which  we  recommended  as  a  new  subsection  702(f). 
However,  we  understand  that  several  States  are  considering  legislation  which 
would  permit  such  payments  as  a  part  of  the  acquisition  price  under  eminent 
domain  rather  than  as  a  separately  determined  relocation  payment  We  be¬ 
lieve  this  bill  should  prevent  the  possibility  of  double  payment  without,  however 
eliminating  an  area  of  experimentation.  This  can  be  accomplished  by  a  provision 
prohibiting  Federal  assistance  for  a  payment  under  this  section  if  the  owner- 
occupant  receives  a  payment  under  State  law  which  the  head  of  the  Federal 
agency  determines  to  have  the  same  purpose  and  effect  and  for  which  Federal  as¬ 
sistance  is  available.  Accordingly,  we  recommend  the  following  language  be  in¬ 
serted  as  subsection  707(a)  (5)  : 

‘‘(5)  A  payment  for  owner-occupants  under  the  same  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  are  required  to  be  made  by  Federal  agencies  by  sub.section  702(f) 
of  this  Act .  Provided,  That  no  such  payment  .shall  be  required  or  included 
as  a  project  cost  under  subsection  707(b)  if  the  owner-occupant  receives  a 
payment  lequired  by  the  State  law  of  eminent  domain  which  is  determined 
by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  to  have  substantially  the  same  purpose 
and  effect  as  subsection  702(f)  and  to  be  part  of  the  cost  of  the  uroiect  for 
which  Federal  financial  assistanc-e  is  available.” 

Section  707(b)  provides  in  the  case  of  federally  assisted  projects  that  costs 
of  relocation  would  be  included  in  project  costs  and  Federal  financial  assistance 
would  be  provided  to  the  same  extent  as  other  project  costs,  except  that  the 
Federal  agency  would  contribute  the  first  $2.>,000  of  the  cost  of  providing  a 
relocation  payment  to  any  displaced  person.  The  effect  of  the  proposal  would 
be  to  have  the  Federal  Government  assume  almost  all  relocation  payments. 

^e  believe  that  relocation  payments  are  an  essential  element  of  project  cost 
and  .see  no  reason  to  exempt  the  fir.st  $2.5.000  from  the  usual  sharing  requirements. 
Moreover,  these  relocation  prov'isious  will  be  administered  by  local  agencies.  Hiey 
can  be  expected  to  administer  the  provisions  more  economically  and  efficiently 
if  they  are  also  required  to  bear  the  same  portion  of  these  costs  as  of  other 
project  costs  involved.  We  believe  strongly  that  relocation  payments  should  be 
shared  as  other  project  costs.  Accordingly,  we  recommend  that  the  comma  after 
“project  costs”  on  line  13,  page  40,  be  changed  to  a  period  and  the  balance  of 
the  sentence  on  lines  13, 14,  and  1.5  be  deleted. 

We  believe  that  a  new  section  should  be  added  to  this  title  to  provide  for  the 
effec-tive  date  of  this  title.  This  amendment  is  nece.ssary  to  provide  sufficient  time 
for  the  assignment  of  responsibility  and  for  drafting  of  regulations  for  direct 
Federal  programs  and  to  allow  State  and  local  governments  sufficient  time  to 
make  necessary  changes  in  their  laws  and  possibly  their  constitutions  to  peraiit 
the  agreements  required  as  a  condition  of  Federal  aid.  We  recommend  the  new 
section  711  should  read  as  follows  : 

“This  Act  shall  become  effective  180  days  after  enactment,  except  that 
sections  707,  708,  and  710(a)  (4),  (.5),  (0).  (7).  (8).  (9),  and  (101  shall 
become  effective  three  years  after  enactment;  Provided.  That,  commencing 
180  day.i^  after  enactment,  the  provisions  of  sections  707  and  708  shall  be 
applicable  with  respect  to  any  contract,  grant  to,  or  agreement  with  a  State 
agency,  where  such  State  agency  is  able  under  State  law  or  local  ordinance 
to  agree  to  the  requirements  set  out  in  section  707(a)  and  the  provi.sions 
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of  law  governing  relocation  payments  and  assistance  otherwise  applicable 
to  the  provisions  of  Federal  financial  assistance  to  such  State  agency  shall 
be  superseded  by  this  Act.” 

Uniform  Land  Acquisition  Policy 

H.R.  5523,  H.R.  5.524,  H.R.  5525,  and  H.R.  5770  contain  titles  which  establish 
a  uniform  land  accpiisition  policy.  Our  comments  on  this  subject,  once  again 
for  purposes  of  facilitation,  are  addressed  to  title  VIII  of  H.R.  5.525.  This  title 
prescribes  uniform  policies  and  administrative  procedures  for  the  guidance  of 
agencies  in  ac-quiring  real  property ;  reaffirms  the  policy  for  comiwnsation  of 
property  acquired ;  directs  the  acquisition  of  interests  of  lessees  on  land  pur¬ 
chases  ;  and  provides  reimbursement  to  owners  for  various  collateral  exi>en.ses 
incuri’ed  incidental  to  transfer  of  title  to  the  Government.  We  concur  in  the 
objectives  of  title  VIII,  but  believe  that  certain  amendments  are  desirable  for 
puriK).ses  of  clarification,  permitting  greater  flexibility  and  more  fully  protecting 
the  Government’s  interest. 

Section  SOI  of  H.R.  5.525  establishes  si)ecific  guidelines  which  Federal  agencies 
would  be  expected  to  follow  in  administering  programs  involving  land  acquisition. 
These  provi.sious  presumably  are  designed  to  assure  that  landowners  receive 
the  full  measure  of  compensation  authorized  by  law  and  equitable  treatment 
when  their  property  is  accjuired  for  Federal  programs.  While  they  do  not  create 
rights  or  liabilities  not  otherwise  existing  or  available,  nonetheless,  there  is  a 
strong  implication  of  a  mandate  on  Federal  agencies  to  follow  all  of  the.se 
practices. 

Section  801(a)  (3)  concerns  the  establishment  of  a  fair  and  reasonable  price 
to  be  paid  for  property  acquired.  We  interpret  this  provision  as  assuring  that 
the  Government  will  reimburse  landowners  in  an  amount  which  is  fair  and 
reasonable,  commensurate  with  the  appraised  value  of  the  land,  and  arrived  at 
through  mutual  negotiation.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  provision  is  intended  to 
preclude  effective  negotiation  or  to  establish  a  “one  price”  policy.  Since  some  of 
the  administering  agencies  so  interpret  the  section,  we  recommend  that  the  legi.-- 
lative  history  make  it  clear  that  a  hard  and  fast  “one  price”  policy  is  not 
intended. 

Section  802  provides  that  when  real  property  is  acquired,  the  fair  market 
value  for  such  proiJerty  should  be  paid  therefor  unless  it  is  the  intention  of  the 
seller  to  convey  the  property  for  less  than  fair  market  value.  We  concur  with 
this  provision. 

Section  803  of  the  bill  provides  that  when  Federal  agencies  acquire  an  interest 
in  land,  they  should  acquire  a  similar  or  greater  interest  in  improvements  thereon, 
including  those  owned  by  tenants. 

Section  803(c)  provides  that  in  determining  the  extent  of  real  property  to  be 
acquired  and  the  evaluation  thereof,  we  should  pay  for  tenants’  improvements 
even  though  the  tenant  may  be  required  to  remove  the  improvements  by  a  con¬ 
tract  with  the  owner  of  the  land.  The  Department  of  Justice  and  some  of  the 
major  landowning  agencies  point  out  that  the  present  language  might  cause  the 
Federal  Government  to  pay  both  the  property  owner  and  the  tenant  for 
improvements. 

'To  assure  that  the  interest  of  the  United  States  will  be  protected  and  the 
objective  of  the  provision  accomplished,  we  recommend  that  section  803(c)  be 
amended  as  follows ;  Add  the  following  provision  at  the  end  of  the  section : 
“Provided,  (1)  That  payment  hereunder  will  not  result  in  duplication  of  any 
payments  otherwise  authorized  by  law;  (2)  that  the  fee  owner  of  the  land 
involved  disclaims  any  interest  in  the  improvements  of  the  lessee;  and  (3)  the 
lessee  in  consideration  for  such  payment  shall  assign,  transfer,  and  release  to 
the  United  States  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  .such  improvements ; 
Provided  further,  That  no  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  deprive 
the  lessee  of  his  right  to  reject  the  payments  hereunder  and  to  obtain  payment 
for  his  property  interests  of  just  compensation  as  otherwise  defined  by  law.” 

Sedtion  804  provides  that  an  acquiring  agency  shall  reimburse  the  seller  for 
all  reasonable  expenses  incidental  to  the  transfer  of  title  to  the  Government.  We 
favor  this  provision. 

Section  805(b)  details  those  land  acquisition  policies  that  State  agencies  will 
be  required  to  follow  after  January  1,  1970,  to  obtain  approval  of  grants, 
agreements,  or  contracts  for  Federal  financial  assistance  where  a<‘quisition  of 
land  or  of  any  public  improvement  is  part  of  the  cost.  We  recommend  that  this 
provision  be  amended  to  defer  the  effective  date  of  the  requirement  for  3  years 
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after  enactment  to  allow  State  and  local  governments  sufflcient  time  to  make 
iKK-essary  changes  in  their  laws. 

Section  805(b)(3)  provides  for  the  acquisition  of  tenants’  improvements  in 
federally  a.s.sisted  programs.  The  purpose  of  this  section  is  identical  to  the 
purpose  of  section  803(c)  which  is  applicable  to  Federal  programs.  We  have 
already  recommended  certtiin  revisions  to  section  803(c).  We  believe  that  the 
two  sections  should  be  identical. 

Section  806  provides  that  effective  January  1,  1970,  certain  siKH-iiiwl  sections  of 
the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1965  are  repealed.  We  have  already 
recommended  that  the  effective  date  for  the  requirements  of  Federal  aid  speci- 
lied  in  section  805(b)  be  changed  to  3  years  after  enactment.  We  would  make  the 
same  recommendation  concerning  repeal  of  the  specified  sections  of  the  Housing 
and  Urban  Development  Act  of  10^5. 

Coii.solidation  of  grant-in-aid  programs 

Proymions  dealing  with  consolidation  of  grant-in-aid  programs  api)ear  in 
H.R.  5523,  11. R.  5.524,  H.R.  5525,  and  H.R.  5770.  The.se  titles  would  authorize 
the  Pre.sident  to  follow  a  procedure  based  on  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949  to 
con.solidate  grant-in-aid  programs.  Thus,  it  atttMupts  to  deal  with  one  of  the 
mo.st  significant  problems  affecting  intergovernmental  relations — the  multiplicity 
of  narrow  categorical  grants. 

Under  these  provisions,  the  President  would  be  authorized  to  prei^are  plans 
to  consolidate  individual  grant-in-aid  programs  within  the  same  functional  area 
when  he  finds  consolidation  to  be  desirable  or  necessary.  Each  plan  could  provide 
for  a  single  consolidation  and  would  have  to  place  re.sixmsibility  in  a  single 
agency  and  specify  the  grant  formulas  for  the  consolidated  program.  Such 
plans,  like  reorganization  plans,  would  be  transmitted  to  the  Congress  by  the 
President.  Congressional  action  would  be  governed  by  a  procedure  similar  to 
that  under  the  reorganization  statute,  except  that  the  Congress  would  have  90 
days  tx)  reject  grant  consolidation  plans  rather  than  the  60  days  pro^-ided  for 
disapproval  of  a  reorganization  plan. 

If  narrowly  interpreteil,  such  provisions  add  vei-j'  little  to  the  authority  which 
the  Presudent  already  has  under  the  reorganization  statute  and  might  conceivably 
be  construed  as  a  limitation  on  that  authority.  Under  the  reorganization  .statute, 
the  President  has  the  authority  to  propo.se  plans  which  may  transfer  functions 
involving  any  number  of  grant-in-aid  programs.  For  example.  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2  of  1968  transfers  authority  for  a  series  of  urban  mass  transportation 
grant  programs  from  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  to 
the  Depar'tment  of  Transpoi-tation.  Under  the.se  titles  each  ijlan  may  deal  with 
“only  one  consolidation  of  individual  grant  programs,”  and  that  must  be  within 
the  same  functional  area. 

The  only  specific  addition  to  the  President’s  existing  authority  appears  to  be  in 
language  which  states  that  each  grant  consolidation  plan  “shall  specify  in  detail 
the  formula  or  formulas  for  the  making  of  grants  under  the  consolidated  pro¬ 
gram  *  ♦  *”  If  that  language  is  intended  to  authorize  the  President  to  include 
changes  in  matching  and  apportionment  formulas  in  a  gmnt  consolidaition  plan, 
it  goes  beyond  the  authority  contained  in  the  reorganization  statute.  However, 
that  authority  by  itself  may  not  l>e  useful  since  program  consolidation  would 
generally  also  require  changes  in  eligibility,  planning,  and  other  requirements 
as  well. 

In  addition,  we  believe  the  committee  should  carefully  consider  the  use  of  the 
tyi)e  of  procedure  set  forth  in  these  titles  to  deal  with  matters  which  go  beyond 
questions  of  the  internal  organization  of  existing  executive  branch  functions 
with  which  the  President  may  deal  under  the  reorganization  .staltute.  Grant 
consolidations,  in  most  cases,  would  have  to  involve  changes  in  existing  functions 
and  sfubstantive  law  which  are  of  major  concern  outside  the  executive  branch. 

While  we  have  r6.servations  about  the  approach  recommended  for  grant  con¬ 
solidation,  we  share  your  concern  about  the  current  multiplicity  of  narrow  grant 
programs.  We  believe  some  consolidation  into  broader  program  grants  is  de¬ 
sirable  and  have  been  working  with  various  agencies  to  explore  the  possibility 
of  developing  such  grants. 

If  the  titles  of  bills  dealing  with  relocation  assistance  and  uniform  land 
acquisition  policy  are  amended  as  indicated,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  would 
favor  their  enactment. 

Sincerely, 


Phillip  S.  Hughes, 

Deputy  Director. 
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jVIr.  Blatnik.  I  never  thought  it  "was  possible  in  any  g:ovemmental 
program  for  any  employee  to  be  able  to  more  or  less  embezzle  amounts 
of  money  running  up  to  half  a  million  dollars,  but  it  has  happened. 
It  happened  in  a  certain  progi'am,  and  I  am  wondering  where  else 
it  is  hapi^ening.  I  didn’t  think  it  was  physically  possible  for  a  person 
to  embezzle  or  forge  checks  for  too  long,  certainly  not  totaling  up  to 
half  a  million  dollars. 

Had  you  heard  of  anything  like  that  before? 

Mr.  Brtant.  No,  and  I  don’t  even  know  of  the  incident  of  which 
you  speak.  I  didn’t  know  until  this  moment  that  it  was  possible. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  It  is  possible,  and  it  was  done.  And  we  only  announce 
it  now  because  the  Federal  and  State  sentences  have  both  been  imposed, 
and  it  is  very  likely  we  will  have  a  review  of  that. 

IVe  had  the  same  type  of  experience  10  years  ago  in  the  highway 
program  when  it  started  off.  There  were  no  indications  on  the  surface 
of  wrongdoing.  The  director,  the  State  highway  commissioner,  and 
the  highway  engineers,  were  men  of  impeccable  integrity.  Yet,  for 
some  reason  or  other,  things  were  happening  right  on  the  spot.  I  don’t 
know  whether  it  was  open  collusion  or  plain  inefficiency.  Untrained 
inspectors,  for  instance,  were  falsifying  reports  as  to  plasticity  or 
content  of  sand.  These  reports  were  recorded  meticulously  right  up 
the  chain  of  command,  reaching  the  district  engineer’s  office  and  finally 
the  State  highway  commissioner's  office.  The  figures  were  all  tran¬ 
scribed  from  sheet  to  sheet — all  of  them  false.  The  original  entries 
were  false.  It  was  something  like  a  nurse  recording  a  false  temperature 
on  a  chart,  and  the  intern,  the  doctor,  the  top  supervisor,  and  the  head 
of  tlie  unit  looking  at  it,  and  all  saving,  “Well,  this  patient  is  coming 
along  fine,”  but  no  one  has  checked  the  original  entry.  There  are  some 
glaring  fraudulent  practices  occurring  and  these  are  subject  to  Federal 
indictments  and  Federal  convictions. 

Mr.  Brown.  We  can  understand  how  they  could  spend  it.  We  just 
don’t  understand  how  they  could  steal  it. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  I  didn’t  honestly  think  it  was  possible  to  lay  their 
hands  on  that  kind  of  money,  but  it  is  possible. 

Governor,  we  thank  you  very  much.  We  will  certainly  work  directly 
with  Mr.  Colman  and  his  staff  and  keep  in  touch  with  you. 

Mr.  Hughes,  we  are,  of  course,  depending  on  you  very  strongly  and 
will  rely  heavily  on  you  for  more  assistance  and  guidance. 

Our  next  witness  is  Hon.  Donald  F.  Simpson,  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Administration  of  the  Department  of  Plealth,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  DONALD  F.  SIMPSON,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 

FOR  ADMINISTRATION,  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION, 

AND  WELFARE:  ACCOMPANIED  BY  DR.  RALPH  K.  HUITT,  ASSIST¬ 
ANT  SECRETARY  FOR  LEGISLATION 

iMr.  Simpson.  ]\Ir.  Chairman.  I  welcome  the  opportunity  to  testify 
for  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  IVelfare  on  II.E.  10718, 
the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968. 

This  Department  agrees  in  principle  with  the  objectives  of  the  bill 
to  achieve  optimum  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities  among 
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the  various  levels  of  government.  The  President  has  strongly  empha¬ 
sized  the  necessity  for  increased  collaboration  among  Federal  and 
State  Governments  and  communities,  particularly  in  areawide  plan¬ 
ning.  e  believe  that  the  bill  would  be  a  step  toward  strengthening 
and  improving  the  eftectiveness  of  Federal-State-1  ocal  programs.  How- 
eyer,  we  believe  the  bill  would  better  serve  this  objective  if  certain  pro¬ 
visions  were  modified  or  omitted. 

President  Johnson  has  provided  the  leadership  in  developing  a  new 
Federal,  State,  and  local  partnership,  which  he  has  described  as  crea¬ 
tive  federalism.  Through  this  relationship,  power  aiid  initiative  must 
be  shared  among  the  three  levels  of  government  in  new  and  flexible 
ways.  It  is  essential  that  this  cooperation — a  mutuall}'  respecting 
pai’tnership  of  Federal  and  non-Federal  agencies  and  institi;tions — be 
strengthened  and  made  more  effective  by  enhancing  the  power  and 
vitality  of  each  member. 

The  number  and  the  magnitude  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs 
has  grown  in  response  to  the  increasing  array  of  problems  faced  by 
State  and  local  governments  which  are  also  of  national  concern.  The 
realization  of  the  great  social  advances  envisioned  by  the  legislation 
enacted  by  the  Congress  in  recent  years  is  particularly  de]:)endent  upon 
effective  administration  at  State,  and  local  levels.  The  F ederal  Govern¬ 
ment,  however,  must  effect  a  number  of  significant  changes  in  its 
grants-in-aid  administration  if  there  is  to  be  a  substantial  improve¬ 
ment  at  State  and  local  levels. 

The  “Handbook  for  Local  Officials,”  published  in  November  1967 
bv  the  Office  of  the  Vice  President,  shows  that  as  of  January  10,  1966, 
there  were  in  effect  399  separate  authorizations  for  Federal'grants-in- 
aid  to  State  and  local  governments.  Additional  authorizations  have 
been  ^enacted  subsequently.  The  fiscal  year  1968  budget  shows  a  total 
of  81  ( .2  billion  for  grants-in-aid  to  State  and  local  go^^ernments. 

The  number  and  complexity  of  these  programs  retiuires  that  we 
create  a  healthier,  more  vital  partnership  between  the  Federal  and 
State  and  local  governments.  This  will  necessitate  improved  coordi¬ 
nation  of  grant-in-aid  programs  at  the  Federal  level;  better  communi¬ 
cation  among  officials  responsible  for  administering  orant  supported 
programs  at  btate,  local,  and  Federal  levels;  better  coordination  of  in¬ 
terrelated  economic,  social,  and  physical  development  programs  at  the 
local  level ;  community  and  regional  planning  that  overcomes  the 
problems  presented  by  fragmented  local  political  jurisdictions;  and 
new  systems  of  intergovernmental  cooperation.  Perhaps  most  impor¬ 
tantly  the  processes  of  State  and  local  governmental  administration 
must  be  strengthened.  This  will  require  better  planning,  financing,  and 
teclmical  assistance  procedures  in  connection  with  Federal  grants-in- 
aid. 

I  would  like  to  confine  my  remarks  today  to  the  pi'ovisions  of  H.E. 
16718  that  are  of  the  greatest  interest  to  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare. 

TITLE  n. — IMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION  OF  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

^  We  believe  that  it  would  be  desirable  for  the  heads  of  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  to  have  the  authority  to  waive  the  single  State  agency  require- 
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merit  with  its  related  safe^ards  as  proposed  in  section  204  of  the 
bill.  However,  we  expect  that  waivers  would  be  ^iven  sparingly. 

The  most  important  consequence  of  the  present  requirement  for  a 
sino^le  State  agency  is  the  existence  of  a  single,  clearly  identifiable 
unit  within  the  structure  of  State  government  which  is  accountable 
to  the  Federal  agency  for  every  aspect  of  the  administration  of  the  pro- 
o-ram  at  the  State  and  local  levels.  Such  a  focal  point  is  very  impor- 
tiint.  The  Federal  agency,  in  order  to  dischai'ge  its  responsibility,  must 
know  with  whom,  at  the  State  level,  it  shall  deal,  and  who  can  be  held 
accountable,  not  merely  in  a  purely  fiscal  but  also  in  a  substantive 
sense,  for  carrying  out  the  federally  assisted  program.  Therefore, 
in  cases  where  the  single  State  agency  I’equirement  is  waived,  ^ye  would 
expect  that  there  would  be  a  single  point  of  accountability  within  the 
State  government. 

The  fact  that  an  agency  is  designated  by  a  State  as  the  single  agency 
to  which  this  Department  will  look  for  conformity  with  the  conditions 
of  a  grant  does  not  exclude  use  by  it  of  other  State  agencies.  In  fact, 
we  encourage  utilization  by  the  designated  agency  of  the  resources  and 
sendees  of  other  State  agencies  and  we  have  required  cooperative  plan¬ 
ning  and  working  relationships  in  a  number  of  programs — for  exam¬ 
ple,  in  the  plaiming  of  facilities  for  mental  retardation  programs. 

IS^evertheless,  we  recognize  that,  in  recent  years,  new  domestic 
problems  have  arisen,  for  which  not  only  new  programs,  but  also  fresh 
approaches  and  techniques  in  the  administration  of  both  new  and 
established  programs,  are  needed. 

A  significant  trend  among  the  States  has  been  the  creation  of  com¬ 
bined  State  departments  for  health  and  welfare  functions,  den  jur¬ 
isdictions  now’  have  such  departments.  The  creation  of  these  combined 
health  and  welfare  departments  indicates  a  recognition  of  the 
relationship  between  the  problems  of  poverty  and  ill-health,  and  a 
realization  of  the  need  for  better  coordinated  administration  and 
services  in  these  fields  at  the  State  level. 

The  letter  of  credit  system  used  by  our  Department  for  its  grant-in- 
aid  programs,  including  grants  to  State  and  local  governments,  is 
consonant  with  section  203  of  the  bill.  At  the  same  time,  we  recognize 
the  incentive  to  better  cash  flow  management  by  the  prohibition  against 
the  earning  of  interest  on  Federal  funds.  Consequently,  we  believe  it 
would  be  undesirable  to  adopt  a  provision  which  relieves  States  of 
accountability  for  interest  earned  on  grant-in-aid  funds. 

TITLE  III. - PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DEPARTMENTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO  PRO¬ 

VIDE  SPECIAL  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES  TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  UNITS 

OF  GOI^ERNMENT 

Inasmuch  as  title  III  does  not  appear  to  supersede  existing  authority 
to  provide  technical  and  special  services  to  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments.  whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimbursable  basis,  we  do  not 
object  to  its  enactment.  _  .  .  .  . 

We  have  ample  authority  to  provide  such  services  in  our  existing 
grant-in-aid  legislation.  Section  302  of  this  title  also  provides  that  only 
such  services  may  be  provided  as  are  consistent  with  the  policy  of  re¬ 
lying  on  the  private  sector  to  furnish  those  services  reasonably  avail¬ 
able  through  ordinary  business  channels.  There  are  long  standing 
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executive  briuich  policies  and  procedures  designed  to  avoid  needless 
competition  with  private  business.  However,  in  some  instances,  even 
though  services  may  be  available  through  ordinary  business  channels, 
they  are  nevertheless  appropriately  provided  by  a  Federal  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency.  For  example,  while  there  are  firms  which  specialize 
in  how  to  apply  for  Federal  grants,  we  believe  it  is  within  the  province 
of  the  Federal  agencies  to  give  similar  advice  to  potential  applicants 
for  grants-in-aid. 

TITLE  IV. - coordinated  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINIS¬ 

TRATION  OF  GRANTS  FOR  URBAN  DEATRLOPMENT 

The  need  for  improiTd  interdepartmental  coordination  is  a  par¬ 
ticularly  important  concern  for  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
und  Welfare  with  its  many  Federal  assistance  programs.  These  pro¬ 
grams  often  must  be  related  to  activities  of  other  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  for  efficient  administration.  Nowhere  is  this  more  significant  than 
in  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  which  contribute  to  urban 
development. 

To  this  end,  we  have,  over  the  years,  forged  some  effectiA-e  relation¬ 
ships  through  interdepaifmental  committees  or  task  forces  and 
through  person-to-person  liaison.  A  recent  example  Avas  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  Joint  Administrative  Task  Force  by  the  President,  Avith 
representatives  from  the  Departments  of  Housing  and  Urban  DeA^el- 
opment;  Flealth,  Education,  and  Waif  are;  Labor;  and,  the  Office  of 
Economic  Opportunity.  The  task  force  Avas  directed  to  find  Avays  to 
speed  the  processing  of  State  and  local  applications  for  Federal 
grants-in-aid,  Avith  its  primary  focus  on  four  types  of  multipurpose 
projects — model  cities,  neighborhood  servuce  programs,  manpower 
programs,  and  Avater  and  seAver  programs.  The  task  force  accomplished 
its  primary  objectiA^'e  by  reducing  the  processing  time  in  some  42  pro¬ 
grams  by  60  percent. 

The  Joint  Administrative  Task  Force  developed  a  common  applica¬ 
tion  form  for  local  goA^eniments  to  use  Avhen  applying  for  grants-in- 
aid  from  several  Federal  departments  and  agencies  for  support  of 
neighborhood  serA’ice  programs.  This  form,  adopted  by  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare ;  Laboi- ;  Housing  and  Urban 
DeA-elopment;  and  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity,  has  simplified 
the  application  process  for  local  communities  and,  in  turn,  the  revieAvs 
made  at  the  Federal  level. 

The  Joint  Administrative  Task  Force  also  recommended  and  saAv 
adopted  an  organizational  structure  to  facilitate  interagency  coordina¬ 
tion  in  the  revieAv  and  approA'al  of  model  cities  applications  and  in  the 
provision  of  technical  assistance  to  cities  preparing  model  cities  dem¬ 
onstration  programs.  The  four  agencies  established  (1)  a  Washington 
interagency  revieAV  committee  for  joint  action  on  model  cities  plan¬ 
ning  grant  applications  as  well  as  subsequent  program  grants;  (2) 
joint  regional  review  committees;  and  (3)  joint  technical  assistance 
teams  and  local  city  working  groups. 

Within  HEW  itself,  Ave  have  also  made  specific  organizational 
changes  to  improve  our  ability  to  Avork  effectiA'ely  Avith  other  depart¬ 
ments  on  urban  problems : 
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Early  in  1967,  we  established  the  Center  for  Community  Plaiming 
for  the  purjxKse  of  providing  an  urban  focus  in  the  Department  and 
developing  a  responsiveness  among  HEW’s  programs  to  the  special 
needs  of  the  city. 

The  center  coordinates  all  departmental  technical  assistance  and 
grants-in-aid  which  support  the  model  cities,  neighborhood  services 
program,  parent  child  centers,  youth  opportunity  campaign  and  other 
urban  programs.  It  has  built  a  “liaison  network”  in  75  major  cities 
utilizing  local  social  security  district  office  managers  and  other  depart¬ 
mental  personnel.  Through  the  operations  of  this  network  requests  for 
information  and  assistance  on  urban  problems  are  routed  rapidly  to 
that  point — the  State,  the  region  or  the  appropriate  agency  in  Wash¬ 
ington — where  the  most  effective  technical  assistance  can  be  given. 

The  center  is  currently  working  with  the  Council  of  State  Gk)vern- 
ments  and  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  to 
develop  policy  for  the  Federal  departments  and  agencies  in  working 
with  the  States  in  the  model  cities  and  other  urban  programs,  and  to 
advise  the  States  of  the  role  they  should  be  playing  in  this  effort. 

While  the  joint  efforts  we  have  undertaken  with  HUD  and  other 
agencies  concerned  with  urban  development  have  made  a  substantial 
contribution,  it  is  clear  that  title  IV  provides  us  with  important  new 
tools  to  achieve  a  more  efficient  administration  of  grants  for  urban 
development.  We  therefore  support  the  purpose  of  title  lY  to  advance 
the  development  of  consistent  Federal  policies  and  procedures  for 
carrying  out  a  firm,  constructive,  urban  development  policy. 

In  summary,  we  favor  the  adoption  of  H.E.  16718  with  the  modi¬ 
fications  I  have  described.  If  there  are  any  questions,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  you  or  other  members  of  the  committee  would  like  to  ask,  I  will 
be  glad  to  try  to  answer  them. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Simpson. 

The  subcommittee  has  received  a  statement  from  Congressman  A1 
Ullman,  of  Oregon,  on  his  bill,  H.R.  5527,  and  companion  legislation ; 
and  a  statement  from  Congressman  Clarence  D.  Long,  of  Maryland, 
on  his  bill,  H.R.  8194.  Without  objection,  these  statements  will  appear 
at  this  point  in  the  record. 

(The  statements  referred  to  follow :) 

Prepared  Statement  of  Hon.  Al  Ullman,  a  Representative  in  Congress  from 

THE  State  of  Oregon 

the  proposed  intergovernmental  cooperation  act  (H.R.  5  527)  AND  COMPANION 

LEGISLATION 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  want  to  thank  you  for 
calling  these  hearings.  I  am  pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  appear  before 
this  subcommittee  to  testify  in  support  of  my  bill,  H.R.  5.d27,  the  proposed  Inter¬ 
governmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968,  and  companion  legislation  (H.R.  16718, 
H.R.  .5522,  H.R.  5523,  H.R.  5.524,  H.R.  5525,  H.R.  .5526,  and  H.R.  5770). 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  Congress  in  1959  established  the  Advisory  Corn- 
mis.-  ion  oil  Intergovernmental  Relations  as  a  means  of  focusing  continuing 
attention  on  intergovernmental  problems.  Since  January  30,  1967,  I  have  had  the 
plea.sare  of  representing  the  Hou.se  of  Representatives  on  the  Commission,  along 
with  Mr.  Fountain  and  Mrs.  Dwyer. 

One  of  the  major  purposes  of  the  Commission  is  to  “provide  a  forum  for  dis¬ 
cussing  the  administration  and  coordination  of  Federal  grant  and  other  pro¬ 
grams  requiring  intergovernmental  cooperation”  and  to  develop  solutions  to 
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these  problems.  xVcc’ordiiigly,  this  bill  is  ba.sed  upon  many  of  the  finding.s  and 
recommendations  made  by  the  Commission  over  the  last  S  years.  The  nine-title 
ver.sion  of  this  legislation  was  .specifically  endorsed  by  the  Commission  at  its 
April  14, 19G7,  meeting. 

The  expanding  Federal  role  in  the  provision  of  services  traditionally  furni.shed 
i)y  State  and  local  jurisdictions  has  been  reflected  in  a  proliferation  of  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs. 

Grant  exi>enditure.s  have  risen  from  $8  billion  in  1903  to  an  estimated  ?;20.3 
billion  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 

A  total  of  898.3  billion  has  been  distributed  through  this  device  to  States  and 
localities,  and  pre.sently  Federal  grants  provide  State  and  local  governments 
with  approximately  $1  out  of  every  $6  they  spend. 

From  1963  through  the  end  of  the  last  session  of  Congress  about  240  new  grant 
programs  were  enacted,  bringing  the  total  to  over  400  separate  categorical 
authorizations. 

The  burgeoning  number  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  has  generated  serious  admin¬ 
istrative  and  fiscal  problems  at  all  levels  of  government.  Overlapping  and  frag¬ 
mentation  of  effort,  information  gaps,  processing  delays,  and  inflexibility  of  many 
separate  funds  and  requirements  have  placed  tight  shackles  upon  the  capacity  of 
both  administrators  and  elected  officials  to  effectively  execute,  coordinate,  and 
evaluate  grant  programs. 

My  bill,  H.R.  5527,  contains  significant  and  much  needed  reforms  in  eight 
fundamental  areas. 

The  bill  seeks  to  coordinate  procedures  affecting  the  distribution  of  Federal 
grants  to  the  States  and  to  facilitate  the  participation  of  the  States  as  effective 
partners  in  the  federal  system.  This  goal  is  implemented  through  encouraging  an 
improved  flow  of  information  concerning  Federal  grants  to  State  Governors  and 
legislatures,  by  eliminating  requirements  for  separate  bank  accounts,  by  discour¬ 
aging  advancement  of  Federal  funds  for  longer  periods  than  are  necessary,  and  by 
permitting  greater  flexibility  in  administrative  reorganization  at  the  State  level. 

The  act  authorizes  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  provide  specialized 
and  technical  services  to  States  and  localities  on  a  reimbursable  basis.  This  will 
not  conflict  with  the  role  of  private  enterprise  in  the  provision  of  these  services. 

The  bill  establishes  a  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  for  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  urban  development  grants,  which  includes  incorporation  of  systematic 
planning  required  under  separate  Federal  urban  programs  into  comprehensive 
local  and  areawide  development  planning,  and  preference  accorded  to  general 
governmental  units,  rather  than  special  districts,  in  the  di.sbursement  of  Federal 
urban  development  funds.  It  also  authorizes  the  President  to  establish  govern¬ 
mentwide  guides  in  the  formulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of  Federal  urban 
developjraent  programs  and  projects. 

The  legislation  provides  a  uniform  policy  and  procedure  for  congressional 
review  of  future  Federal  grants  and  loans  to  State  and  local  governments. 

The  bill  seeks  to  attack  the  excessive  number  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs 
by  authorizing  the  I’resident  to  submit  to  Congress  grant  consolidation  plans  for 
broad  functional  areas,  including  the  revision  of  apportionment  formulas  and 
such  organizational  requirements  necessitated  by  consolidation.  Congress  would 
accept  or  reject  such  plans  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  provided  in  the  Reorgani¬ 
zation  Act  of  1949. 

The  bill  establishes  uniform  policies  and  procedures  with  respect  to  the 
acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  urban  land  by  the  General  Services  Admin- 
i.stration,  and  seeks  to  insure  the  consistency  of  such  land  transactions  with  the 
zoning  and  land  use  practices  of  affected  loc-al  governments. 

The  measure  provides  for  a  uniform  policy  for  the  fair  and  equitable  treat¬ 
ment  of  persons  displaced  by  the  acquisition  of  real  property  under  Federal  and 
federall.v  assisted  programs,  which  includes  authorization  for  uniform  relo¬ 
cation  p.ayments,  advisory  relocation  assistance,  assurance  of  the  availability 
of  standard  housing,  and  Federal  reimbursement  of  relocation  payments.  Tliese 
provi.cions  seek  to  raise  the  levels  of  relocation  payments  and  assistance  to  those 
of  the  urban  renewal  program. 

Finally,  the  act  establishes  a  uniform  land  acqui.sition  policy  for  Federal  and 
federally  assisted  urban  development  programs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  this  bill  would  remove  many  of  the  serious  ob¬ 
stacles  which  presently  impede  the  effective  operation  of  the  grant-in-aid  sys¬ 
tem.  and  thereby  would  substantially  contribute  to  the  revitalization  of  Ameri¬ 
can  federalism.  For  this  reason,  I  urge  early  enactment  of  this  measure. 
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Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman,  for  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  to  present  my  v^iews  concerning  the  proposed  legislation. 


Pbepaeed  Statement  of  the  Hon.  Clarence  D.  Long,  a  Representative  in 
Congress  From  the  State  of  Maryland 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  this  subcommittee,  I  am  plea.sed  to  submit  this 
statement  on  behalf  of  my  bill,  H.R.  81iM.  This  legislation  would  strengthen  Fed¬ 
eral  grant  programs  by : 

1.  Tightening  and  coordinating  grant  administration ; 

2.  Redirecting  grant  programs  to  meet  new  challenges ;  and 

3.  Ending  grants  when  they  have  accomplished  their  purposes. 

The  bill  would  accomplish  this  in  two  ways. 

First,  it  would  provide  for  periodic  congressional  review. 

Programs  authorized  for  three  or  more  years  would  be  subject  to  automatic 
review  by  the  appropriate  congressional  authorizing  committees  at  lea.st  a  year 
befote  this  expiration  to  determine:  (a)  the  extent  to  which  the  program’s 
purposes  have  been  met ;  (b)  the  extent  to  which  the  program  can  be  carried  on 
without  further  Federal  aid;  and  (c)  the  need  for  changes  in  purpose,  direction 
or  administration. 

Second,  it  would  authorize  the  consolidation  by  the  President  of  certain  Fed¬ 
eral  grants-in-aid. 

If  the  President  determined  that  consolidation  of  individual  grant  programs 
in  the  -same  functional  area  was  necessary  or  desirable,  he  would  be  authorized 
to  prepare  and  transmit  to  Congress  a  grant  consolidation  plan,  which  would 
become  effective  at  the  end  of  90  calendar  days  of  continuous  session  of  Congress, 
unless  either  House  passed  a  resolution  of  opposition.  This  procedure  is  similar 
to  the  one  that  governs  executive  reorganization  plans. 

Proliferation  of  both  Federal  grant  programs,  and  of  the  National,  State  and 
local  problems  they  are  designed  to  relieve,  has  made  such  procedural  reforms 
urgent. 

The  Federal  grant-in-aid  program  has  become  an  established  response  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  appeals  by  states  and  localities  for  help  in  coping  with 
citizen  demands.  From  ,$894  million  that  the  Federal  Government  disiamsed  in 
1946,  the  network  of  grants-in-aid  has  expanded  to  over  $18  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1968. 

Historically,  nearly  all  Federal  grants-in-aid  have  been  made  for  single¬ 
purpose  projects.  To  upgrade  urban  housing,  for  example,  a  city  can  appl.v  for 
a  grant  to  demolish  unsound  structures,  a  grant  to  rehabilitate  dilapidated  ones, 
a  grant  to  build  low-rent  housing  for  low-income  families,  and  a  grant  to  buy 
and  develop  open  space  urban  land  for  public  use.  Elementary  .school  educators 
can  apply  for  one  grant  to  meet  the  needs  of  culturally  deprived  children,  an¬ 
other  'to  compensate  for  the  impact  of  defense  installations  on  local  school 
budgets,  a  -third  to  -acquire  textbooks  and  library  materials,  and  a  fourth  to 
finance  guidance  counseling  and  testing. 

Examples  multiply.  The  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
reports  approximately  400  separate  statutory  authorizations  for  grant  programs. 
During  1963-66  alone.  Congress  enacted  more  than  200  grant  programs.  Grants 
are  administered  by  21  departments  and  agencies  and  1.50  Federal  bureaus  and 
divisions. 

The  single-purpose  approach  has  advantages.  It  zerbes  in  on  a  problem.  Fed¬ 
eral  performance  standards  keep  quality  high. 

But  as  programs  have  multiplied,  the  dissatisfaction  of  recipients  and  Con¬ 
gressmen  grew.  State  and  local  officials  complain  that  their  advice  is  too  infre¬ 
quently  sought  before  the  programs  are  started,  and  that  afterwmrds  adminis¬ 
tration  becomes  heavyhanded  and  rigid,  rather  than  stimulative  and  flexible. 
Congressmen  charge  waste,  ineffectiveness,  tokenism,  and  escalation  of  cost. 

What  abuses  have  elicited  this  general  outcry  against  the  Federal  cornucopia? 

First,  attacks  on  problems  are  frustrated  by  Federal  fragmentation.  Local 
officials  planning  an  integrated  program  must  fill  out  as  many  forms  and  gain 
approval  from  as  many  agencies  as  there  are  purposes  in  the  program.  Allocation 
formulas  for  the  component  grant-in-aid  programs  may  vary  widely. 

If  Federal  aid  for  one  of  the  component  parts  is  not  currently  available,  the 
prudent  administrator  would  wait  until  it  is  forthcoming,  rather  than  commit 
local  resources  to  finish  the  job  without  Federal  help. 
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Second,  State  and  local  budgets  are  distorted  because  the  presence  of  a  grant 
program — rather  than  need  for  the  project — frequently  determines  spending. 
If  Federal  funds  are  not  available  to  provide  parking  faciiities  in  downtown 
areas,  cities  with  critical  parking  probiems  may  spend  their  funds  for  less 
urgent  airiwrt  development,  for  example,  becau.se  the  Federal  Government  will 
put  up  50  percent  of  the  cost. 

Furthermore,  each  Federal  funding  source  tends  to  generate  its  own  local 
constituency,  thus  encouraging  further  compartmentalizatioii  and  distortion. 
Administrative  and  overhead  costs  skyrocket. 

Third,  the  dupiication,  overlap  and  sheer  volume  of  Federal  grant  programs 
creates  conflict  at  the  Federal  level  and  confusion  in  the  localities. 

At  least  five  different  Government  agencies  wili  help  a  community  build  sewer 
facilities.  The  Harford  County  Public  AVorks  Department  in  my  district  has 
sought  water  and  sewer  aid  through  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agricuiture,  and  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development, 
none  of  w'hich  uses  the  same  grant  procedures. 

Federally  supported  nianix)wer  programs  today  carry  an  annual  price  tag 
of  over  $2  billion — an  eightfold  increase  since  IfKIl — dispersed  from  dozens  of 
different  spigots.  Funds  for  job  recruiting,  for  example,  can  be  sought  from 
nine  different  sources,  adult  basic  education  from  10,  prevocational  and  skill 
training  from  10,  and  work  experience  from  five.  On-the-job  training  can  be 
subsidized  by  five  programs.  Income  maintenance  is  available  to  participants 
under  nine  programs. 

One  result  of  this  multiple  choice  arrangement ;  competition  among  various 
combinations  of  Federal,  State  and  local  agencies  for  clientele. 

Another  consequence  of  confusion:  a  new  game,  “grantsmanship,”  and  a  new 
profession,  the  grantsman — wise  in  the  ways  of  the  Federal  labyrinth  and  skilled 
in  the  composition  of  forms  that  will  find  favor  in  the  bureaucratic  eye.  A  corol¬ 
lary  :  the  less  sophisticated — and  often  the  mo.st  needy — fail  to  get  their  full  share 
of  available  Federal  supiwrt. 

Procedures  do  exist  for  legislative  and  executive  consolidation  and  review  of 
Federal  grant  programs,  but  they  need  strengthening  to  overcome  two  formidable 
obstacles  to  the  termination  or  redirection  of  grant  programs : 

First,  a  grant  brings  into  being  vested  interests  in  its  continuation,  both  govern¬ 
mental  and  private — staffs  with  a  sense  of  mission,  local  budgeters  who  want  to 
keep  the  money  coming  in,  private  suppliers  of  services  and  materials. 

Second,  efforts  to  redirect  grant  programs  toward  more  urgent  problems  his¬ 
torically  result  in  added  expenditures,  not  a  substitution  of  one  program  for 
another. 

The  vocational  education  program  is  a  classic  example.  Until  1963,  almost  half 
of  its  funds  were  spent  on  agricultural  and  home  economics  training — occupa¬ 
tions  that  have  failed  to  retain  a  commanding  priority  in  the  scientific  age. 
Courses  for  practical  nurses,  secretaries  and  technicians  of  all  kinds  were  added 
on — not  substituted  for — the  old  specialties. 

But  the  spiralling  needs,  tight  budgets,  and  breakneck  pace  of  change  no  longer 
permit  the  luxury  of  leisurely  governmental  adjustments  to  the  world  outside. 
The  fast-paced  experimentation  with,  and  piecemeal  construction  of,  the  vital 
manpower  program,  for  example,  cry  out  for  analysis,  consolidation,  and  ration¬ 
alization.  The  .structure  of  the  Federal  Government  must  be  adapted  to  encourage 
a  rational,  rapid  and  comprehensive  response  to  demands  by  officials  at  every 
level  of  Government. 

The  legislation  which  I  have  introduced  would  be  a  vital  stimulant  to  this 
process.  In  addition,  it  would  give  State  and  local  oflicials  a  regular  forum  from 
which  to  present  their  views  on  grant  programs  and  their  administration,  and 
would  help  Congress  develop  more  uniform  criteria  to  judge  grant  performance. 
I  urge  its  early  adoption. 

Mr.  Buatnik.  This  concludes  the  hearing  for  today.  We  will  continue 
the  hearings  tomorrow  morning  at  which  time  our  first  witness  will 
be  the  Honorable  Robert  Weaver,  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development. 

(Whereupon,  at  12:20  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  recessed,  to  re¬ 
convene  at  10  a.m.,  Thursday,  June  13, 1968.) 
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERATION 


THURSDAY,  JUNE  13,  1968 

?IousE  OF  Repkesextativf,s, 

Executive  and  Legislative 
Reorganization  Subcommittee 
OF  THE  Committee  on  Go\t;rnment  Operations, 

W ashington,  D.G. 

The  subcommittee  met  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  2154,  Rayburn  Office- 
Building,  Hon.  John  A.  Blatnik  (chairman  of  the  subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  John  A.  Blatnik,  John  N.  Erlenborn,, 
Clarence  J.  Brown,  Jr.,  and  Jack  Edwards. 

Also  present:  Elmer  W.  Henderson,  subcommittee  counsel;  James 
A.  Lanigan,  general  counsel.  Committee  on  Government  Operations; 
and  William  H.  Copenhaver,  minority  professional  stalf. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  The  Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  Re¬ 
organization  will  please  come  to  order.  We  continue  public  hearings 
on  H.R.  16718  and  several  similar  or  related  bills  pertaining  to  the 
subject  of  intergovernmental  cooperation. 

Mr.  Edwards,  do  you  have  a  statement  ? 

Mr.  Edwards.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania,  Sen¬ 
ator  Hugh  Scott  has  a  statement  that  he  has  asked  be  placed  in  the 
record  at  this  point  concerning  this  particular  bill,  and  I  ask  that  it 
now  be  included  in  the  record. 

Afr.  Blatnik.  Without  objection  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Senator  Scott  follows:) 

I’REPAREn  Statehext  OF  IIoN.  Hugh  Scott,  U.S.  Senator  From  the  State  of 

Pennsylvania 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  file  a  statement  in  support  of 
H.R.  8969,  the  proposed  Comprehensive  Planning  and  Coordination  Act,  intro¬ 
duced  on  April  20,  1907  by  the  distinguisheil  gentleman  from  Hawaii,  Mr.  Mat- 
sunaga.  That  measure  is  identical  to  S.  799,  which  I  introduced  in  the  Senate 
on  February  2, 1967. 

As  a  member  of  the  Pennsylvania  State  Planning  Board,  I  have  been  well 
posted  on  an  important  aspect  of  planning,  that  is.  State  planning,  and  I  am 
impressed  with  its  value  as  a  management  tool  at  the  disposal  of  the  Chief  Exec¬ 
utive.  As  a  Senator,  I  have  become  impressed  with  the  increasing  complexity  of 
intergovernmental  relations  in  our  Federal  system.  I  have  also  become  increas¬ 
ingly  convinced  of  the  need  for  bringing  order  out  of  the  growing  chaos  resulting" 
from  the  rapid  proliferation  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  and  for  strengthening  the 
ability  of  the  States  and  local  governments  to  manage  the  myriad  of  develop¬ 
ment  activities  for  which  they  are  responsible. 

In  proposing  my  bill,  I  seek  to  strengthen  the  process  of  planning.  I  seek  to 
make  planning  an  integral  part  of  the  political  decisionmaking  process. 

I  seek  to  recognize  the  essential  role  of  the  elected  public  official  and  to  give 
the  Governors  of  our  States  a  better  chance  to  govern  effectively. 
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I  seek  to  develop  an  exchange  of  information  based  upon  need  and  capacity 
and  to  strengthen  the  ability  of  local  people  to  deal  with  local  situation^ 

W^neeTto  recognize  the  essential  partnership  role  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  in  assisting  the  financing  of  social,  economic,  and  1 7ole 

opment  programs.  But  at  the  same  time,  we  need  to  utilize  that  federal  role 
in  a  way  that  would  strengthen  our  Federal  system  rather  than 

We  must  improve  the  excellence  of  planning  in  all  functional  fields,  be  they 
health  water  resources,  recreation,  or  vocational  rehabilitation,  in  any  or  all 
of  these  or  other  fields,  by  making  this  tyi>e  of  very  important  functional  plan- 
nine  a  part  of  a  truly  comprehensive  planning  process. 

F^naUv,  I  seek  to  regularize  and  to  make  more  consistent  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment’s  participation  in  the  financing  of  planning  programs  at  all  levels  ot 

^°With  these  considerations  in  mind,  I  turn  to  the  rationale  of  my  bill.  Fol¬ 
lowing  that,  I  shall  relate  my  amendment  to  the  urban  planning  assistance 
program,  better  known  as  the  “701  Program”  which  was  created  by  ^cGon  .01 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1054  and  is  administered  by  the  Department  of  Hous- 

ine  and  Urban  Development  (HUD). 

Planning  is  an  e.ssential  management  tool  that  is  well  known  and  highly 
regarded  in  business  and  industry.  Only  in  recent  years,  however,  has  gov¬ 
ernment  come  to  recognize  its  value  and  utility.  4- 

Albert  Waterson  has  defined  planning  as  “an  organized,  intelligent  attempt 
to  select  the  best  available  alternatives  to  achieve  specific  goals.  It  is  a  con¬ 
tinuing  process  that  comprises  the  selection  and  articulation  of  the  iden¬ 

tification  of  opportunities  to  advance  toward  those  goals,  and  the  remoi  al  o 
obstacles  blocking  the  path  toward  them,  as  well  as  the  laying  out  of  alternative 

courses  of  action  which  can  lead  to  the  attainment  of  those  goals. 

Goal-setting  is  a  vital  element  of  the  planning  proc^ess.  In  our  deinocratic 
political  system,  it  involves  not  only  government  administrators,  but  legislators 

^"Dr^Ch^les'Kimb^lh  president  of  the  Midwest  Research  Institute  in  Kansas 
Citv  has  described  the  value  of  the  goal-setting  phase  of  community  planning ; 
“Setting  community  goals  sounds  a  call  for  unity  among  all  thought¬ 
ful,  creative  and  interested  persons  willing  to  focus  honestly  on  both  the 

assets  and  liabilities  of  their  city.  i  4.  i  •  a 

“There  is  much  to  be  said  for  this  kind  of  undertaking.  A  carefully 
conceived  plan  and  an  honest  effort  to  implement  that  plan  will  enable 
a  community  to  do  at  least  two  things  better.  First,  the  community  will 
begin  to  anticipate  changes  in  the  total  environment.  This  means  it  will 
be  better  able  to  take  advantage  of  new  opportunities  or  to  better  meet 
competitive  threats,  instead  of  reac/ting  in  a  totally  defensive  manner, 
often  the  case  without  such  planning.  There  will  be  some  measure  of  con¬ 
trol  over  total  environment,  rather  than  control  by  outside  forces. 

“Secondly,  a  community  with  goals  will  be  able  to  experiment  with 
ideas  before  risking  resources  in  any  great  amount.  It  will  be  abm  to  simu- 
late  courses  of  action  and  test  the  likely  consequences,  without  involving 
large  amounts  of  either  scarce  time  or  dollar  capital.” 

The  Comprehensive  Planning  and  Coordination  Act  proposed  by  b.  7JJ  and 
H.R.  8969  is  designed  to  encourage  the  development  of  an  integrated  system 
of  planning  at  all  levels  of  government.  My  bill  is  concerned  with  comprehensive 
planning,  a  type  of  planning  which  provides  a  broad  framework  for  decisions 
affecting  the  development  of  the  human,  economic,  and  physical  resources  of  a 

locality,  a  metropolitan  area,  a  region,  or  a  State. 

Section  701  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954,  especially  as  amended  in  1959,  was 
intended  to  support  comprehensive  planning.  As  implemented,  however,  the 
701  program  has  veered  from  its  original  purpose  to  the  extent  that  narrower 
functional  planning  (for  example,  health,  water  resources,  or  recri^taon)  com¬ 
petes  with  comprehensive  planning  for  the  assistance  authorized  by  section 
701.  This  defiected  focus  of  the  program  is  the  consequences  of  frequent  and 
patchwork  revision  of  section  701  since  1959.  .  ,4.  j. 

The  Comprehensive  Planning  and  Coordination  Act  of  1967  seeks  to  redirect 
the  701  program  to  its  original  purpose. 

There  are  several  fundamental  points  of  differences  between  my  proposal 

and  the  present  701  program :  v.  • 

First,  my  proposal  is  oriented  almost  exclusively  to  comprehensive  develop¬ 
ment  planning.  As  defined  in  my  bill,  comprehensive  development  planning 
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cuts  across  the  whole  spectrum  of  public  activity  at  the  several  levels  of  Gov¬ 
ernment — physical,  economic,  and  social.  It  is  process-oriented  in  that,  while 
it  may  result  in  the  production  of  plans,  its  basic  purpose  is  to  provide  a  frame¬ 
work  of  soals,  politicies,  and  .standards  within  which  planning  for  various  func¬ 
tions  such  as  land  and  facilities,  medical,  welfare,  and  educational  services, 
and  so  forth,  can  he  directed  and  coordinated.  My  proposal  does  not  provide 
support  for  functional  planning. 

The  701  program,  on  the  other  hand,  is  substantially  narrower  in  that  it 
is  primarily  concerned  with  planning  for  physical  development.  (I  note,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  proposed  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968  recently 
approved  by  the  Senate  and  now  pending  in  the  Hou.se  of  Representatives, 
proposes  to'  broaden  the  focus  of  the  701  program. )  It  is,  as  administered, 
primarily  product-oriented  in  that  while  it  is  interested  in  promoting  the 
process  of  planning,  grants  are  based  on  the  production  of  specific  plans  for 
l)hysical  development,  ranging  from  broad  land  use  plans  to  more  specific 
functional  plans  such  as  for  transportation,  water  and  sewer  systems,  and  airport 
locations.  In  this  sense,  as  supporting  functional  planning,  it  is  broader  than 


my  proposal. 

Let  me  point  out  here  that  my  bill,  while  repealing  certain  parts  of  section  701 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1954,  would  retain  those  provisions  authorizing  assistance 
for  functional  planning. 

Second,  my  bill  conceives  of  comprehensive  development  planning  as  an  execu¬ 
tive  function.  It  provides  Governors  and  regional  planning  instrumentalities  of 
elected  officials  with  staff  capabilities  for  effective  direction  and  coordination 
of  regional  development  activities.  The  grants  authorized  by  my  bill  are,  in 
effect,  the  “glue  money”  for  which  governors  and  the  locally  elected  officials 

have  been  calling.  .  .  ,  , 

Siiuiliirly,  my  bill  plfic^s  responsibility  for  the  administration  of  comprehen- 
sive  development  planning  assistance  in  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President 
rather  than  in  a  line  department  or  agency,  since  it  is  a  program  to  assist  the 
effective  coordination,  at  the  State  and  regional  levels  of  government,  of  all 
Federal  programs  of  assistance  to  those  levels  of  government.  (It  may  be  ar^ed 
that  grant  programs  should  not  be  administered  from  the  Executive  Office. 
However,  both  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  and  the  Office  of  Emergency 
Planning  provide  ample  precedent,  and  the  assistance  provided  by  my  proposal 
is  an  undergirding  for  the  whole  range  of  functional  grant  program.s  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  line  agencies.  It  is  Government-wide  in  its  effect.)  Moreover,  my 
bill  encourages  the  development  of  planning,  programing,  and  budgeting  systems 
(PPBS)  at  those  levels  of  government  to  parallel  the  Federal  PPBS  which  is 
coordinated  in  the  Executive  Office  of  toe  President. 

While  the  701  program  can  be  utilized  as  an  instrument  to  promote  planning 
as  an  executive  function,  that  is  not  its  focus,  and,  as  I  have  already  indicated, 
its  scope  is  narrower  than  that  of  my  proposal. 

Third,  the  grant  allocation  formula  in  my  bill  provides  a  necessary  continuity 
to  comprehensive  development  planning  by  providing  an  assured  annual  basis 
of  support  to  States  and  regions.  This  tends  to  support  the  idea  of  making  com¬ 
prehensive  planning  a  process  rather  than  a  stop-start,  project-oriented 
activity.  The  701  program,  on  the  other  hand,  is  administered  essentially  as  a 
first-come,  first-served,  project-by-project  program. 

Finally,  my  bill  covers  rural  as  well  as  urban  areas.  The  701  program,  while 
it  provides  assistance  to  small  communities,  is  basically  urban-oriented,  as  its 
name,  “The  Urban  Planning  Assistance  Program,”  suggests.  (This  orientetioii 
would  be  broadened,  of  course,  by  the  amendments  to  701  proposed  in  the  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968.)  ,  ,  .  ^  ,  -4.1. 

In  sum,  my  bill  aims  at  providing  Governors  and  local  elected  officials  with  a 
tool  for  State,  interstate,  regional,  and  local  developmental  decisionmaking.  It 
is  concerned  with  comprehensive  planning  as  a  process  for  coordinating  and 
integrating  more  specific  functional  and  agency  program  planning  and  for 
meshing  local  plans  into  regional  and  statewide  programs.  While  more  precise  in 
its  focus  on  comprehensive  planning  alone  than  is  the  701  program,  it  is  broader 
in  scope  in  that  it  covers  economic  and  human  resource  planning  as  well  as 
nhvsical  resource  planning,  and  it  covers  rural  as  well  as  urban  areas. 

Mr  Chairman,  Congress  has  enacted  within  a  few  short  years  a  wide  and 
imposing  array  of  new  programs  to  improve  our  environment  and  our  well-being. 
Now  Congress  must  see  to  it  that  these  programs  work  effectively.  Proper 
management  is  the  need,  and  planning  the  key  management  tool. 
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Recognizing  that  planning,  as  I  have  defined  it,  has  only  recently  taken  hold 
in  Government,  I  feel  that  we  must  now  concentrate  on  its  development  as  an 
integrated  system  at  all  levels  of  government.  This  is  what  the  Comprehensive 
Planning  and  Coordination  Act  of  1967  seeks  to  accomplish. 

Having  no  pride  of  authorship,  I  am  not  wedded  to  the  language  of  my  bill 
in  its  entirety.  But  I  believe  that  the  thrust  of  my  proposal  is  sound  and  that 
its  basic  concepts  merit  serious  consideration.  In  this  connection,  I  note  with 
plea.sure  that  several  public  interest  groups,  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the 
United  States  and  the  U.S.  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
have  endorsed  these  concepts. 

Comprehensive  planning  should  encompass  the  full  spectrum  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  concerns  of  National,  State,  and  local  governments.  It  should  be  a  con¬ 
tinuing  process  and  an  executive  function.  It  should  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
elected  officials,  the  decisionmakers.  Finally,  those  responsible  for  planning  at 
the  State  and  local  levels  should  be  assured  of  a  minimum  regular  base  of 
Federal  financial  support  so  that  they  can  develop  meaningful  plans  on  a  con¬ 
tinuing  basis. 

These  are  some  of  my  concerns.  Together  they  provide  a  proper  framework  for 
comprehensive  planning.  I  earnestly  hope  that  this  subcommittee  in  its  wisdom 
can  report  out  legislation  that  will  strengthen  the  planning  process  as  an 
essential  step  toeward  making  the  myriad  of  Federal  programs,  most  of  which 
relate  to  urban  and  community  development,  work. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  I  am  vei'y  pleased  to  have  with  us  this  morning  our 
very  effective  colleague,  Mr.  Machen,  Representative  from  Maryland, 
anti  the  Honorable  Robert  C.  Weaver,  an  old  friend  of  ours,  and  the 
distinguished  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 

Mr.  Machen,  will  you  start  with  your  presentation?  I  want  the 
record  to  show  the  considerable  interest  the  Congressman  has  had  over 
a  period  of  years  in  this  legislation.  He  has  also  authored  a  much 
more  comprehensive  bill,  H.R.  5526.  We  heard  some  comments  on 
that  yesterday,  and  we  shall  continue  to  give  it  very  thorough  con¬ 
sideration.  We  will  be  very  pleased  to  hear  from  you  now,  Mr. 
Congressman. 

Mr.  Machen.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members 
of  the  subcommittee.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here  and  I  know  that  you 
all  are  pressed  for  time.  I  have  a  prepared  statement  that  I  would  like 
to  ask  permission  that  it  be  inserted  in  the  record  in  full,  and  I  will 
just  touch  on  some  of  the  highlights.  I  will  see  that  additional  copies 
are  furnished  for  members  of  the  subcommittee. 

]\Ir.  Beatnik.  The  statement  will  appear  in  the  record  in  its 
entirety. 

STATEMENT  OE  HON.  HEE.VEY  G.  MACHEN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  PROM  THE  STATE  OF  MARYLAND 

IMr.  WvcHEN.  I  have  had  a  deep  interest  in  the  matters  covered  by 
this  bill  for  a  number  of  years  and  I  introduced  a  bill  very  similar  to 
H.R.  5526  in  the  89th  Congress.  H.R.  5526  has  nine  titles  which  should 
be  enacted  to  improve  the  efficiency  of  our  Federal  system.  Because  I 
know  you  will  be  hearing  testimony  on  a  wide  range  of  bills  in  this 
area,  I  shall  restrict  my  comments  to  titles  V  and  YI  of  my  bill,  be¬ 
cause  I  believe  they  are  of  the  utmost  importance.  The.se  titles  provide 
the  authority  for  the  periodic  review  of  Federcal  grants-in-aid  to 
State  and  local  governments  by  the  legislative  and  executive  branches. 

Enactment  of  these  titles  will  save  the  taxpayers  money,  improve 
the  etffciency  of  Government  operations  and  take  a  broad  step  toward 
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oliiuinating  some  of  the  minecessar}’  laireaiicratic  I’edtape  which  has 
developed  as  a  result  of  the  proliferatiou  of  graiit-iii-aid  pi  ograms. 

The  grant-in-aid  is  the  Federal  Goveiannent's  principal  tool  for 
carrying  on  pai’tnership  programs  witli  State  and  local  governments. 
Measured  in  many  ways,  its  importance  is  continually  increasing  in 
the  number  of  grants,  in  the  variety  and  scope  of  programs  covered, 
in  the  dollar  amounts  involved,  in  the  proportion  of  total  F'ederal 
expenditures  for  domestic  purposes,  and  in  the  proportion  of  total 
revenue  made  available  to  State  and  local  governments. 

Flowever,  the  grant-in-aid  system  is  facing  a  crisis  in  manageability. 
As  the  emphasis  has  increased  on  using  this  approach  to  solve  prob¬ 
lems  of  national  importance,  serious  problems  have  developed  which 
threaten  its  usefulness:  Overlapping  and  duplication  of  programs 
and  projects,  variations  in  apportionment  formulas  and  matching 
ratios,  lack  of  etfective  coordination,  and  an  informational  gap  re¬ 
garding  what  grants  are  available  and  how  to  make  the  best  use  of 
them. 

We  in  the  Congress  have  always  had  the  responsibility  for  review¬ 
ing  grants-in-aid  and  seeing  to  it  that  the  money  provided  is  used 
efficiently  where  it  is  needed  and  where  it  will  do  the  most  good.  For 
a  variety  of  reasons,  I  believe  we  have  not  performed  this  oversight 
function  nearly  as  effectively  as  we  might  have.  Since  1902,  the  dollar 
amount  of  Federal  money  which  has  been  poured  into  the  grant-in-aid 
approach  has  increased  from  $7,083,000  to  $17,216,300,000.  During  this 
time,  very  few  programs  have  been  teiininated  and  in  those  which 
have  shown  a  decrease  in  expenditures,  reductions  have  been  more 
apparent  than  real.  Something  must  be  done  to  correct  this  trend  and 
maintain  the  utility  and  manageability  of  the  grant-in-aid  approach. 

Title  V  of  H.R.  5526  would  establish  a  uniform  policy  and  procedure 
whereby  any  grant-in-aid  program  enacted  by  the  91st  Congi-ess  or 
thereafter  would  be  carefully  reviewed  by  the  Congress  to  insure  that 
the  effectiveness  of  the  grant-in-aid  as  an  instrument  of  Federal,  State, 
and  local  cooperation  is  improved  and  enhanced,  that  grant  programs 
are  revised  and  redirected  as  necessary  to  meet  new  conditions  arising 
subsequent  to  their  enactment,  and  that  grant  programs  are  terminated 
when  they  have  substantially  achieved  their  purpose. 

As  I  indicated,  I  believe  we  in  the  Congress  have  not  been  as  vigilant 
as  we  might  have  been  in  performing  our  oversight  function  as  regards 
a  review  of  these  programs.  I  believe  that  passage  of  this  legislation 
will  provide  the  needed  authorization  for  this  situation  to  be  remedied 
in  the  future.  While  not  directly  stipulated  in  my  bill,  I  also  believe 
that  if  this  legislation  is  passed,  the  appropriate  committees  of  the 
House  and  Senate  will  move  to  implement  this  legislation  in  a  similar 
manner  when  they  consider  other  grant-in-aid  legislation  enacted 
prior  to  the  91st  Congress. 

Title  VI  of  H.R.  5526  provides  that  the  President,  from  time  to  time, 
be  required,  by  law,  to  examine  the  various  grant-in-aid  programs  to 
determine  what  consolidations  are  necessary  and  desirable  and  then 
report  to  the  Congress  on  how  such  consolidations  will  be  achieved. 

This  title  will  provide  a  means  whereby  the  Congress  can  be  aided 
in  its  efforts  to  see  to  it  that  the  Nation’s  needs  and  resources  are 
brought  into  balance.  Title  VI  provides  that  the  President  will  have 
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to  transmit  any  consolidation  plan  to  the  Congress  and  we  will  have 
90  days  to  accept  or  reject  it.  Titles  V  and  VI  of  my  bill  should  work 
together  to  meet  and  overcome  the  crisis  of  manageability  which  is 
now  facing  the  grant-in-aid  mechanism. 

Before  concluding  this  brief  statement  and  requesting  that  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my  testimony  be  included  in  the  record,  I  would  like  to 
comment  on  one  matter  which  is  slightly  extraneous  to  titles  V  and  VI 
but  one  which  I  am  deeply  interested  in. 

I  have  been  in  contact  with  county  officials  in  Prince  Georges 
County,  Md.,  which  is  one  of  the  two  counties  in  my  district,  and 
with  the  appropriate  Federal  agencies,  concerning  the  fact  that  local 
governments  are  not  given  enough  voice  in  determining  how  much 
low-income  housing  is  needed  in  their  jurisdictions,  the  size  of  the 
projects  to  be  built,  and  their  placement  for  maximum  benefit  and 
minimum  adverse  effexjts.  When  I  say  minimum  adverse  effects,  I  am 
thinking  in  terms  of  planning,  not  restriction  of  building,  but  the 
overall.  We  have  one  of  the  fastest  growing  counties  in  the  United 
States,  and  planning  is  rather  difficult  to  keep  abreast  of.  I  want  to 
reiterate  that  it  is  not  to  control  by  having  good  plaiming  where  it  has 
better,  more  effective  use  over  a  period  of  years. 

I  believe  this  will  be  taken  care  of  by  title  IV,  section  401(b)  of 
H.R.  5526,  which  states  that,  “All  viewpoints — national,  regional. 
State,  and  local — shall,  to  the  extent  possible,  be  fully  considered  and 
taken  into  account  in  planning  urban  development  programs  and 
projects.”  Section  401  (c)  states  further  that,  “To  the  maximum  extent 
possible,  consistent  with  national  objectives,  all  Federal  aid  for  urban 
development  purposes  shall  be  consistent  with  and  further  the  objec¬ 
tives  of  State  and  local  government  comprehensive  planning  for  urban 
development.”  Thus,  I  believe  that  active  participation  by  local  offi¬ 
cials  such  as  those  in  Prince  Georges  County  in  determining  how  much 
low-income  housing  is  needed  will  be  assured  by  passage  of  H.R.  5526. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again,  I  appreciate  very  much  your  scheduling  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  very  important  legislation,  and  I  again  thank  you  all 
for  permitting  me  to  have  the  opportunity  to  present  my  views  on  this 
I’ery  important  subject  that  is  so  vital  to  all  of  us. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  veiy  helpful  state¬ 
ment.  It  is  certainly  a  very  well  prepared  statement.  Your  thoughtful¬ 
ness  in  limiting  your  oral  testimony  to  the  two  key  sections,  V  and  VI, 
which  are  important,  is  appreciated.  We  have  covered  earlier  other 
aspects  of  the  legislation.  Just  for  your  own  information  and  for  the 
record,  I  would  like  to  say — I  reserve  the  right  to  final  judgment — 
that  I  am  very  impressed  with  the  case  for  review  of  Federal  grants- 
in-aid,  which  proliferation  has  gone  on,  as  you  have  indicated.  As 
you  probably  know,  an  ineffective  oversight  function  on  the  part  of 
the  Congress — and  with  all  due  respect  to  our  hardworking,  over¬ 
worked  colleagues  in  the  Appropriations  Subconmiittee,  who  do  not 
have  the  time  or  the  staff  to  do  these  reviews  that  should  be  done— 
has  run  into  billions  of  dollars,  and  it’s  high  time  that  we  pro'sdde 
some  machinery  and  authority  to  inhibit  this  process  of  review  and 
evaluation. 

Title  VI,  authorizing  the  President  to  undertake  from  time  to  time 
an  examination  of  various  grants-in-aid  programs  and  submit  a  con- 
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solidation  plan  to  the  Congress,  has  a  great  deal  of  merit.  This  thought 
has  been  raised  in  questioning  by  members  of  the  committee  to  see  if 
a  more  flexible  arrangement  could  be  made  for  a  consolidated  approach 
and  could  be  done  efficiently  for  larger  types  of  municipalities.  On  the 
other  hand,  a  smaller  municipality  is  even  in  more  direct  conflict 
with  the  agency.  However,  let’s  get  back  to  urban  renewal  develop¬ 
ments  and  specific  problems,  Mr.  Secretary.  I  don’t  mean  to  ask  for 
comment  now,  but  later  on  we  will  hear  from  you. 

There  are  small  towns  of  population  of  7,000  or  8,000  in  northern 
Minnesota  that  have  to  go  through  the  same  complicated  procedures 
of  engineering  and  architectural  work  and  cost  estimates  and  the  same 
things  that  are  required  for  a  large,  multimillion  dollar  urban  renewal 
project  in  Detroit  or  Lansing,  Mich.;  Minneapolis  or  St.  Paul,  Minn. 
They  have  to  file  all  these  forms.  They  could  have  a  much  simpler  form, 
comparable  to  the  short  Federal  income  tax  form  and  the  longer  one, 
which  would  be  more  complicated,  but  by  that  general  idea  you  see 
what  I  am  trying  to  say.  We  need  to  work  out  some  flexibility  with  the 
smaller  municipalities  in  niral  and  semii’ural  communities  that  are 
quite  near  to  the  urban  sprawl.  We’d  rather  keep  them  there  than 
pile  them  up,  one  on  top  of  each  other,  in  high-rise  apartments.  We 
may  have  to  wox*k  out  some  type  of  flexibility  of  this  sort. 

Mr.  MachejX.  You  have  hit  one  of  the  sore  spots  right  on  the  head, 
Mr.  Chairman.  No  reflection  on  any  individual  Government  agency, 
particularly  that  of  the  distinguished  Secretary  here,  but  I  think 
where  there  is  a  comprehensive  plan  that’s  been  approved  on  a  regional 
basis  of  any  coxmty  or  area,  that  certainly  that  should  be  prima  facie 
evidence  and  acceptance  that  that’s  the  plan.  Once  that’s  reviewed, 
then  the  individual  communities  or  sections  that  are  interested  in 
urban  renewal  or  housing  of  any  nature,  can  use  that  as  their  basic 
guideline  in  processing  their  application. 

Again,  like  you  point  out,  for  an  illustration  that  occurred  with  one 
of  our  municipalities  where  the  application  was  submitted.  Based  on 
what  they  said,  it  ran  all  the  way  up  to  Philadephia,  and  by  the  time 
it  got  to  Philadelphia,  they  had'  changed  the  section  chief  who  said, 
“This  is  all  wrong,  start  over  again.”  And  there’s  been  more  of  it. 

I  am  not  here  to  pinpoint  any  of  these.  In  the  rest  of  my  statement 
I  have  pinpointed  and  have  not  emphasized  that  in  the  backup  material 
of  the  overlapping  programs  where  you  have  various  governmental 
agencies  dealing  in  this  same  field.  I  know  that  there  are  so  many  of 
these  programs  they  have  to  put  an  index  out  to  an  index  as  to  the 
availability  of  Federal  programs.  I  think  it’s  time  that  someone  within 
the  Congress  looked  thoroughly  into  this  to  see  how  we  can  eliminate 
the  overlapping  and  have  better  utilization,  not  to  cut  out,  but  to  have 
better  utilization  of  our  tax  dollar  on  what  Avas  initially  contemplated 
as  a  cooperative  program  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  government  in 
the  area  where  the  local  governments  cannot  carry  the  entire  burden 
themselves.  Again,  I  acknowledge  your  knoAvledgeability  in  this  matter 
and,  again,  I’d  like  to  thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to 
present  my  views  here  this  morning. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  Thank  you.  Congressman. 

]Mr.  Edwards.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Bn\TNiK.  Mr.  Edwards. 
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Mr.  Edwards.  1  want  to  thank  the  gentleman  for  coming  before  the 
subcommittee  today.  I  think  his  statement  is  very  good.  I  wonder  if  the 
gentleman  has  studied  H.K.  5523,  which  was  introduced  by  Mrs. 
Dwyer  some  time  ago,  that  seems  to  cover  many  of  the  points  that  the 
gentleman  referred  to  in  titles  V  and  VI. 

Mr.  Maciien.  Yes,  1  have.  I  think  there's  a  note  out  that  there  are 
some  six  or  seven  bills  that  substantially  are  identical,  all  attempting 
to  accomplish  the  same  purposes,  and  I  think  for  purposes  of  con¬ 
tinuity  one  of  the  bills  is  being  considered  as  the  bill  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Edwards.  Well,  my  point  is  that  the  bill  that’s  before  us  today 
does  not  go  as  far  in  the  subject  of  consolidation  of  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams,  and  this  sort  of  thing,  as  the  Dwyer  bill  or  perhaps  othei-s 
similar  to  it  might  go.  The  gentleman  seems  to  support  a  stronger  po¬ 
sition,  perhaps,  than  is  in  the  bill  we  are  presently  considering. 

Mr.  Machen.  Are  you  talking  about  whether  or  not  the  bill — I 
mean,  after  all,  with  the  committee  hearings  on  the  various  bills,  per¬ 
haps  it  might  very  well  be  that  the  subcommittee  will  come  up  with  a 
clean  bill  embodying  these  stronger  points  or  the  points  they  can.  Now, 
are  you  particularly  speaking  of,  perhaps,  the  oill  that  will  be  ap¬ 
proved  or  recommended,  which  would  include  this  review  of  all  pro¬ 
grams,  not  just  the  beginning  of  the  91st  Congress? 

Mr.  Edwards.  I  think  this  is  entirely  possible.  I  would  hope  that 
we  could  put  together  the  best  parts  of  numerous  bills  if  we  can  find 
the  language  that  will  serve  the  purpose.  I  think  the  gentleman  has 
been  very  helpful  in  his  statement  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  Machen-.  I’m  in  accord,  but  I  think,  as  I  stated,  the  bill  I  sub¬ 
mitted  began  with  the  91st  Congress  in  order  to  avoid  some  of  the 
roadblocks.  You  will  note  in  my  statement  I  said  as  a  result  of  per¬ 
haps  enactinent  of  this,  the  Congress  would  then  look  further  into  the 
matter  and  review  other  programs.  At  times  we  have  to  realize  legis¬ 
lation  is  the  art  of  accomplishment,  and  perhaps  part  of  the  loaf  at 
this  time  would  be  better  than  no  loaf. 

Mr.  Edavards.  I  can’t  argue  with  the  gentleman  on  that  i^oint.  Thank 
you  A’ery  much. 

Mr.  Beatnik.  Thank  you  very  much.  Congressman. 

Mr.  Machen.  Thank  you  all  again  very  much.  I’m  sorry  I  do  not 
have  the  number  of  copies  for  you  right  now,  but  I  do  have  the  original 
for  you,  Mr.  Chainnan. 

iVir.  Beatnik.  Thank  you. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Congressman  Machen  follows:) 

Pbepared  Statement  of  Hon.  Hebvby  G.  Machen,  a  Representative  in  Congress 
From  the  State  of  Maryland,  on  H.R.  5526 

Mr.  Chainnan  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  to  appear  before 
.you  today  to  testify  on  my  bill,  H.R.  5526,  the  Intergovernment  Cooperation  Act. 
I  have  had  a  deep  interest  in  the  matters  covered  by  this  bill  for  a  number  of 
years  and  I  introduced  a  bill  very  similar  to  H.R.  5526  in  the  89th  Congress. 
H.R.  5526  has  nine  titles  which  should  be  enacted  to  improve  the  efficiency  of  our 
federal  sy.stem.  Because  I  know  you  will  be  hearing  testimony  on  a  wide  range  of 
bills  in  this  area,  I  shall  restrict  my  comments  to  titles  V  and  VI  of  my  bill 
because  I  believe  they  are  of  the  utmost  importance.  These  titles  provide  the 
authority  for  the  periodic  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  to  States  and  local 
governments  by  the  legislative  and  executive  branches. 

Enactment  of  these  titles  will  save  the  taxpayers  money,  improve  the  efficiency 
of  Government  operations  and  take  a  broad  step  toward  eliminating  some  of  the 
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unnecessary  bureaucratic  redtape  which  has  developed  as  a  result  of  the  prolif¬ 
eration  of  grant-in-aid  programs. 

The  grant-in-aid  is  the  Federal  Government’s  principal  tool  for  carrying  on 
partner.sliip  programs  with  State  and  local  governments.  Measured  in  many  ways, 
its  imjwrtance  is  continually  increasing  in  the  number  of  grants,  in  the  variety 
and  scope  of  programs  covered,  in  the  dollar  amounts  involved,  in  the  proportion 
of  total  Federal  expenditures  for  domestic  purposes  and  in  the  proportion  of  total 
revenue  made  available  to  State  and  local  governments. 

However,  the  grant-in-aid  system  is  facing  a  crisis  in  manageability.  As  the 
emphasis  has  increased  on  using  this  approach  to  solve  problems  of  national  im- 
liortanee,  serious  problems  have  developed  which  threaten  its  usefulness :  Over¬ 
lapping  and  duplication  of  programs  and  projects,  variations  in  apportionment 
formulas  and  matching  ratios,  lack  of  effective  coordination,  and  an  informational 
gap  regarding  what  grants  are  available  and  how  to  make  the  best  use  of  them. 

We  in  the  Congress  have  always  had  the  responsibility  for  reviewing  grants- 
iii-aid  and  seeing  to  it  that  the  money  provided  is  u.sed  efficiently  where  it  is 
needed  and  where  it  will  do  the  most  good.  For  a  variety  of  reasons,  I  believe 
we  have  not  performed  this  oversight  function  nearly  as  effectively  as  we  might 
have.  Since  1002,  the  dollar  amount  of  Federal  money  which  has  been  poured  into 
the  grant-in-aid  approach  has  increased  from  $7,083,000  to  $17,216,300,000.  During 
this  time  very  few  programs  have  been  terminated  and  in  those  which  have  shown 
a  decrease  in  exi)enditures,  reductions  have  been  more  apparent  than  real.  Some¬ 
thing  mu.st  be  done  to  correct  this  trend  and  maintain  the  utility  and  manage¬ 
ability  of  the  grant-in-aid  approach. 

Title  V  of  H.R.  5526  would  establish  a  uniform  policy  and  procedure  whereby 
any  grant-in-aid  program  enacted  in  the  91st  Congress  or  thereafter  would  be 
carefully  reviewed  by  the  Congress  to  insure  that  the  effectiveness  of  the  grant- 
in-aid  as  an  instrument  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  cooperation  is  improved  and 
enhanced,  that  grant  programs  are  revised  and  redirected  as  necessary  to  meet 
new  conditions  arising  subsequent  to  their  enactment,  and  that  grant  programs 
are  terminated  when  they  have  substantially  achieved  their  purpose. 

As  I  indicated,  I  believe  we  in  the  Congress  have  not  been  as  vigilant  as  we 
might  have  been  in  performing  our  oversight  function  as  regards  a  review  of 
the.se  programs.  I  believe  that  pas.sage  of  this  legi.slation  will  provide  the  needed 
authorization  for  this  situation  to  be  remedied  in  the  future.  IVliile  not  directly 
stipulated  in  my  bill,  I  also  believe  that  if  this  legislation  is  passed,  the  appro- 
I)riate  committees  of  the  House  and  Senate  will  move  to  implement  this  legisla¬ 
tion  in  a  similar  manner  when  they  consider  other  grant-in-aid  legislation  en¬ 
acted  prior  to  the  91st  Congress. 

Title  VI  of  H.R.  .5526  provides  that  the  President,  from  time  to  time,  be  re¬ 
quired.  by  law,  to  examine  the  various  grant-in-aid  programs  to  determine  what 
consolidations  are  necessary  and  desirable  and  then  report  to  the  Congress  on  how 
such  consolidations  will  be  achieved. 

This  title  will  provide  a  means  whereby  the  Congress  can  be  aided  in  its  efforts 
to  see  to  it  that  the  Nation’s  needs  and  resources  are  brought  into  balance.  Title 
VI  provides  that  the  President  will  have  to  transmit  any  consolidation  plan  to 
the  Congress  and  we  will  have  90  days  to  accept  or  reject  it.  Titles  V  and  VI  of 
my  bill  should  work  together  to  meet  and  overcome  the  crisis  of  manageability 
which  is  now  facing  the  grant-in-aid  mechanism. 

Before  concluding  this  brief  statement  and  requesting  that  the  remainder  of 
my  testimony  be  included  in  the  record,  I  ■would  like  to  comment  on  one 
matter  which  is  sUghtly  extraneous  to  titles  V  and  VI  but  one  which  I  am 
deeply  interested  in. 

I  have  been  in  contact  with  county  officials  in  Prince  George’s  County,  Md.. 
which  is  one  of  the  two  counties  in  my  district,  and  with  the  appropriate  Federal 
agencies,  concerning  the  fact  that  local  governments  are  not  given  enough 
voice  in  determining  how  much  low-income  housing  is  needed  in  their  juris¬ 
dictions,  the  size  of  the  projects  to  be  built,  and  their  placement  for  maximum 
benefit  and  minimum  adverse  effects.  I  believe  this  will  be  taken  care  of  by  title 
IV.  .section  401(b)  of  H.R.  5526  which  states  that,  “All  viewpoint.s — national, 
regional.  State  and  local — shall,  to  the  extent  possible,  be  full.v  considered  and 
taken  into  account  in  planning  urban  development  programs  and  projects”.  Sec¬ 
tion  401(c)  states  further  that,  “to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  consistent 
with  national  objectives,  all  Federal  aid  for  urban  develoimient  purposes  .shall 
be  consistent  with  and  further  the  objectives  of  State  and  local  government 
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comprehensive  planning  for  urban  development.”  Tims,  I  believe  that  active 
participation  by  local  officials  such  as  those  in  Prince  George’s  County  in  deter¬ 
mining  how  much  low-income  housing  is  needed  will  be  assured  by  passage  of 
H.R.  5526. 

From  1955  to  1968,  there  were  112  new  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  enacted, 
an  average  of  eight  a  year.  Outlays  for  these  programs  in  their  flr.st  years  of 
operation  collectively  amounted  to  $3.6  billion.  For  the  1968  fiscal  year,  their 
annual  costs  as  estimated  in  the  budget  will  reach  $16.5  billion.  By  the  end  of 
the  1968  fiscal  year,  the  cumulative  costs  of  these  112  programs  will  rwrch 
$84.8  billion. 

The  influence  of  new  programs  on  the  budget  has  been  tremendous.  All  non¬ 
defense  outlays  included  in  the  budget  rose  from  $23.7  billion  in  1955  to  $49.3 
billion  in  1966,  an  increase  of  $25.6  biUion  (108  percent).  Spending  for  the  84 
new  programs  initiated  during  that  period  totaled  $13.4  billion  in  fiscal  year 
1966.  Tlie  new  programs  thus  accounted  for  27  percent  of  the  total  nondefense 
exi>enditures  in  the  fiscal  year  1966  and  for  over  52  percent  of  the  increase  in 
non-defense  spending  over  the  11-year  span. 

An  average  of  more  than  12  new  programs  have  been  approved  by  Congress 
each  year  beginning  in  1962,  in  contrast  to  the  four  annually  approved  in  the 
years  1956  through  1961.  Sixty^rwo  programs  identified  in  the  entire  13-year 
span  have  come  in  the  4-year  period  beginning  in  1965. 

Historical  comparisons  of  first-year  program  costa  reveal  a  similar  tendency 
for  the  scope  of  new  undertakings  to  be  broader  in  later  years  as  they  mature. 
From  1962  to  1968  the  average  first-year  eo.st  for  all  new  programs  enacted  was 
about  $430  million  annually  compared  with  first-year  costs  of  less  than  $100 
million  annually  for  those  approved  in  the  preceding  6  years. 

The  first-year  costs  of  the  programs  initiated  in  1966  and  1967  were  almost 
five  times  the  size  of  those  recorded  in  any  previous  year  in  the  period.  The  24 
programs  initiated  in  fiscal  1966  cost  over  $1  billion  in  the  first  year.  Similarly, 
the  first-year  cost  of  the  12  new  activities  established  in  fiscal  year  1967 — ^the 
major  one  being  supplemental  health  insurance  for  the  aged — also  amounted 
to  more  than  $1  billion. 

The  rapid  expansion  in  the  number  of  grants  has  had  several  clear  effects 
on  their  value  as  partnership  programs.  From  the  point  of  view  of  grant  recip¬ 
ients^ — State  and  local  governments — the  sheer  number,  variety,  and  complexity 
of  the  grants  make  it  all  but  impossible  for  eligible  recipients  to  be  fully  aware 
of  what  aids  are  available,  which  Federal  agencies  administer  them,  and  how 
they  suit  particular  needs.  A  major  complaint  of  State  and  local  governments 
concerns  this  information  gap.  One  consequence  has  been  that  a  number  of 
States  have  established  Washington  offices  wfith  the  principal  function  of 
knowing  about  grant  programs  and  conducting  an  active  followthrough  pro¬ 
gram  with  Federal  agencies  to  find  grants  and  expedite  grant  applications. 

Cities  and  counties  have  established  Federal  aid  coordinators.  Following 
the  lead  of  a  number  of  States  and  cities,  the  first  county  office  (Los  Angeles) 
was  established  in  Washington  in  1967. 

“Grantsmanship”  has  become  a  popular  new  game  in  Washington,  played 
most  effectively  by  State  and  local  governments  where  the  stakes  are  very  high. 

The  multiplication  of  grants  often  has  been  dramatized  by  the  large  number 
of  different  catalogs  of  available  grants  compiled  by  Federal  agencies.  National 
and  State  associations  of  public  officials  and  private  firms.  None  of  these  is  truly 
comprehensive.  Perhai>s  the  crowning  demonstration  of  this  point  is  that  the 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  an  organization  which, 
as  you  all  know,  has  been  very  concerned  about  this  problem  for  some  time, 
in  1966  compiled  a  “catalog  of  catalogs”  in  an  attempt  to  present  a  bibliography 
of  information  sources.  This  catalog  and  its  first  supplement  are  18  pages  long. 

Another  aspect  of  proliferation  is  the  overlapping  and  duplication  of  grant 
programs  in  such  fields  as  water  and  sewer,  recreation,  economic  development, 
work  training,  and  jmverty.  The  classic  case  is  that  of  grants  for  water  and 
.sewer  projects.  No  fewer  than  four  such  programs  are  available  from  four  sep¬ 
arate  agencies :  The  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture’s  FHA,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  (Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Administration),  and  the  Department  of  Commerce  (Economic 
Development  Administration).  The  Office  of  Education  of  HEW  recently 
listed  six  different  laws  authorizing  grants  to  libraries.  In  1966,  Congre.ss  au¬ 
thorized  HUD  to  make  grants  for  historic  preservation  (acquisition  of  land  and 
structures,  and  restoration)  and  for  surveys  of  historic  .structures.  Ccngress 
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also  authorized  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  make  grants  for  the  preserva¬ 
tion  of  historic  properties  and  for  surveys  and  plans  of  such  properties. 

Excessive  categorization  and  overlapping  of  grants  create  administrative 
problems  at  all  levels  and  retard  the  development  of  a  coordinated  attack  on 
community  problems. 

As  a  re.sult  of  these  problems,  State  and  local  governments  often  become  be¬ 
wildered  by  the  differences  between  apparently  similar  programs  or  imcertsiin 
that  they  are  using  the  most  appropriate  program.  On  the  other  hand,  they 
simply  may  exjdoit  opportunities  to  play  off  one  Federal  agency  against  another. 

In  a  1961  report  recommending  the  periodic  reassessment  by  Congress  of 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  observed  that  allegations  that  Federal-grant  programs  once  started 
never  end,  were  “almost  but  not  quite  correct.”  The  AOIB  report  indicated  that 
since  the  early  1950’s  only  two  such  programs  had  been  terminated. 

Of  all  grant-in-aid  programs  which  I  have  looked  at,  only  one — the  accelerated 
public  works  program  initiated  in  fiscal  196;3 — ^has  been  terminated.  However, 
any  “savings”  which  might  have  been  achieved  through  the  termination  of  that 
program  have  been  more  than  offset  by  the  institution  of  new  programs  provid¬ 
ing  increased  aids  for  the  same  type  of  public  works  which  were  financed  under 
the  former  accelerated  public  works  program.  In  those  two  or  three  other  cases 
where  the  annual  expenditures  under  individual  programs  are  shown  to  have 
decreased  recently,  closer  examination  reveals  that  these  decreases  are  more 
apparent  than  real. 

Certainly,  the  instances  which  I  have  cited  here  point  up  the  need  for  the 
approaches  outlined  in  titles  V  and  VI  of  my  bill. 

In  making  the  final  determination  as  to  whether  the  approaches  put  forth  in 
H.R.  5526  are  necessary,  it  must  be  recognized  that  the  Congress  and  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  have  been  exerting  an  oversight  function  on  Federal-grant  programs. 
Because  of  the  complexity  of  these  programs,  this  role  has  to  be  expanded  along 
the  lines  suggested  in  my  bill.  The  grant-in-aid  exists  because  of  a  determina¬ 
tion  bv  the  Congress  that  there  is  a  national  problem  in  a  particular  area  which 
requires  a  coordinated  effort  by  all  levels  of  government  to  solve  it.  Once  the 
problem  is  solved  this  grant  is  no  longer  needed  and  I  believe  titles  V  and  VI 
of  my  bill  will  provide  the  procedure  which  is  needed  to  take  care  of  such  even¬ 
tualities  and  thus  insure  that  the  Nation’s  most  serious  needs  are  met  with  its 
resources  and  that  when  these  needs  change,  the  allocation  of  resources  must 
also  change. 

I  deeply  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  today  on  these  matters  ana  i 
hoi>e  the  subcommittee  will  act  favorably  on  this  legislation. 

]\Ir.  Blatnik.  Our  next  scheduled  ■witness  is  Congressman  Richard 
D.  IV'IcCarthy  from  New  York.  Mr.  McCarthy  is  unaible  to  appear 
before  us  this  morning;  however,  the  subcommittee  has  received  a 
statement  from  him  which  will  be  inserted  in  the  recoi’d  at  this  point. 
(The  statement  referred  to  follows ;) 

Statemext  of  Hox.  Richard  D.  McCarthy,  a  Representative  in  Congress 

From  the  State  of  New  York 

THE  PROPOSED  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERATION  ACT  OF  1968  (H.R.  5770, 

H.R.  16718,  AND  RELATED  BILLS) 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  let  me  first  express  my  ap¬ 
preciation  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  before  your  subcommittee  in  support  of 
the  proposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  legislation  which  I  have  spon- 
soi-ed  in  the  form  of  H.R.  5770. 

You  have  before  you  several  bills  relating  to  intergovernmental  cooperation, 
and  I  understand  that  these  hearings  are  directed  primarily  to  the  five-title 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  (H.R.  16718)  introduced  by  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  this  subcommittee  and  cosponsored  by  the  gentleman  from  Illinois, 
Mr.  Erlenborn.  Five  titles  of  my  bill,  H.R.  5770,  are  essentially  identical  to  H.R. 
16718,  but  H.R.  5770  also  contains  four  additional  titles  which  I  think  should 
receive  serious  consideration  by  this  subcommittee  when  taking  action  on  H.R. 
16718.  I  would  like,  therefore,  to  go  through  my  bill,  briefly  indicating  where 
it  differs  from  the  major  bill  under  consideration. 


166 


Title  I  of  H.R.  5770  consists  of  definitions.  The  first  11  definitions  conform 
generally  to  those  in  H.R.  16718.  The  remaining  10  are  necessary  for  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  title  VIII  which  provides  for  uniform  relocation  assistance. 

Title  II  seeks  to  improve  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States  by  helping 
to  unify  and  coordinate  standards  and  procedures  governing  financial,  organiza¬ 
tional,  and  other  activities  of  State  executives  and  other  State  officials — ^including 
legislators — insofar  as  these  activities  are  affected  by  Federal  grant  programs. 

It  helps  make  grant  information  available  to  Governors  or  State  legislatures 
on  request,  allows  States  to  account  for  grant  funds  without  using  separate  bank 
accounts,  and  permits  Federal  agencies  to  waive  the  “single  State  agency” 
requirement  when  they  believe  the  purposes  of  the  grant  program  will  not  be 
undermined.  This  title  is  identical  to  title  II  of  your  bill,  Mr.  Chairman,  except 
for  the  last  sentence  in  section  202,  which  is  found  in  section  506(b)  of  my  bill. 

Title  III  of  H.R.  5770  permits  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  provide 
special  or  technical  services  to  State  and  local  units  of  government  on  a  reim¬ 
bursable  basis.  The  title  protects  the  Government’s  policy  of  relying  on  private 
enterprise  for  those  services  that  are  reasonably  and  expeditiously  available 
through  ordinary  business  channels.  This  title  is  identical  to  the  .same  title  in 
H.R.  16718,  and  I  believe  strikes  a  balance  between  the  need  of  the  States  and 
localities  for  more  specialized  technical  services  and  the  legitimate  interests  of 
private  enterprise. 

Title  IV  seeks  bo  create  a  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  for  the 
planning  and  administration  of  grants  for  urban  development.  The  Ad\'isory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  in  a  1964  report,  “Impact  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Urban  Development  Programs  on  Local  Government  Organization  and 
Planning,”  found  that  13  separate  departments  and  agencies  administered  some 
43  separate  Federal  urban  development  grant  and  loan  programs.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  estimates  that  .since  1964  this  figure 
has  tripled  to  over  120  separate  programs.  This  title  establishes  procedures  that 
will  assist  the  various  levels  of  government  operating  directly  or  indirectly  in 
urban  areas  to  work  together  to  solve  common  problems.  Section  401  of  my  bill 
differs  from  H.R.  16718  in  that  it  requires  rather  than  just  authorizes  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  establish  Government-wide  rules  and  regulations  for  the  formulation, 
evaluation,  and  review  of  Federal  urban  development  programs  and  projects. 

Title  V  of  H.R.  5770  establishes  a  uniform  policy  and  procedure  whereby  Fed¬ 
eral  grant  programs  will  be  subjected  to  a  systematic  congressional  review  to 
assure  that  such  grant  programs  are  continuing  to  serve  purposes  intended  by 
Congress.  The  Joint  Committee  on  Congressional  Reorganization  in  its  findings 
last  year  clearly  pointed  up  the  need  for  this  title.  I  urge  this  subcommittee 
to  look  at  it  as  a  complementary  piece  of  legislation  to  section  105  of  the  proposed 
Congres.sional  Reorganization  Act  (S.  355  and  H.R.  2595).  I  think  it  would  be  a 
valuable  addition  to  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968. 

Title  VI  of  H.R.  5770  authorizes  the  President  to  submit  to  Congress  plans 
for  combining  separate,  but  related,  categorical  grants  where  he  finds  a  need 
for  such  consolidation  exists.  This  authority  would  be  subject  to  the  kind  of  con- 
gressiional  veto  that  now  applies  to  executive  reorganization  plans,  except  that 
either  House  would  have  90  instead  of  60  days  in  which  to  exercise  its  veto.  This 
title  seelcs  to  overcome  the  proliferation  of  Federal  grant  authorizations  that 
well  exceeds  400.  I  do  not  think  there  is  anyone  who  works  with  grant  pro¬ 
grams  closely  who  would  deny  the  need  for  consolidation  of  grants  such  as 
was  accomplished  by  the  Partnership  in  Health  Act  of  1966.  The  overlapping  and 
duplication  among  functional  programs  causes  administrators  and  electe<l 
officials  great  difficulty  in  not  only  ascertaining  what  aid  is  available  to  them 
but  frequently  makes  it  imix>ssible  to  effectively  execute,  coordinate,  and  eval¬ 
uate  grant-in->aid  programs.  I  believe  this  title  provides  the  most  realistic  way  for 
taking  grant  consolidation  out  of  the  oratory  stage  into  the  action  stage,  and 
I  urge  this  subcommittee  to  carefully  review  this  title  for  inclusion  in  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  OooperatiOn  Act. 

Title  VII  of  my  bill  is  identical  to  title  V  of  H.R.  16718,  and  prescribes  a  uni¬ 
form  policy  and  procedures  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  urban 
land  by  the  General  Services  Administration.  The  ba.sic  goal  is  to  assure  that 
GSA  land  transactions  will  be  consistent — ^to  the  greatest  extent  practicable — 
with  the  zoning  and  planning  objectives  of  local  governments  involved  and 
with  the  planning  requirements  of  various  Federal  grant  programs.  The  sale 
or  disposition  of  public  lands  can  have  just  as  significant  an  impact  on  local 
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schools,  water  and  sewerage  services,  highways  and  streets,  and  otlier  iocal 
government  functions  as  grant  programs.  This  title  would  give  local  governments 
an  opportunity  to  zone  the  use  of  such  land  in  accordance  with  local  eompndien- 
sive  planning  objectives. 

Title  VIII  e.stablishes  a  uniform  policy  for  the  fair  and  equitable  treatment  of 
persons  and  businesses  forced  to  relocate  by  Federal  or  federally  assisted  de¬ 
velopment  programs.  Such  a  policy  must  be  uniform  as  to  (1)  relocation  payments, 
(2)  advisory  assistance,  (3)  assurance  of  availability  of  standard  housing,  and 
(4)  Federal  reimbur.sement  for  relocation  payments  under  federally  assisted 
programs. 

In  1965,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  issued  a  re¬ 
port  on  “Relocation  :  Unequal  Treatment  of  People  and  Businesses  Displaced  by 
Governments.”  The  Commission  found  that  governmental  responsibility  for  help¬ 
ing  displacees  to  relocate  stems  from  two  sources  :  (1)  government’s  exercise  of 
eminent  domain  in  acquiring  real  property :  and  (2)  its  concern  for  the  economic 
and  social  welfare  of  its  citizens.  Under  eminent  domain,  a  property  owner  can¬ 
not  refuse  to  sell  his  property  to  the  government  even  if  he  feels  the  price  offered 
is  insufficient  to  compensate  for  all  costs  of  reestablishing  him.self.  If  he  were  to 
.sell  his  property  on  the  private  market  he  could  hold  out  for  a  price  that  would 
assure  him  not  only  the  value  of  his  real  property  but  also  compensate  him  for 
the  cost  of  relocating. 

It  is  high  time  that  the  government’s  concern  for  the  economic  and  social  oppor¬ 
tunities  of  its  citizens  include  the  social  and  economic  effects  of  forcible  displace¬ 
ment.  This  is  especially  true  at  this  juncture  when  highwmy  construction  and 
urban  renewal  and  rehabilitation  are  having  a  vast  impact  on  the  lives  of  many 
citizens. 

^Ir.  Chairman,  lower  income  groups  are  especially  hard  hit  by  having  to  relocate 
because  of  urban  renewal  or  highway  construction.  We  read  regularly  in  the 
newspapers  of  a  highway  that  is  .scheduled  to  go  through  a  section  of  a  city  dis¬ 
placing  hundreds  of  low-income  persons  or  of  a  renewal  project  that  wTll  uproot 
families.  When  this  happens,  tenants  are  especially  vulnerable ;  owners  are  at 
least  compensated  for  their  property  that  is  taken.  Most  commonly,  of  course, 
these  tenants  are  from  the  lower  income  groups. 

Highway  programs  especially  cause  .serious  inequities  because  the  level  of 
relocation  assistance  and  payments  under  the  federally  aided  highway  program 
is  substantiall.v  below  that  of  the  programs  administered  by  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development.  This  w'as  emphatically  underscored  in  a  1967 
special  study  by  the  Department  of  Transportation  when  80  percent  of  the  urban 
officials  consulted  throughout  the  country  stated  that  the  most  pressing  problem 
in  highway  programs  w'as  the  disparity  of  moving  cost  payments  allowed  under 
urban  renewal  policy,  Federal-aid  highway  policy,  and  State  legislative  policies. 

Title  VIII  is  designed  to  correct  the.se  inequities  and  deficiencies  in  relocation 
assistance  and  payments.  These  days  when  we  are  so  concerned  about  fair  treat¬ 
ment  for  the  low-income  residents  of  our  central  cities,  the  least  we  can  do  is  see 
that  these  people  get  fair  treatment  from  Federal  programs  that  force  them  to 
move  against  their  will. 

I  am  aware  that  the  basic  provisions  of  this  title  have  been  introduced  as 
separate  legislation,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  the  clear  intergovernmental  implications 
of  relocation  policies  warrant  inclusion  of  this  legislation  as  part  of  the  “Inter¬ 
governmental  Cooperation  Act.” 

Title  IX  of  H.R.  5770  establishes  a  uniform  policy  on  land  acquisition  practices 
for  Federal  and  federally  assisted  development  programs.  This  title  complements 
the  previous  title  on  relocation. 

The  Federal  Government’s  standards  of  compensation  and  its  procedures  used 
in  land  acquisition  have  received  growing  criticism  in  recent  years.  Lack  of 
uniformity  has  produced  inconsistency  among  areas  covered  and  inequity  for 
those  not  covered.  This  title  would  help  assure  that  Federal  policies  and  pro¬ 
cedures  for  acquisition  of  real  property  are  fair  and  consistent ;  are  directed  at 
giving  the  property  owmer  the  full  measure  of  compensation  authorized  by  law 
promptly,  with  a  minimum  of  inconvenience,  and  without  forcing  him  to  prolong 
negotiations  or  to  costly  negotiations. 

Several  studies  on  land  acquisition  and  relocation  problems  have  reached  these 
conclusions,  including  a  3-year  intensive  study  by  tbe  House  Select  Subcommittee 
on  Real  Property  Acquisition.  The  subcommittee’s  1964  report,  “Study  of  Gom- 
pensation  and  Assistance  for  Persons  Affected  by  Real  Property  Acquisition  in 
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Federal  and  Federally  Assisted  Programs,”  emphasized  the  need  for  the  pro¬ 
visions  4  years  ago.  The  need  has  increased  rather  than  diminished  in  the  past 
4  years. 

To  conclude.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  proposed  legislation  is  not  expected  to  elimi¬ 
nate  all  of  the  stresses  and  suspicions  that  impede  cooi)erative  and  effective 
interlevel  relations,  but  it  does  come  to  grips  with  many  of  the  “here  and  now” 
difficulties  that  seriously  complicate  effective  Federal-State-local  relations. 
Furthermore,  it  is  my  opinion  that  the  “Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act” 
would  be  materially  strengthened  by  inclusion  of  the  four  additional  titles  that 
are  included  in  H.R.  5770. 

Thank  you  for  the  privilege  of  testifying  on  this  important  legislation. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  We  are  very  pleased  to  have  with  us  a  member  of  the 
Cabinet  who  is  an  old  friend  of  ours.  We  welcome  him  with  great 
respect  and  highest  regards  tvith  respect  to  his  competence  and  ex¬ 
pertise  in  an  extremely  complicated  department  of  Government.  It 
hinges  in  so  many  ways,  upon  so  many  people,  across  this  country. 
ISIr.  Weaver,  we  welcome  you  this  morning  with  your  staff  and  your 
associates.  For  the  record,  will  you  identify  your  staff  by  name  and 
title  and  fimction? 

Mr.  ^Weaver.  This  is  Mr.  Beckman,  who  is  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Intergovernmental  Relations  and  Planning  Assistance. 

Mr.  Beatnik.  Sounds  very  impressive. 

Mr.  IVeaitir.  Assistant  Secretary  Ink,  who  is  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Administration,  and  this  is  Mr.  Ashley  Foard,  who  is  a  deputy 
coun.sel,  and  Mr.  John  Francis  who  is  our  budget  officer,  who  I  think 
has  appeared  before  this  Committee  alreadv. 

]\Ir.  BLAT>riK.  Yes,  he  has  testified  for  us.  Mr.  Secretary,  will  you 
please  proceed  wtih  your  statement. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ROBERT  C.  WEAVER,  SECRETARY  OF  HOUS¬ 
ING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  NORMAN 

BECKMAN,  DIRECTOR,  OFFICE  OF  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELA¬ 
TIONS  AND  PLANNING  ASSISTANCE;  DWIGHT  A.  INK,  ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY  FOR  ADMINISTRATION;  AND  ASHLEY  A.  FOARD, 

DEPUTY  GENERAL  COUNSEL 

Mr.  "Weaver.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am 
pleased  to  appear  before  you  today  to  iiresent  the  Department’s  views 
on  the  jiroposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968,  lI.R. 
16718.  We  AA’elcome  the  continuing  exploration  of  the  problems  of  fed¬ 
eralism  and  the  role  of  Government  in  dealing  with  the  problems  of  an 
urban  society. 

It  is  appropriate  that  the  legislative  proposals  contained  in  H.R. 
16718  deal  not  with  Washington  alone,  but  also  with  the  State,  regional 
and  local  levels  of  government.  A  complex  and  decentralized  system 
of  government,  an  exploding  urbanization  process,  rising  expectations, 
and  advances  in  technology  mean  that  there  can  be  no  ultimate  or  un¬ 
changing  solutions  to  how  government  conducts  its  business. 

We  endorse  the  general  objectives  pi-oposed  in  this  act ; 

More  uniform  administration  of  Federal  grants  to  State  gov¬ 
ernments  ;  extending  reimbursable  technical  assistance  services  to 
both  State  and  local  governments ;  supporting  rather  than  bypass¬ 
ing  the  local  general  purpose  governments  of  the  country,  where 
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ultimately  all  juiblic  and  private  services  must  be  coordinated  and 
delivered;  and  more  uniform  and  expeditious  Federal  practice 
with  respect  to  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  urban  land, 
iiiclucliiig  consistency,  to  the  extent  with  lociil  ])ltinnin<>* 

goals.  ^ 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  none  of  these  objectives  desi<>-ned  to 
support  strong  and  capable  governments  is  meaningful  unless  it  has 
the  effect  of  bringing  public  resources  to  bear  in  making  our  urban 
places  worthy  of  the  people  who  live  in  them.  Neat  and  orderly  ad- 
niinistration  is  a  mockery  unless  it  assists  the  people  of  urban  America 
in  providing  decent  housing,  averting  the  spread  of  slums  and  blight, 
focusing  resources  on  needs  that  are  most  pressing,  and  providino- 
opportunity  for  peojde  to  choose  among  types  of  environments  that 
ht  their  needs  and  desires. 

It  is  indicative  of  the  great  strength  of  our  democratic  system  that 
most  of  our  public  debate  centers  not  on  the  objectives  of  this  bill  but 
rather  on  the  most  effective  means  of  achieving  them.  In  this  context 
I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  titles  of  the  proposed  legislation  and 
briefly  identify  some  actions  currently  underway  in  our  Department, 
in  cooperation  with  other  Federal  agencies  and  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments,  that  complement  or  that  are  consistent  with  the  bill’s  basic 
objectives. 


II. - AD:\riXISTR.\.TIOX  OF  GRANTS-IX-ATD  TO  STA'ITlS 

We  favor  title  II  which  has  the  objective  of  making  full  information 
available  to  the  GoA^ernor  and  of  furthering  the  uniform  administra¬ 
tion  of  Federal  grant  funds  to  the  States.  In  this  connection,  the  De¬ 
partment  last  year  initiated  a  service  to  each  of  the  Governors  under 
which  Ave  provide  his  designated  representative  Avith  quarterly  reports 
on  IIITD-supported  projects  Avithin  the  State. 

HUD  has  seA^eral  programs  Avliich  are  administered  through  the 
States.  Two  of  these  are  relatiA'ely  iieAv,  the  urban  information  and 
technical  assistance  program  authorized  under  title  IX  of  the  Demon¬ 
stration  Cities  and  Metropolitan  DeA-elopment  Act  of  196G  and  the 
community  deA^elopment  training  program  authorized  under  title  VIII 
of  the  Housing  Act  of  1964.  In  both  of  these,  maximum  discretion  has 
been  given  to  the  Gov’ernor  for  designation  of  appropriate  State  agen¬ 
cies  ^  to  carry  out  the  programs.  In  addition,  se-A^eral  elements  of  the 
section  701  planning  assistance  jn-ogram  invoh-e  grants  to  the  States. 
There  too,  particularly  in  connection  Avith  the  program  of  assistance 
to  State  planning,  we  haA’e  taken  advantage  of  the  administratiA'e  lee- 
Avay  permitted  under  the  Ltav  in  order  to  assure  the  inA’oh'ement  and 
support  of  the  GoA^ernors. 

III. — ^FEDERAL  TECHXICAL  SERVICES  TO  STATE  AXD  I.OCAL  G0AT5RXjMEXTS 

We  also  favor  the  provisions  of  title  III  Avhich  authorize  Federal 
agencies  to  provide  specialized  and  technical  services  to  State  and  local 
gOA^ernments  on  a  reimbursable  basis.  It  is  premature  to  identify  the 
specific  IHTD  services  that  will  be  called  for  by  the  States  and  locali¬ 
ties  if  the  title  is  enacted.  They  might,  for  example,  utilize  aid  in  con¬ 
nection  with  certain  of  our  specialized  housing  market  analysis  activi- 
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ties  or  ask  us  to  provide  specialized  training  services  as  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  training  capability  becomes  further  developed. 

IV. — INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COORDINATION 

The  Department  is  in  full  accord  with  the  objectives  of  title  IV  to 
achieve  a  more  coordinated  intergovermnental  policy  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  Federal  urban  development  programs. 

The  Department’s  model  cities  program  has  a  special  pertinence  to 
the  objectives  of  title  IV  since  the  very  essence  of  the  program  is  an 
attempt  to  bring  about  the  most  elective  and  economical  coordination 
of  Federal,  State,  and  local  governmental  efforts  and  private  efforts 
to  improve  model  neighborhoods.  The  program  is  an  experiment  in 
bringing  together  old  programs  and  new  so  that  they  may  be  focused 
on  the  physical  and  social  needs  of  the  area.  It  involves  a  multiple 
funding  approach  which  uses  separate  established  programs;  but  it 
also  provides  supplementary  funds  to  bridge  the  gaps  between  exist¬ 
ing  programs  and  to  permit  new  and  experimental  approaches. 

In  the  model  cities  program,  the  mayor  and  his  model  city  agency 
staff  are  charged  with  developing  comprehensive  coordinated  neigh¬ 
borhood  programs  and  with  obtaining  widespread  participation  of 
neighborhood  residents  in  program  planning  and  execution.  For  this 
to  happen.  Federal  programs  cannot  bypass  the  city  government,  and 
there  must  be  assurance  that  independent  local  agencies  will  not  work 
separately,  or  at  cross  purposes  with  each  other.  For  the  model  city 
program  to  succeed,  local  activities,  though  funded  from  separate 
sources,  must  be  responsive  to  an  overall  strategy  for  solving  the  neigh¬ 
borhood’s  basic  problems. 

In  meeting  the  challenge  presented  by  the  need  for  comprehensive 
and  coordinated  model  city  activities,  local  officials  have  raised  hard 
questions  as  to  the  ability  and  willingness  of  the  Federal  Government 
to  respond  in  a  correspondingly  coordinated  manner.  Doubt  has  been 
expressed  as  to  the  commitment  of  the  Federal  Government  to  change 
its  old  and  established  ways  of  doing  business.  They  ask  whether  the 
Federal  Government  will  provide  adequate  funds  in  a  timely  manner; 
will  provide  adequate  technical  assistance  ;  and  whether  Federal  pro¬ 
cedural  requirements  will  be  streamlined  both  in  planning  and  execu¬ 
tion  stages. 

We  recognize  the  problems  and  share  the  concerns  expressed  by  local 
officials.  They  are  very  real.  We  are  now  actively  engaged  with  other 
Federal  departments  and  agencies  in  making  the  changes  which  are 
necessary  to  provide  a  coordinated  Federal  response. 

I  would  also  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  describe  briefly  several 
efforts  that  the  Department  currently  has  underway  in  support  of 
more  coordinated  policy  and  administration  of  grants  for  urban 
development. 

The  Council  of  State  Governments  is  currently  working  on  a  major 
HUD  research  project  aimed  at  strengthening  the  role  of  State  gov¬ 
ernments  in  the  administration  of  federally  assisted  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams.  The  purpose  of  the  project  is  to  provide  better  links  between 
comprehensive  planning  and  the  functional  State  plans  required  by 
many  Federal  grant  programs.  Over  80  Federal  grant  programs  cur- 
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rontly  reqiiire  the  States  to  prepare  a  plan  as  a  condition  of  receipt 
of  aid.  The  stndy  should  lead  to  more  consistent  Federal  planning 
recpurements  and  strengthen  the  role  of  the  Governor  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  State  programs. 

The  Department  has  recently  established  an  interagency  committee 
to  examine  federally  supj^orted  State  technical  assistance  programs 
for  helping  localities  in  all  aspects  of  community  development.  This 
committee  is  composed  of  representatives  from  OEO,  EDA,  HEW, 
Agriculture,  Transportation,  and  Labor.  It  is  assessing  the  impact 
of  federally  supported  technical  assistance  programs  on  State  admin¬ 
istrative  structure  and  ways  of  coordinating  the  funding,  coverage, 
and  administration  of  these  Federal  aids.  The  stndy  will  identify 
specific  instances  in  which  improved  coordination  might  enhance  the 
effectiveness  of  federally  supported  State-local  technical  services,  pro¬ 
pose  improvements  in  interagency  review  of  proposed  activities,  and 
help  reduce  duplication  of  grant  covereage  and  approval. 

Another  recent  effort  by  the  Department  to  improve  HTTD  relations 
with  States  and  localities  was  the  further  decentralization  of  depart¬ 
mental  operations  and  a  reduction  in  time  for  processing  grant  appli¬ 
cations.  This  was  done  in  line  with  the  recommendations  of  the  Joint 
Administrative  Task  Force  established  by  the  President  and  chaired 
by  our  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration. 

In  addition,  in  order  to  better  assist  States  and  localities,  we  hope 
to  establish  a  staff  in  each  HUD  regional  office  to  coordinate  and  unifv 
HT’D  program  relationships  at  the  State  and  local  level.  They  will 
assist  regional  administrators  in  serving  as  their  liaison  among  States 
and  localities  on  matters  involving  more  than  one  program  or  requir¬ 
ing  departmental  level  participation  and  coordination.  This  should 
contribute  to  a  more  coordinated  policy  and  a  better  mix  of  programs 
for  improved  urban  development. 

v,  FEDERAL  LAFTD  ACQUISITION'  AND  DISPOSITION 

The  provisions  of  title  V  are  designed  to  assure  that  the  Federal 
Government,  in  its  real  property  acquisition  and  disposition  pro¬ 
cedures,  takes  account  of  local  land  use  controls  and  planning  objec¬ 
tives.  We  are,  of  course,  in  basic  agreement  with  this  objective. 

It  is,  however,  worth  noting  that  from  an  urban  development  stand¬ 
point,  the  significance  of  this  title  is  necessarily  dependent  upon  the 
quality  of  the  local  land  use  controls  and  planning.  And  in  connection 
with  disposition  activities  paritcularly,  the  most  notable  area  for  inter¬ 
governmental  cooperation  may  extend  well  beyond  the  minimum  stand¬ 
ards  of  this  title.  It  may  involve  not  only  conformity  of  land  dispo¬ 
sition  to  current  local  regulations,  but  also  the  establishment  of  the 
locality  of  new  regulations  and  objectives  that  will  enable  Federal 
surplus  land  to  be  used  in  new  and  imaginative  ways. 

As  you  may  know,  the  President  last  year  announced  a  national 
demonstration  program  centered  upon  creation  of  complete  communi¬ 
ties  or  neighborhoods  on  Federal  surplus  land  in  urban  areas.  This  pro¬ 
gram  has  now  progressed  through  its  preliminary  phases,  and  responsi¬ 
bility  for  its  continuing  development  is  centered  in  the  Department 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development.  Several  sites  in  various  areas 
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have  been  identified,  with  three,  in  the  District  of  Colnnibia,  Atlanta, 
and  San  Antonio  already  announced.  Tlie  one  in  Atlanta  is  already 
l)einp;  constructed.  Planning  efforts  are  well  underway  for  future  devel¬ 
opment  of  areas  that  will  not  only  enlarge  housing  choices  but  include 
a  full  range  of  uses — shopping,  education,  recreation,  and  other  com¬ 
munity  facilities  and  public  services  for  citizens  of  various  income 
levels. 

This  program  of  Federal  excess  land  for  critical  urban  needs  depends 
on  securing  maximum  involvement  of  private  enterprise  and  also  re¬ 
quires  cooperation  among  a  number  of  Federal  agencies.  A  creative 
and  imaginative  response  on  the  part  of  local  governments  is  a  third 
essential.  Their  response  should  measure  up  to  the  unique  opportunity 
for  rapid,  high  quality,  and  relatively  low  cost  development  which  the 
availability  of  surplus  land  may  represent.  For  communities  where 
land  is  scarce  in  relation  to  urgent  urban  needs,  such  opportunities  are 
most  important. 

While  the  demonstration  program  has  so  far  centered  upon  relatively 
large  sites,  the  basic  apj^roach  and  concepts  involved  can  also  be  ap¬ 
plied  to  smaller  tracts.  These  may  be  particularly  useful,  for  example, 
for  relocation  of  low-  and  moderate-income  housing.  But,  again,  the 
local  governments  should  be  prepared  to  seize  the  opportunity  and,  if 
necessary,  to  adjust  their  own  plans  and  objectives  accordingly. 

Thus,  while  I  accept  in  broad  principle  the  provisions  of  title  V, 
I  would  urge  that  the  resulting  legislation  or  the  pertinent  committee 
report  specifically  state  that  these  provisions  are  in  no  way  supportive 
of  unduly  restrictive  land  use  controls. 

In  addition  to  H.E.  16718,  there  are  a  number  of  related  bills  before 
the  subcommittee  which  include  additional  proposals  for  congressional 
review  of  grants-in-aid,  consolidation  of  grant-in-aid  programs,  and 
for  establishing  uniform  policies  for  relocation  assistance  and  land 
acquisition.  I  understand  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  provided 
the  subcommittee  with  the  views  of  the  administration  on  these  pro¬ 
posals.  Relocation  assistance  and  land  acquisition  are  of  special  con¬ 
cern  to  our  Department,  and  I  would  be  pleased  to  answer  questions  on 
these  related  matters  if  that  is  the  desire  of  the  subcommittee. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  state  that  the  Department 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  believes  that  the  objectives  of 
H.R.  16718,  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968,  are  most 
meritorious.  Enactment  of  this  legislation  will  make  a  positive  con¬ 
tribution  in  the  effort  to  coordinate  Federal  assistance  with  State  and 
local  programs  and  goals. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Secretary.  I  have  only  one 
or  two  brief  questions.  On  page  4  of  your  testimony^  the  second  para¬ 
graph  from  the  bottom,  you  start  with  “In  meeting  the  challenge  pre¬ 
sented  by  the  need  for  comprehensive  and  coordinated  model  city  ac¬ 
tivities,  local  officials  have  raised  hard  questions  as  to  the  ability  and 
willingness  of  the  Federal  Government  to  respond  in  a  correspondingly 
coordinated  manner.” 

This  has  been  quite  a  problem  in  practically  all  the  programs,  has 
it  not,  that  involve  a  substantial  degree  of  comprehensive  planning  of 
housing  and  other  programs  beyond  model  cities  ? 

Mr.  Weaver.  Yes;  I  think  it  takes  on,  however,  special  pertinency 
in  connection  with  the  model  cities,  because  the  legislation  which  pro- 
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\ides  for  tlie  model  cities  also  envisions,  and  the  legislative  history 
clearly  indicates,  that  there  has  to  be  that  coordination.  Thei’e  has 
to  be  that  cooperation  and  there  has  to  be  some  commitment  of  funds 
in  accordance  with  the  promise  of  the  model  cities  program.  There 
is,  in  general,  exhortation  toward  coordination  and  cooperation,  but 
here  there  is  a  specific  legislative  requirement,  and  I  think  this  is  going 
to  be  the  acid  test. 

I  might  say  that  we  are  moving,  I  think,  rather  satisfactorily  here 
and  that  I  really  believe  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  come  out  with  a 
successful  program.  It  has  not  been  easy. 

Mr.  Blatxik.  And  the  last  paragraph  on  that  same  sul>ject,  ‘“'We 
recognize  the  problems  and  share  the  concerns  expressed  by  local  of¬ 
ficials.  They  are  very  real.  'We  are  now  actively  engaged  with  other 
Federal  departments  and  agencies  in  making  the  changes  which  are 
necessaiy  to  provide  a  coordinated  Federal  response.”  'Would  you  elab¬ 
orate,  Mr.  Secretary,  on  just  how  extensi\e  or  intensive  the  eli'ort  is 
in  order  to  bring  about  such  coordination  within  the  limitation  of 
existing  law  ? 

Mr.  Weaver.  Let  me  say  that  I  think  we  have  to  start  from  the  philo¬ 
sophical  principle  which  I  believe  is  inherent  in  the  model  cities  pro¬ 
grams  and  legislation.  That  is,  that  if  in  a  democracy,  in  a  country 
that  is  as  heterogeneous  as  ours,  if  you  are  going  to  have  effective  co¬ 
ordination,  the  coordination  has  to  start  at  the  local  level  and  3mu 
have  to  get  the  localities  to  come  in  with  some  type  of  coordinated 
program  pulling  upon  and  utilizing  the  existing  Federal  programs  in¬ 
sofar  as  possible  and  then  the  model  cities  program,  of  course,  pro¬ 
vides  supplemental  grants  to  fill  in  the  gaps. 

So  the  first  job  that  had  to  be  done  was  to  get  this  type  of  coordina¬ 
tion  at  the  local  level  and  this  involved  not  only  a  coordination  of 
]n'ograms,  but  the  most  important  and  most  difficult  thing  locally  was 
the  coordination  of  administration.  We  have  had  mayors  come  in  and 
say,  “For  the  first  time,  I  have  talked  to  the  county  welfare  man  and 
Ave  sat  down  and  worked  out  something.”  In  some  instances,  the  school 
board  and  the  mayor  were  working  in  tandem,  which  they  had  not 
been  doing  before,  because  it  was  required  by  the  model  cities  pro¬ 
gram.  After  that,  we  recognized  that  one  of  the  big  problems  Avas  go¬ 
ing  to  be  to  assure  that  there  Avere  enough  funds  in  the  other  pro¬ 
grams,  other  than  in  our  oAvn  programs — of  course,  those  Ave  thought 
Ave  could  control  and  Ave  have  been  controlling — to  giAX  the  basic  grants 
on  which  the  supplemental  funds  are  calculated.  Here  our  technique 
Avas  one  of  involvement  and,  from  the  very  start,  we  began  to  call  in 
the  other  departments  and  agencies,  first  in  the  revieA\"  of  the  pro¬ 
posals.  They  were  involved  in  the  selection  of  the  cities;  they  are 
now  being  involved  in  working  with  the  cities  on  the  planning,  so  that 
Ave  were  able  by  this  technique,  I  think,  to  get  them  to  feel  that  they 
Avere  a  pai't  of  it. 

Also,  in  the  convenor  order  the  Pi-esident  has  issued,  I  aauas  able  to 
pull  in  the  Secretaries  and  talk  Avith  them  to  get  a  mechanism  set  u]5 
Avhich  from  the  very  start  invoh^ed  a  level  of  no  lower  than  Assistant 
Secretary.  The  same  thing  occurred  in  the  regions.  We  had  interageiicy 
teams  in  the  regions.  So  that  all  of  this  has  meant  that  Ave  Avill  not  come 
to  them  at  the  end  of  the  planning  process  and  knock  on  their  door  and 
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say,  “Look,  we  need  so  much  here  and  so  much  here.”  But  it  will  mean 
that  at  the  time  when  the  allocations  are  being  made  they  will  know 
what  is  needed  and  they  will  have  been  a  part  of  the  decision  and  the 
process  that  brought  it  about.  So  this  is  why  we  think  that  it  is  going 
to  be  successfi;!. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  At  the  opening  of  the  statement,  ymu  referred  to  the 
need  for  better  coordination  on  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  levels 
of  governments.  Most  of  your  programs  require  a  mechanism  or 
machinery  by  which  your  Department,  or  agencies  under  your  Depart¬ 
ment,  deal  directly  with  municipalities ;  is  that  not  true  ? 

Mr.  Weaver.  Yes,  the  vast  majority  of  our  programs  are  programs 
that  run  from  the  Federal  Government  directly  to  local  goveimment. 

Mr.  Beatnik.  So  you  have  very  little  to  do  with  the  State  agencies 

IMr.  Weaitsr.  Well,  we  have  a  series  of  programs  that  go  through 
the  State  agencies,  such  as  our  planning  program,  for  example,  701 
planning,  and  the  States  do  the  planning  for  the  smaller  communities. 
The  same  thing  is  true  about  these  newer  programs  1  mentioned,  the 
training  programs,  the  technical  assistance  programs,  which  we  have 
just  enacted.  Those  are  the  principal  ones,  one  of  long  standing  and 
two  of  recent  origin  beginning  in  1964. 

Mr.  Beatnik.  Does  this  mean  that  the  States  have  less  and  less  to 
do  with  the  cities  because  the  problems  in  the  cities  are  so  large  and 
obviously  complex? 

Mr.  Weaver.  I  think  the  way  this  evolved  was  that  the  Federal 
Government  got  in  this  business  by  default.  The  cities  were  just  in  a 
position  where  they  had  to  have  aid  and  they  had  to  have  it  fast.  They 
were  not  getting  it  from  the  States  and  they  appealed  to  the  Federal 
Government. 

Now,  we  are  getting  a  very  interesting  development.  Some  of  our 
States,  particularly  our  more  populous  States,  are  beginning  to  have 
a  real  feeling  of  responsibility  in  the  affairs  of  the  utban  communities, 
and  there  we  are  able  to  cooperate  very  effectively. 

For  example,  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  when  the  model  cities 
program  was  announced,  they  set  up  a  State  agency,  they  funded  it, 
they  worked  with  the  municipalities  in  the  State  to  develop  their 
proposals,  and  they  are  working  with  them  in  the  planning.  We  are 
cooperating  with  them  100  percent,  and  it  works  very,  very  well.  But 
in  order  for  this  cooperation  to  work,  the  States  have  to  have  more 
than  an  intent.  The  staff  has  to  have  some  machinery,  it  has  to  have 
some  support,  and  it  has  to  furnish  some  money  so  as  to  provide 
greater  resources  than  the  localities  could  provide  themselves. 

IMr.  Beatnik.  I  refer,  in  this  connection,  to  the  method  of  co¬ 
operation  and  coordination  of  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  levels  on 
sewage  disposals.  That  comes  under  your  Department.  I  mention  this, 
not  because  I  think  it  is  better  or  has  a  higher  priority,  but  it  is  just 
one  area  in  the  public  works  region  in  which  I  am  very  familiar. 
Our  big  disappointment  for  a  long  time  was  the  abdicating  on  the 
part  of  the  State  governments  participating  in  water  pollution  pro¬ 
grams  and  the  people  in  the  Federal  grant  program  earlier  were 
giving  30  percent.  We  hope  very  much  that  the  Federal  Government 
and  the  State  government  can  become  at  least  20  percent  to  help 
many,  many  municipalities  with  their  financial  burdens,  especially 
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the  smaller  communities  whose  bonding  capabilities  are  severely  lim¬ 
ited  and  restricted.  We  had  many  small  communities  where  water 
l)ollution  was  a  real  problem,  but  they  just  couldn’t  come  up  with 
TO  percent  of  the  financial  cost.  But  they  can  come  up  with  perhaps 
50  percent  which  gives  them  a  better  chance.  But  we  had  quite  a  time 
getting  the  States  to  pai'ticipate.  Only  recently  we  got  the  States  to 
set  up  standards  and  actually  impose  them  by  saying,  “If  you  do  not 
set  up  standards,  the  Federal  Government  will  set  up  standards,  and  we 
will  enforce  them.”  With  that  type  of  pressure,  the  States  did  begin 
to  respond  in  this  respect.  Now  they  have  gone  ahead  to  develop 
others  and  to  enforce  those  standards.  That  means  that  the  munici¬ 
palities  wil  be  required  by  State  direction  from  now  on  to  give  not 
only  more  numbers,  but  more  adequate  and  more  efficient  and  effective 
facilities.  I  am  a  great  believer  in  getting  these  States  more  and  more 
involved  in  these  programs. 

Mr.  Weaver.  1  think  there  are  many  problems  in  our  area.  For 
example,  problems  such  as  zoning,  building  codes,  land  use,  and  plan¬ 
ning  in  which  the  States  are  the  only  units  of  government.  The  locali¬ 
ties  are  too  small  and  they  are  too  proliferated  to  perform  this  func¬ 
tion.  The  Federal  Government  cannot  do  it,  because  of  our  constitu¬ 
tional  system  of  government  and  because  of  the  whole  tradition  of 
what  the  Federal  Government  can  do  and  cannot  do.  If  the  States 
do  not  do  it,  it  will  not  get  done. 

iSIr.  Beatnik.  On  page  6,  Mr.  Secretary,  I  like  your  statement  in 
the  second  paragraph  in  which  you  state,  “In  a,ddition,  in  order  better 
to  assist  States  and  localities,  we  hope  to  establish  a  staff  in  each  HUD 
regional  office  to  coordinate  and  unify  HUD  program  relationships 
at  the  State  and  local  level.  They  will  assist  the  regional  administra- 
trators  in  serving  as  their  liaison  among  States  and  localities  on  mat¬ 
ters  involving  more  than  one  program  or  requiring  departmental  level 
participation  and  coordination.”  Could  you  elaborate  on  that  ?  This  is 
an  area  in  which  we  badly  need  help  and  an  excellent  program.  It  is 
an  area  in  which  the  States  and  localities  need  more  technical  as¬ 
sistance  because  of  legal,  technical,  engineering,  procedural,  bureau¬ 
cratic  advice  as  to  how  to  go  about  filling  in  the  forms.  Again,  I  am 
thinking  of  all  these  smaller  communities  that  do  not  have  sophisti¬ 
cated  trained  personnel.  I  have  seen  a  little  old  gal,  a  wonderful  little 
old  gal,  who  is  a  clerk  in  a  little  village  in  a  clerk’s  office  who  has  been 
typing  all  the  death  notices  and  certificates  over  the  years  and  all  of  a 
sudden  she  is  confronted  with  this  frightening  array  of  stacks  of  forms 
to  be  filled  out  which  require  fiscal,  legal,  and  engineering  knowledge 
which  she  does  not  have.  What  resulted  was  an  enormous  waste  of  time. 
Papers  were  shuttling  back  and  forth  like  a  ping  pong  ball  between 
North  Minnesota  and  North  Michigan  and  the  regional  office  in  Chi- 
cago. 

The  same  thing  happened  in  other  regions.  You  can  imagine  this 
on  a  national  scope.  Are  we  talking  in  the  same  category  ?  Am  I  think¬ 
ing  correctly,  at  least  in  part,  about  a  type  of  assistance  plus  other 
assistance? 

Mr.  Weaver.  This  is  one  of  its  functions,  particularly.  It  is  a  little 
different  from  technical  assistance.  It  is  sort  of  general  assistance.  It 
is  telling  the  guy  from  the  small  community  where  to  go  and  then 
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lielping  him  to  interpret  the  information  he  gets,  which  he  may  not 
understand  because  he  does  not  have  the  technical  background.  But 
that  is  only  a  part  of  it.  Ileally,  this  came  about  this  way.  Under  the 
departmental  status  I  have  certain  responsibilities  for  coordination 
in  the  urban  area,  and  it  seemed  to  me  that  charity  begins  at  home.  If 
the  60  programs  we  have  were  not  coordinated,  I  was  going  to  be  in 
a  pretty  weak  position  to  ask  others  to  coordinate  with  me.  So  this 
Avas  one  of  the  first  things  we  tried  to  do  and  we  are  now  doing  it. 
We  have  the  setup.  We  do  not  have  enough  people  to  do  it,  but  we 
have  it  in  process  and  the  idea  here  is  dual.  First,  that  there  be  one 
person  Avho  reports  to  the  regional  administrator  who  knows  pretty 
much  the  profile  of  a  given  number  of  cities  or  the  State,  whatever 
his  area  may  be.  So  when  something  comes  in,  he  will  know  wdiat  we 
are  already  doing  there  and  Imow  if  what  is  proposed  is  consistent  or 
inconsistent  or,  if  it  is  not,  he  will  advise  the  regional  administrator  on 
how  to  make  it  consistent. 

Secondly,  when  people  come  in  who  really  want  something,  but  they 
are  not  too  sure  exactly  what  they  want — they  do  not  know  how  to  put 
it  in  bureaucratese,  they  just  know  they  want  something — this  person 
is  able  to  give  them  information  to  direct  them  to  the  right  paths  and 
follow  up  on  what  happens.  Also,  he  is  able  or  she  is  able  to  perform- — 
because  we  have  some  very  competent  women  doing  this — the  type  of 
functions  which  you  suggested  for  the  smaller  communities. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  It  would  be  extremely  helpful  and  timesaving  on 
both  sides.  Any  questions  to  my  right,  Mr.  Brown  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes,  sir ;  I  have  some  questions.  I  have  a  problem  coor¬ 
dinating  the  questions,  Mr.  Secretary. 

Mr.  Secretary,  let  me  ask  you  to  start  with  title  IV  in  total.  Sec¬ 
tions  401(a)  and  401(b)  seem  to  go  to  the  heart  of  this  title.  Can  you 
give  me  a  brief  interpretation  of  what  those  two  subsections  are  trying 
to  accomplish? 

Mr.  Weaver.  I  will  have  to  read  them  for  a  minute. 

Mr.  Brown.  Well,  perhaps  you  have  somebody  there  with  legal 
background  or  counsel  fi'om  your  Department  who  might  give  me 
a  clear  interpretation  of  their  objective. 

Mr.  Foard.  Mr.  Congressman,  I  do  not  know  that  I  could  tell  you 
much  beyond  the  wording  of  the  statute — the  bill  itself.  I  think  it 
pretty  clearly  indicates  that  the  President  is  authorized  to  exercise 
his  authority  to  establish  rules  and  regulations  for  evaluating  and 
reviewing  urban  development  programs  and  projects,  whether  our 
Department  or  other  departments  of  the  Government,  for  the  purpose 
of  seeing  that  they  are  administered  on  a  consistent  basis. 

Mr.  Brown.  Well,  now,  that  speaks  to  their  administration;  but 
what  about  the  priorities  of  objectives  of  the  program  which  are  taken 
into  account  ?  This  is  the  part  that  worries  me.  Basically,  my  question 
is.  Whose  judgment  of  objectives  controls  under  this  section? 

Mr.  Beckman.  Mr.  Congressman,  I  think  one  of  the  basic  inten¬ 
tions  of  this  section  is  to  recognize  the  fact  that  all  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment  really  have  to  have  the  opportunity  to  miderstand  what  each 
level  is  doing  and,  to  the  extent  possible,  seek  common  objectives, 
because  Federal,  State,  and  local  impacts  on  urban  development  have 
to  be  coordinated  if  they  are  going  to  make  any  sense  when  they  are 
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actually  piit  in  place  at  the  local  level.  It  indicates  that  the  full  ex¬ 
change  of  infonnation,  exchauofe  of  plans  and  advice  are  consistent 
with  that  objective.  So  I  think  the  section  is  directed  toward  all  levels 
of  government. 

^li’.  Weaver.  I  suppose  that  would  l)e  set  forth  on  page  13  under 
section  1(d),  “Each  Federal  department  and  agency  administering 
an  urban  development  assistance  program  shall,  to  the  maximum  ex¬ 
tent  jiractical,  considt  with  and  seek  advice  from  all  other  significantly 
affected  Federal  departments  and  agencies  in  an  effort  to  assure  fully 
coordinated  programs.”  So  that  this  seems  to  involve  an  internal  type 
of  consultation. 

i\Ir.  Broavn.  Yes,  sir.  I  think  I  have  a  fairly  clear  interpretation  of 
what  (d)  is  saying,  because  it  is  talking  about  the  coordination  within 
Federal  depaxdments,  all  of  which  fall  under  the  executix^e  control  of 
the  President. 

The  thing  that  I  am  concenied  with  is  the  use  of  such  language  as 
that  Avhich  appears  on  line  14,  page  11.  It  says: 

Snell  rules  and  regnlations  shall  provide  for  full  consideration  of  the  concurrent 
achievement  of  the  following  specific  objectives  of  urban  development,  and,  to 
the  extent  authorized  by  law,  reasoned  choices  shall  be  made  between  such 
objectives  when  they  conflict. 

Well,  you  know,  one  man’s  reasons  and  choices  are  another  man’s 
arbitrariness.  But  who  makes  the  reasoned  choice?  Who  is  the  ulti¬ 
mate  authority  in  making  that  selection  ? 

Mr.  Beck:ua]v.  Again,  sir,  I  think  it  is  the  Federal  agency  cited 
under  (d)  and  under  (b).  It  talks  about  all  Auewpoints,  national, 
regional.  State,  and  local.  I  think  it  simply  attempts  to  call  to  mind 
a  checklist  of  national  objectives  with  resjxect  to  urban  development 
that  all  leA^els  should  keep  in  mind  in  seeking  an  optimum  solution. 

Mv.  W  EAVER.  If  you  look  on  that  same  page,  line  8 : 

In  pm’suit  of  this  basic  objective,  the  President  may  establish  rules  and 
regulations  for  uniform  application  and  formulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of 
urban  development  programs  and  projects  for  the  provision  of  federally  aided 
urban  facilities,  and  Federal  projects  having  a  significant  impact  on  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  urban  and  urbanizing  communities. 

]Mr.  Broavn.  When  you  say  “this  basic  objectiA'e,”  oA^er  on  page  13 
at  the  top - 

Mr.  Weaa^er.  I  think  the  basic  objective  is  at  the  top  of  page  11, 
“sound  and  orderly  development  of  urban  communities.” 

Mr.  Broavx.  That  is  Avhat  Ave  mean  by  this  basic  objective? 

:\Ir.  w  EAVER.  That  is  my  interpretation  of  it. 

iNIr.  Broavx.  So,  for  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of  urban 
communities,  the  President  AA’ill  establish  the  rules  and  regulations, 
is  that  right  ? 

iNIr.  Weaatdr.  I  beg  your  ]>ardon  ? 

iMr.  Broavn".  To  accomplish  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of 
urban  coimnunities,  the  President  may  establish  the  rules  and 
regulations  ? 

Mr.  ^Weaver.  Yes,  this  is  mv  understanding.  We  did  not  write  this 
bill. 

Mr.  Broavx.  And  regional — and  then  on  top  of  page  13,  if  I  may, 
“Eegional,  State  and  local  government  objectives  shall  be  considered 
and  evaluated  Avithin  a  framework  of  national  public  objectives  .  .  .”. 
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I  presume  that  those  national  public  objectives  are  the  orderly  develop¬ 
ment  of  urban  communities  ? 

Mr.  Weaver.  And  the  delivering  agent  of  them,  yes.  I  think  pi-ac- 
tically  everything  that  precedes  that  is  that  basic  purpose  and  then 
there  is  the  listing  of  objectives. 

Mr.  Brown.  Is  that  the  only  objective,  the  orderly  development  of 
urban  communities  ?  Or  are  we  talking  about  more  ? 

Mr.  Weaver.  We  are  talking  about  the  whole  list,  I  would  assume, 
the  list  beginning  at  the  bottom  of  page  11  and  going  through. 

Mr.  Brown.  This  includes  item  7,  which  says : 

Any  other  objective  through  which  urban  development  activities  can  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  economic,  social,  and  cultural  development  of  the  Nation,  its 
strength  in  world  affairs,  and  the  achievement  of  enhanced  levels  of  living? 

Mr.  Weaver.  I  would  imagine  so. 

INIr.  Brown.  Mdiich  is  pretty  broad ;  is  it  not  ?  _ 

Mr.  Weaver.  Yes;  it  is  pretty  broad,  but  I  think  it  is  so  broad  that 
it  does  not  get  us  in  too  much  difficulty. 

Mr.  Brown.  It  does  not  get  you  in  too  much  difficulty,  but  it  might 
get  a  community,  which  had  specific  objectives  of  its  own  in  mind,  in 
considerable  difficulty,  I  would  suggest,  Mr.  Secretary,  because  it 
seems  to  me,  if  we  have  followed  through  our  sequence  of  thinking 
here,  that  the  President  is  able  to  set  rules  and  regulations  on  all  of 
these  objectives,  including  that  one  that  says  “any  other  objective,"’ 
and  so  the  President - 

Mr.  WexVver.  Which  contributes  “to  the  economic,  social,  and  cultural 
development  of  the  Nation,  its  strength  in  world  affairs,  and  fhe 
achievement  of  enhanced  levels  of  living"’ — I  do  not  see  how  anybody 
could  be  against  that. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  do  not  see  how  you  could  be  against  it,  but  I  am  not 
sure  that  you  could  get  any  common  interpretation  of  what  that  means 
because,  again,  the  President  has  the  right  to  set  this  objective  for  the 
local  community  as  well  as  the  rules  for  them. 

Mr.  Weavtiir,  No,  he  does  not  set  the  objective  for  the  local  com¬ 
munity.  He  sets  the  objective  for  the  national  program.  The  local 
community  can  set  its  own  objectives.  It  may  be  consistent  or  it  may 
be  inconsistent.  If  they  are  inconsistent,  they  do  not  participate  in  the 
program,  I  would  assume. 

Mr.  Beatnik.  Would  the  gentleman  yield  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  Yes. 

Mr.  Beatnik.  This  is  a  question  on  this  subparagraph  7,  page  12. 
The  language  there  is  much  broader  in  the  Department  of  HUD  than 
any  other  department,  and  since  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  people  are 
here — Mr.  Hughes  has  returned  and  will  be  available — and  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  was  involved  in  the  writing  of  this  language,  you  will 
have  an  opportunity  to  ask  them,  too,  just  what  this  language  means 
and  the  purpose  of  this  subparagraph. 

Mr.  Foard.  Mr.  Ohaimian,  I  just  want  to  make  one  comment  on  the 
statement  of  Congressman  Brown  concerning  the  scope  of  section 
401.  On  page  11, 1  think  it  is  quite  significant  that  lines  17  and  18  con¬ 
tain  the  words  “to  the  extent  authorized  by  law.”  And  I  think  it  should 
be  recognized  that  although  a  large  number  of  objectives  are  listed  in 
this  rather  long  ^tion,  the  authority  has  its  limitations  and  the  sec¬ 
tion  relates  to  programs  which  have  limitations  in  the  statutes. 
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For  instance,  in  a  program  such  as  urban  renewal  or  public  housing 
w’here  the  Federal  programs  and  statutes  place  so  much  responsibility 
for  determinations  in  the  locality,  these  would  remain.  I  am  sure  that 
this  section  is  not  in  any  way  intended  to  change  the  Federal  law,  and 
I  think  the  wording  that  I  just  quoted  is  indicative  of  this. 

Mr.  Brown.  Mr.  Foard,  in  response  to  that,  let  me  suggest  that  the 
language  on  the  top  of  page  13,  combined  with  the  language  which 
talks  about  reasoned  choices  and  which  gives  the  President  authority 
to  establish  niles  and  regulations,  does  give  to  tlie  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  s|>ecifically  the  President,  the  right  to  make  those  deter¬ 
minations.  In  addition,  we  have  other  legislation  before  us  which  pro- 
^ddes  for  the  consolidation  of  existing  categorical  progi’ams  and  the 
revision  of  the  specific  legislation  in  order  to  consolidate  and  coordinate 
and  combine  them  into  more  easily  administered  programs.  So  what 
we  seem  to  be  doing  here  is  yielding  to  tlie  executive  branch  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  the  right  to  set  the  priorities  of  all  these  worthy  objectives, 
the  means  by  wdiich  they  should  be  accomplished,  and  the  judgment 
for  whether  they  are  being  accomplished  at  the  local  level,  so  that  the 
community  qualifies  for  Federal  programs. 

]\Ir.  Foard.  I  wmuld  quite  agree  that  additional  authority  could  be 
given  in  that  way,  but  the  extent  to  which  additional  authority  is 
placed  in  the  President  would  be  a  result  of  the  combination  of  the 
grant  programs.  Any  changes  made  at  that  time  wmuld  bo  legislative 
changes  that  would  have  to  be  considered  at  the  time  of  the  consolida¬ 
tion  of  those  grant  programs. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  think  not  necessarily  under  the  language  of  anotlier 
bill  that  we  were  considering  just  a  couple  of  days  ago,  joint  fund¬ 
ing-— the  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  which  seems  to  be  a  com¬ 
panion  piece - 

Mr.  Foard.  I  would  not  agree  that  the  joint  funding  would  sig¬ 
nificantly  change  the  authority  in  this  respect  at  all,  because  that 
is  a  quite  limited  bill  in  terms  of  the  changes  in  existing  statutory  re¬ 
quirements;  very,  very  modest  clianges  would  be  permitted  there. 

Mr.  WEA^'ER.  As  I  read  this.  Congressman,  to  go  back  on  page  11, 
I  think  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  can  give  you  a  better  interiDretation 
of  this  than  we  can.  But  if  you  read  that  language,  it  says,  “In  pur¬ 
suit  of  this  basic  objective,  the  President  may  establish  rules  and 
regulations  for  uniform  application  in  formulation,  evaluation,  and 
review  of  urban  renewal  programs,”  and  all  of  this  within  the  present 
framework  of  the  law  which  sets  forth  hoAv  these  programs  are  car¬ 
ried  out.  This  does  not  supersede  existing  law,  as  I  see  it.  It  simply 
gives  a  method  whereby  we  would  have  uniform  application  of  criteria 
in  this  effort  toward  getting  better  coordination.  This  is  my  inter¬ 
pretation. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  think  we  have  to  consider  the  whole  section,  Mr. 
Secretary,  and  it  seems  to  me  when  you  put  the  old  section  together, 
there  is  conflicting  language  which  in  one  instance  seems  to  say  tliat 
while  the  President  and  the  administering  agencies  will  take  into  ac¬ 
count  the  local  situation  and  their  objectives,  when  those  objectives 
conflict,  reasoned  choices  must  be  made.  And,  obviously,  the  reasoned 
choices  are  going  to  be  made  by  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  at  the  Federal  level. 
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Mr.  Weavek.  Does  this  not  happen  whenever  you  le^^islate  on  any 
}u’o^rani?  It  seems  to  me  when  you  write  a  law  setting  up  urban 
renewal  or  public  housing  or  what  have  you,  you  set  up  certain  na¬ 
tional  objectives  and  these  objectives  are  inherent  in  the  requirements 
that  you  set  forth.  You  have  income  limitations,  for  example,  and 
you  have  other  requirements  which  are  not  determined  locally  and 
which  the  city  has  to  satisfy.  If  it  does  not  like  these,  it  does  not  get 
in  the  program.  So  this  is  nothing  new  that  is  inherent  here,  and 
this  is  much  less  restrictive  on  the  localities  than  what  is  already  in 
existence  and  what  has  been  in  existence  from  the  beginning,  as  far 
as  I  know. 

Mr.  Brown.  Mr.  Secretary,  I  will  only  respond  to  that  in  this  way, 
that  under  what  you  have  just  described,  the  Congress,  the  representa¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Government,  establishes  those  requirements  or  es¬ 
tablishes  the  law  and  then  gives  the  President  or  the  executive  branch 
of  Govei’iiment  the  right  to  spell  out  the  specific  limitations.  As  I  tried 
to  indicate,  and  I  perhaps  am  thinking  unfairly  of  this  since  you  are 
testifying  on  this  bill,  but  we  have  just  in  the  last  couple  of  days  also 
considered  with  this  bill  another  piece  of  legislation,  the  Joint  Fund¬ 
ing  Simplification  Act,  which  would  give  the  executive  branch  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  the  right  to  put  grants-in-aid  programs  together  and  then 
combine  the  regulations  along  with  the  funds,  and  in  so  doing  alter  the 
regulations  that  have  been  written  for  specific  categorical  programs. 
And  this  seems  to  me  to  be  giving  the  executive  branch  of  Govern¬ 
ment  a  great  deal  of  authority  over  the  priorities,  objectives,  require¬ 
ments,  and  needs  of  local  communities. 

Idle  basic  question  is.  How  desirable  is  this?  Now,  as  I  am  sure  you 
are  aware,  there  are  some  other  approaches  which  have  been  proposed 
that  would  tend  to  provide  the  funds  without  providing  at  the  same 
time  overriding  decisionmaking  at  the  Federal  level.  It  would  leave 
to  the  local  community  a  little  bit  more  of  the  prerogative  in  how  they 
utilized  those  funds.  And  this  seems  to  be  one  of  the  basic  issues. 

jMr.  IVeaver.  It  seems  to  me  that  issue  should  also  be  considered  in 
light  of  another  bill  that  is  pending  before  this  committee,  and  that  is 
for  there  to  be  periodic  review  of  grants-in-aid  programs.  And  I  think 
if  you  are  going  to  review  a  program,  you  have  to  review  what  its 
objectives  are.  1  do  not  know  whether  you  do  not  get  inconsistencies 
no  matter  what  road  you  travel  here. 

iMr.  Brown.  I  think  this  is  probably  true.  Perhaps  we  have  to  do  all 
these  things.  Again,  you  have  suggested  that  it  should  be  Congress 
that  reviews  the  objectives  of  whether  or  not  the  program  is  being 
accomplished  for  ■which  Congress  appropriated  the  funds  and  set  up 
the  specific  categorical  requirements. 

Now,  if  tho^  categorical  requirements  can  be  re^yritten,  and  if, 
under  the  language  of  the  other  legislation,  those  requirements  can  be 
changed  to  the  extent  they  can  change  the  percentage  of  local  partici¬ 
pation  required  from  5  percent  in  one  categorical  program  to,  =ay, 
15  percent  when  that  categorical  program  is  combined  with  others, 
then - 

i\fr.  "Weaver.  I  would  question  if  that  were  the  type  of  regulation 
that  was  contemplated  in  this  bill,  but  I  would  defer  to  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  for  interpretation  of  that.  I  ■would  question  that  very 
.seriously. 
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]\rr.  Brown.  I  should  not  liave  gotten  so  far  into  this  other  bill.  Let 
me  ask  you  about  a  comment  that  you  made  on  page  2.  You  are  talking 
about  two  specific  pieces  of  legislation,  and  you  say  in  both  of  these 
maximum  discretion  has  been  given  to  the  (xovernor  for  designation 
of  appropriate  State  agencies  to  carry  out  the  programs. 

In  the  legislation  before  us,  on  pages  7  and  8  in  section  204,  we  seem 
to  have  some  conflict  with  what  you  indicated  as  a  meritorious  ar¬ 
rangement  in  those  two  pieces  of  legislation.  This  section  provides  that 
a  Federal  department  or  agency  “may”  waive,  a  single  State  agency 
instead  of  “shall”  do  so.  Since  the  proviso  clause  provides  adequate 
safeguards  to  protect  the  objectives  of  a  grant-in-aid  program,  I  won¬ 
der  if  that  should  not  be  made  “shall”? 

Mr.  Weaver.  I  think  there  are  reasons. 

Mr.  Beckman.  The  point  in  our  testimony  is  that  the  programs  we 
administer  to  State  applicants  are  already  consistent  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  204.  Section  204  refers  to  Federal  legislation  in  which 
you  had  a  single  specific  State  agency  that  would  be  the  only  agency 
that  could  administer  the  grant.  None  of  the  agencies  in  our  Depaii- 
ment  would  be  affected  by  this  section. 

^Ir.  Brown.  I  think  the  thing  I  am  trying  to  get  at  here  is,  does  the 
legislation  to  which  section  204  refers,  give  the  Governor  the  greater 
discretion  in  which  agency  he  designates  as  a  control  agency,  and 
which  should  it  be,  in  fact  ? 

Mr.  Weaver.  I  think  we  probably  have  some  situations  in  which  the 
statutes  now  requii’e — local  statutes  and  State  statutes — that  a  given 
special  agency  of  State  government  carry  out  a  paiticular  pi’Ogram.  I 
know  this  is  true  in  some  of  our  local  programs  and  that,  therefoi-e, 
it  would  seem  to  me  that  probably  you  woiild  have  to  have  some  legis¬ 
lation  on  the  State  level  in  some  of  these  instances.  This  is  coming 
from  a  layman  getting  into  legal  matters,  so  I  will  immediately  duck 
over  to  my  assistant  general  coiinsel. 

iMr.  Foard.  In  our  programs,  the  important  requirement  is  that  the 
agenc}’’  administering  the  program  have  authority  to  perform  the 
function  invoh'cd.  Now,  in  some  cases  it  avouIcI  not  be  appropriate  to 
divide  up  a  function  among  tAvo  agencies.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  the 
Federal  law  specifjdng  particular  agencies.  Our  Federal  laws  are  very 
broad  on  that  score. 

In  connection  Avith  the  701  program,  for  example,  if  the  State  agency 
is  carrying  out  a  plan  for  the  entire  State,  there  Avould  haA’e  to  be, 
naturally,  one  agency  doing  that,  although  I  belieA'e  Ave  haA^e  actually 
permitted  tAvo  State  agencies  in  the  701  program,  one  to  do  the  State 
]danning  and  the  other  to  administer  the  planning  assistance  to  the 
localities.  We  have  been  A^ery  liberal  in  our  interpretation  and  our 
Federal  statutes  are  A'ery  liberal  as  to  the  type  of  local  agency  Avhich 
can  administer  each  program. 

Mr.  Brown.  But  my  question  still  is:  Your  laAv  is  broader  than  the 
language  of  204,  is  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Foard.  Yes,  I  would  say  so. 

Mr.  Broavn.  Does  204  not  restrict  the  language,  of  the  legislation 
you  haA’e  been  discussing  or  restrict  the  administration  of  it  ? 

Mr.  Foard.  I  do  not  see  that  it  does  liecause  it  is  dealing  with  the 
more  limited  situation  that  woidd  not  apply  to  our  Department. 
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It  concerns  a  Federal  law  which  provides  a  single  State  agency  to 
administer  a  program— that  is  not  the  situation  in  our  programs. 

Mr.  Brown.  Maybe  we  ought  to  broaden  this  language. 

Mr.  Weaver.  I  think  that  you  have  to  have  some  degree  of  flexibility 
in  the  State,  certainly  some  flexibility  for  the  Governor.  He  may  have 
good  reasons  for  not  wanting  to  make  a  change,  for  doing  one  thing 
or  the  other. 

IMr.  Brown.  Should  we  not  use  the  language  in  the  legislation  which 
you  referred  to  rather  than  the  language  in  section  204?  That  is  my 
question. 

Mr.  Foard.  Not  necessarily,  because  in  other  programs  there  may  be 
a  special  reason  for  a  more  limited  operation.  I  do  not  regard  this  as 
an  inconsistency.  This  is  merely  broadening,  liberalizing  a  situation 
that  does  not  apply  to  us.  Our  legislation  is  broader,  but  that  does  not 
mean  that  it  should  apply  to  all  of  the  programs. 

Mr.  Brown.  Well,  you  have  it  provided  in  this  language  in  section 
204,  which  says  that  the  head  of  the  Federal  department  or  agency 
determines  that  the  objectives  of  the  Federal  statutes  authorizing  a 
grant-in-aid  program  will  not  be  endangered  by  such  other  State  struc¬ 
tures  or  arrangements.  That  is  the  provision,  the  safeguard. 

Mr.  Foard.  It  may  be  an  adequate  safeguard  to  do  what  you  say;  I 
do  not  know.  I  would  not  want  to  suggest  that.  I  do  not  know  enough 
about  the  other  programs. 

Mr.  Brown.  We  have  heard  testimony  from  the  mayor  of  Syracuse, 
IMr.  Secretary,  and  in  his  testimony  yesterday  he  said  : 

One  of  the  prime  objectives  of  the  model  cities  program  is  to  bring  about  local 
coordination  and  available  Federal  resources  and  to  provide  a  definite  mechanism 
for  this  coordination.  Yet,  the  75  cities  already  involved  in  model  cities  planning 
are  experiencing  serious  difficulty  in  achieving  this  objective.  If  they  are  finding 
this  sort  of  difficulty  in  a  program  specifically  intended  to  achieve  greater  coordi¬ 
nation  of  Federal  resources,  I  need  not  paint  a  detailed  picture  of  the  grim  prob¬ 
lems  of  coordination  of  more  than  400  separate  grant  programs.  We  must  learn 
from  the  experience  being  gained  in  model  cities  and  apply  them  elsewhere. 

AVoiild  you  concur  that  there  have  been  some  problems  in  the  model 
cities  coordination  ? 

IMr.  Weaver.  Yes,  sir.  I  would  have  been  shocked  if  they  had  not  had 
them.  The  whole  purpose  of  the  model  cities  program  was  to  identify 
these  jtroblems  and  give  us  some  experience  on  a  limited  scale  and  to 
learn  how  to  deal  with  them.  And  I  think  we  are  .succeeding  in  that 
regard.  I  think  that  it  is  unfortunate  that  the  mayor  who  spoke  does 
not  have  a  model  city,  so  he  cannot  speak  from  intimate  personal 
experience. 

]\Ir.  Brown.  I  gather  that  his  testimony  may  have  been  prepared 
V  ith  the  assistance,  however,  of  the  National  League  of  Cities. 

]\Ir.  We.\ver.  However,  I  think  this  type  of  difficulty  was  inevitable, 
and  I  think  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  we  are  going  to  be  able  to 
surmount  it,  which  is  going  to  be  the  important  thing.  And  I  believe 
we  are  making  significant  progress.  Eemember,  the  process  of  the 
model  cities  is  such  that  difficulty  was  envisioned  along  this  line.  We 
had  the  cities  come  up  with  their  goals,  with  a  diagnosis  of  what  their 
problems  were,  and  what  type  of  administrative  proposal  would  per¬ 
mit  them  to  ,oet  their  own  local  a.eencies  working  cooperatively  so  that 
they  would  have  a  gOA^ernmental  machinery  capable  of  coorclination. 
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And  tlien  we  ;ire  now  in  the  jjrocess  of  months  of  planning,  first  on 
programs,  and  second  oi\  how  to  do  them.  Then  we  will  get  into  execu¬ 
tion  and  we  felt  that  it  would  take  several  years  to  tool  up  for  this. 
And  I  would  agree  100  percent  with  the  mayor’s  final  statement  when 
he  says :  “We  must  learn  from  the  experience  being  gained  in  the  model 
cities  and  apply  them  elsewhere.”  This  is  exactly  what  the  model 
cities  were  intended  to  do. 

Air.  Brown.  Let  me  move  on  to  one  of  your  statements  on  page  4, 
where  you  say : 

Doubt  has  been  expressed  as  to  the  commitment  of  the  Federal  Government  to 
change  its  old  and  established  ways  of  doing  business.  They  ask  whether  the 
Federal  Government  will  provide  adequate  funds  in  a  timely  manner,  will  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  technical  assistance,  and  whether  Federal  procedural  requirements 
will  be  streamlined  both  in  planning  and  execution  stages. 

I  would  add  to  that,  Mr.  Secretary,  this  is  the  point  on  which  I 
started  my  questioning.  Will  the  Federal  Government  insist  on  and 
provide  technical  assistance  according  to  its  own  decision,  or  will  it 
I^ermit  the  flexibility  and  diversity  in  local  decisionmaking  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  needs  of  the  people  who  are  being  assisted  ?  I  seriously  ques¬ 
tion  a  system  which  assists  people  in  spite  of  themselves  or  in  spite 
of  their  opposition.  It  seems  to  me  that  basic  to  our  democratic  society, 
people  should  be  assisted  in  the  way  that  they  would  like  to  be  assisted. 

Air.  AVea\’er.  I  could  not  agree  with  you  more,  and  I  think  the  record 
of  the  model  cities  would  indicate  that  the  program  has  been  operated 
in  that  way,  that  the  proposals  have  come  from  the  localities.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact,  the  only  thing  we  have  insisted  upon  is  that  they  do  the 
planning  themselves  and  that  they  do  come  up  with  innovative  things. 

The  other  thing  we  have  insisted  on  is  that  they  have  the  participa¬ 
tion  of  the  people  who  are  going  to  be  affected.  But  we  deal  directly 
with  the  cities  and  this  we  have  insisted  upon.  This  has  been  the  real 
problem  and  we  have  had  some  real  very  fortunate  and  happy  suc¬ 
cesses  with  it.  I  might  say  in  one  city  they  had  an  election  and  they 
had  more  people  out  for  the  election  on  this  than  when  they  elect 
any  other  office  in  the  community,  because  these  are  areas  where  people 
do  not  do  much  voting.  AVe  get  over  50  percent  of  the  people  out  very 
often,  which  is  unheard  of  in  these  areas. 

AA^hen  I  say  “we.”  I  mean  the  program.  So  the  program  has  to  be 
developed  by  the  city  and  if  they  do  not  develop  a  good  program,  we 
turn  them  down  and  we  continue  to  turn  them  down.  They  have  to 
come  up  with  a  program  after  they  get  through  with  the  planning. 
If  they  do  not  come  up  with  a  plan  that  indicates,  not  that  it  meets 
any  preconceived  concepts  of  ours,  but  indicates  that  they  have  done 
a  thorough  job,  then  they  cannot  go  ahead  with  the  program.  But  it  is 
their  iilanning,  not  our  planning.  AVe  do  not  put  people  in  there  to 
plan.  AA"e  do  not  develop  the  plan.  AA^e  do  not  determine  what  goes  in 
the  plan. 

Air.  Brown.  You  just  turn  it  down  if  you  do  not  like  it. 

Air.  AAYaver.  No;  we  turn  it  down  if  it  is  a  plan  so  defective  me¬ 
chanically  that  you  can  see  that  the  processes  were  not  carried  out.  If 
it  does  not  have  citizen  participation,  we  turn  it  down  because  that 
is  in  the  statute.  If  it  does  not  meet  the  problems,  we  turn  it  down 
and  that  is  in  the  statute.  This  is  something  which  can  be  judged 
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objectively  and  not  a  subjective  evaluation  on  the  part  of  one  or  two 
individuals. 

Mr.  Browj^.  I  might  cite,  Mr.  Secretary,  in  conclusion,  one  city  in 
my  area  which  is  now  in  considerable  trouble  because  the  require¬ 
ments  of  urban  renewal  were  such  that  the  citizens  passed  legislation 
which  attempted  to  take  the  city  right  down  the  drain,  and  they  are  in 
deep  trouble  because  the  people  in  the  community  did  not  want  to 
comply  with  the  Federal  requirements  to  get  the  advantages  of  urban 
renewal  funds.  And  now  not  only  is  this  city  relationship  with  the 
Federal  Government  tied  up,  but  even  the  city  relationship  in  its  own 
activities  is  tied  up  because  of  the  frustration  in  the  community. 

Mr.  Weaver.  Again,  if  you  will  look  at  the  statute,  there  is  no  way 
that  I  could  conceive,  uidess  the  city  is  willing  to  put  up  an  enormous 
amount  of  money,  that  you  can  haA^e  a  model  cities  program  based 
upon  supplemental  grants  if  you  do  not  liaA’e  an  urban  renewal  pro¬ 
gram.  If  the  city  does  not  Avant  one,  it  is  its  perfect  right  not  to 
have  it,  but  by  the  same  token,  it  cannot  qualify  under  the  statutory 
requirements.  These  are  choices  that  are  theirs. 

Mr.  Edavards.  Just  one  question.  Mr.  Secretary,  if  you  Avill  turn  to 
page  6,  section  201.  That  section  provides  that  Avith  regard  to  any 
grant-in-aid  to  any  State  govermnent,  the  agency  or  department  Avill 
notify  the  Governor  in  writing  of  the  purpose  and  amounts  of  actual 
grants-in-aid  to  the  State.  I  understood  you  to  say  that  most  of  your 
transactions  really  are  with  the  local  communities. 

Mr.  Weaver.  Most  of  our  programs,  yes. 

Mr.  Edavards.  This  section,  as  I  read  it,  if  I  understand  its  purpose, 
does  not  call  on  the  department  or  agency  to  advise  the  Governor 
of  programs  in  local  communities. 

Mr.  Weaver.  No;  but  Ave  have,  as  I  pointed  out  in  my  statement, 
given  them  a  quarterly  report  though  Ave  are  not  required  to  by  laAv. 

Mr.  Edavards.  You  go  beyond  what  this  section  calls  for  presently  ? 

Mr.  Weaver.  Yes. 

Mr.  Edavards.  My  question  to  you  is:  Without  regard  to  just  your 
OAvn  Department,  would  it  not  be  advisable  to  amend  this  section  to 
require  the  department  or  agency  to  advise  the  GoA'ernor  of  programs 
in  local  communities  as  well  as  State  programs?  In  other  Avords,  you 
seem  to  think  that  what  you  are  doing  is  right,  and  it  Avould  seem 
to  me  that  it  is  right,  and  I  wonder  if  this  section  should  not  be 
amended  to  call  on  all  agencies  and  departments  to  do  this. 

Mr.  Weaater.  I  have  not  had  a  chance  to  analyze  this  sufficiently 
to  give  you  a  categorical  answer  on  that.  I  do  not  knoAv  Avhat  problems 
there  might  be.  As  far  as  my  oAvn  activities  are  concerned,  I  find  that 
there  is  no  problem  in  advising  State  governments  and  the  GoA’ernor 
of  the  grants  going  into  a  State.  But  I  Avould  rather  reserve  judg¬ 
ment  on  this  and  to  have  a  chance  to  analyze  it,  which  I  have  not 
done  previously.  I  say  this  because  it  avouIcI  involve  other  programs 
of  which  I  am  not  familiar.  Programs  such  as  mine  present  no 
problems. 

Mr.  Edwards.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Beatnik.  Thank  you,  Mr.  EdAvards. 

Mr.  Secretary,  we  thank  you  and  Ave  thank  your  assistants. 

The  next  Avitnesses  are  the  Honorable  Phillip  S.  Hughes,  the  Deputy 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  IVIr.  William  C.  Colman, 
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Executive  Director,  Advisory  Coinniission  on  Intergoverniuental 
Kehitions. 

We  also  had  IVIrs.  Gladys  Spellman,  representing  the  National  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  Counties,  scheduled  as  a  witness. 

Mr.  McLaughlin,  I  underetand  you  have  a  statement  for  the  record. 
I  would  like  the  record  to  show  that  there  has  been  many  instances 
of  legislation  dealing  with  governmental  subdivisions,  particularly 
counties,  in  which  the  National  Association  of  Counties  has  been  most 
helpful  and  most  cooperative  and,  certainly,  always  informative.  The 
stivtenient  by  jMrs.  Gladys  N.  Spellman  will  appear  in  its  entirety 
at  this  point  in  the  record. 

(The  statement  referred  to  follows:) 

Peep  A  RED  Statement  of  Mrs.  Gladys  X.  Spellman,  Chairman,  Board  of  County' 

Commissioners,  Prince  Georges  County,  Md.,  and  Member,  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  ON  Intergovernmental  Relations,  on  Behalf  of  the  National 

Association  of  Counties 

Mr.  Chairman,  Congressman  Erlenborn,  members  of  the  committee,  my  name 
is  Gladys  Spellman,  and  I  am  chairman  of  the  Board  of  Coimty  Commissioners, 
Prince  Georges  County,  Md.  I  also  serve  as  a  representative  of  counties  on  the 
Advisory  Commission  op  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

At  the  outset,  I  should  once  again  like  to  express  the  wholehearted  support  of 
the  National  Association  of  Counties  for  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act 
of  1968.  This  is  the  4th  year  that  NAOO  has  endorsed  this  important  and  neces¬ 
sary  legislation.  It  is  disappointing  that  such  fundamental  correctional  legislation, 
embodying  concrete  and  desirable  alterations  in  the  administration  of  our 
Federal  Government’s  massive  grant-in-aid  programs,  has  not  already  been 
enacted  and  implemented.  We  would  like  to  commend  this  committee  for  holding 
hearings  this  year.  In  an  era  of  intergovernmental  relations,  this  hill  almost 
cries  out  for  action.  We  would  particularly  like  to  compliment  you,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  and  Representative  Erlenborn  as  cosponsors  along  with  Representatives 
Machen,  Oilman,  Reuss,  FasceU,  Fountain,  Dwyer  and  McCarthy  wdio  introduced 
similar  legislation  last  session.  We  commend  you  for  the  hard  work  you  have  done 
and  are  continuing  to  do  in  the  vital  area  of  intergovernmental  cooperation. 

The  problems  with  which  this  bill  concerns  itself  are  myriad.  They  involve  the 
effective  and  eflicient  operation  of  our  grant-in-aid  systems.  They  concern  the 
viability  of  local-State-Federal  relations.  Federal  aid  funds  have  quadrupled 
since  19.55.  And  so,  unfortunately,  have  the  problems  of  all  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment,  both  with  regard  to  the  implementation  of  programs  to  meet  the  crisis  of 
public  service  to  our  citizens,  and  with  regard  to  the  procuring  and  administering 
of  funds  to  meet  the  increasing  demands.  The  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
xVct  would  give  impetus  to  the  huge  task  of  coordination  at  all  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment.  It  would  make  more  effective  and  equitable  the  Federal  Government’s 
$18  billion  grant-in-aid  programs,  and  its  use  and  acquisition  of  land  in  urban 
areas. 

We  are  all  familiar  with  the  problems  which  our  State  and  local  governments 
encounter  with  regard  to  obtaining  and  administering  Federal  grant-in-aid  funds. 

Briefly,  these  are : 

1.  Long  delays  and  continued  imcertainty  in  approvals  from  application 
stage  to  final  funding. 

2.  Lack  of  adequate  priority  ranking  systems. 

3.  Lack  of  local  administrative  machinery  and  capacity  to  coordinate  the 
359  grant  programs  at  the  point  of  impact. 

4.  Lack,  in  many  Federal  programs,  of  a  requirement  involving  the  active 
and  continuing  participation  of  local  elected  officials. 

5.  Overlap  of  comprehensive  planning  requirements  for  each  program,  and 
the  lack  of  coordination  of  required  functional  plans. 

6.  Confusion  at  the  point  of  impact  as  to  the  duplication  of  Federal  efforts. 

NxVCO  is,  however,  extremely  pleased  with  the  cooperative  steps  which  have 

been  taken  by  many  departments  and  agencies  to  deal  vith  the  above  problems. 
The  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  has  recently  published  a 
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priority  system  for  its  grants  under  the  oi)eu  space  program.  The  Center  for 
Community  Planning  in  the  Department  of  Ilealtli.  Education,  and  Welfare,  is 
another  example  of  attempts  made  to  meet  the  problem  head  on.  The  Department 
of  AgriciiltuTe  now  has  an  “in-house”  coordinating  operation,  as  well  as  technical 
action  panels  in  the  field.  Through  Executive  Orders  A-80  and  A-85  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  has  established  procedures  for  representatives  of  State  and  local 
government  to  review  new  agency  regulations  before  having  them  published  in 
final  form.  Many  departments,  however,  are  not  utilizing  the  A-80  and  A-8o 
pi-ocedures. 

We  are  most  impressed  with  the  above  examples  of  progress  being  made  to 
make  Federal  programs  more  workable  at  the  point  of  impact.  This  legislation, 
we  feel,  will  contribute  greatly  to  the  progress  underway  individually  and  be¬ 
tween  agencies,  to  coordinate  better  and  to  make  more  effective  our  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs. 

Grants-in-aid  have  played  and  will  continue  to  play  a  crucial  role  in  serving 
the  national  interest.  They  have  helped  facilitate  change — change  in  perspective 
and  priorities,  in  thinking,  and  in  action  to  combat  major  social  and  economic 
problems.  They  have  promoted  innovation  and  breakthrough  in  getting  to  the 
roots  of  those  problems,  although  too  many  programs  today  are  still  merely  hack¬ 
ing  away  at  the  branches.  But  the  Federal  aid  program  needs  more  than  a  con¬ 
siderable  .shaking  up  if  it  is  to  make  any  more  than  a  dent  in  the  accelerating 
problems  which  threaten  to  overwhelm  all  local  governments  in  the  1970’s. 

Federal  aid  programs  must  be  designed  and  administered  to  provide  greater 
flexibility  and  discretion  at  the  local  level.  They  must  be  administered  to  avoid 
the  chaotic  effect  which  present  grant-in-aid  programs  have  on  budgeting  proce- 
dui’es.  The  Federal  agencies  at  present  do  not  sign  contracts  in  conformity  with 
their  fiscal  year,  our  fiscal  year,  or  anyone  else’s  fiscal  year. 

We  feel  that  Congress,  by  this  legislation,  can  effectively  guide  and  improve 
the  impact  of  our  present  Federal  aid  programs.  Some  of  the  proposed  changes 
are  indeed  simple  in  concept  but  they  will  go  far  to  enhance  the  future  of  creative 
federalism. 

Title  II,  for  instance,  improves  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States, 
and  title  III,  permits  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  provide  special  and 
technical  services  to  State  and  local  governments.  It  seems  to  us  axiomatic  that 
the  Governor  of  a  State  should  have  access  to  information  relating  to  the  purpose 
and  amounts  of  Federal  aid  coming  into  his  State.  It  has  always  seemed  to  us 
that  excessive  redtape  is  created  when  a  State  is  required  to  deposit  Federal 
moneys  in  a  separate  bank  account.  We  approve  the  effort  to  minimize  the  elaps¬ 
ing  time  between  the  tramsfer  of  funds  from  the  Treasury  and  the  disbursement 
by  a  State. 

Counties  are  often  the  victims  of  continuing,  ob.solescent  administrative  prac¬ 
tices.  Often  a  county  does  not  possess  the  talent  and  financial  resources  to 
modernize.  Specialized  and  technical  services,  developed  through  the  use  of  Fed¬ 
eral  tax  dollars,  should  be  made  available  to  the  local  governments  .so  that  they, 
too,  may  benefit  from  this  expertise.  We  find  it  within  the  desirable  goals  of 
intergovernmental  relations  that  local  governments  should  be  allowed  to  contract 
for  special  and  technical  services  with  Federal  agencies,  who  have  developed  the 
requisite  know-how  and  abilities. 

Because  of  their  areawide  and  regional  character  counties  are  often  the  unit 
of  government  best  equipped  to  carry  the  ball  with  such  regional  problems  as 
air,  water  and  waste  controls,  area  traffic  and  road  programs,  ma.ss  transit,  open 
space,  et  cetera.  Consequently,  the  Nation’s  3.000  counties  are  experiencing  new 
surges  of  life.  Opening  i;p  Federal  and  technical  assistance  to  these  local  govern¬ 
ments.  coupled  with  the  extensive  provisions  of  the  Intergovernmental  Personnel 
Act,  which  passed  the  Senate  last  year,  will  do  much  to  assure  continued  progress 
at  the  county  level  in  these  vital  areas. 

We  wish  to  emphasize  particularly  the  vital  necessity  of  the  provi.sion  in 
section  402  of  this  bill.  For  years,  the  Federal  Government.  b.v  the  impact  of 
certain  grant-in-aid  programs,  has  been  hindering  the  development  of  viable, 
responsible  general  purpose,  local  government.  We  refer  to  the  large  amounts  of 
Federal  moneys  which  are  not  channeled  through  the  units  of  general  local 
government,  but  rather,  through  private  individuals  or  special  purpose  units. 
This,  in  many  cases,  further  fr.agments  local  government’s  ability  to  coordinate 
the  impact  of  Federal  assistance.  Ninety  percent  of  our  counties  have  at  least 
one  special  district  within  their  boundaries.  A  Federal  policy  minimizing  this 
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practice  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable  would  go  a  long  way  in  developing  the 
capacity  of  general  purpose  units  of  government  to  exercise  responsibility  for 
public  needs. 

Sections  401  and  402  are  vital  if  we  are  to  discontinue  the  error  of  the  past. 
Prince  Georges  County  has  made  a  great  effort  in  time,  energy,  money,  and  heart 
to  study,  in  depth,  our  housing  problems,  and  the  needs  of  our  underprivileged 
citizens.  We  know  what  we  must  do — we  know  what  we  must  have  built— we 
know  where  we  should  encourage  such  building  projects  and  we  are  making  a 
real  effort  to  solve  the  problems,  utilizing  both  public  and  private  capital. 

But  and  this  but  is  an  enormous  but — developers  are  being  financed  by  the 
Federal  Government  in  very,  very  large  sums  to  build  221d(3)  low-  and  middle- 
income  projects  in  our  county,  not  where  they  would  help  us,  but  in  many  in¬ 
stances  where  they  may  do  considerable  harm.  Instead  of  placing  a  little  of  this 
housing  here  and  another  project  there,  fitting  them  into  the  communities  so 
that  they  don’t  downgrade  their  surroundings,  but  instead  .serve  to  ui)grade  their 
own  tenants,  we  find  huge  developments  about  to  be  built  in  such  a  manner  that 
we  can  predict  they  will  become  the  tenement  shuns  of  tomorrow.  All  our  plan¬ 
ning,  all  our  know-how,  our  hopes  for  the  future,  are  being  wasted.  The  Acting 
Director  of  FHA,  a  most  cooperative  gentleman,  .sees  and  understands  our  prob¬ 
lems  and  has  made  every  attempt  to  cooperate  to  the  best  of  his  agency’s  abilitv, 
but  Congress  neglected  to  insert  one  important  factor  in  its  enabling  legislation 
for  221d(3) — it  neglected  to  allow  the  local  governments  to  have  a  voice  in  deter¬ 
mining  (1)  how  much  low-income  housing  it  needs,  (2)  the  size  of  the  project  to 
be  built,  and  (3)  the  placement  of  that  housing  for  maximum  benefit  and  mini¬ 
mum  adverse  effects. 

It’s  ironic  that  on  the  one  hand.  Congress,  through  the  model  cities  program, 
encouraged  us  to  take  a  comprehensive  approach  to  our  problem.s.  but  on  the 
other  hand.  Congress  did  not  permit  a  Federal  agency  to  respect  our  local  gov¬ 
ernment’s  attempt  to  utilize  ithis  comprehensive  approach.  Section  401  recognizes 
the  need  for  cranking  the  local  government  into  the  decision-making  process.  It 
will  greatly  assist  our  counties  in  their  efforts  to  grow  into  the  viable  units  they 
are  capable  of  becoming — with  a  little  help  from  our  friends,  as  they  say. 

Section  402  recognizes  the  need  for  granting  funds  through  the  general-purpose 
unit  of  government  rather  than  through  special-purpose  units,  in  order  to  pro¬ 
mote  the  coordinated  approach  to  problem  solving. 

We  feel  that  this  section  is  vital  to  the  future  success  of  any  consolidation  of 
Federal  grants-in-aid. 

I  should  like  to  reiterate  our  official  policy  on  these  important  areas  b.v  quoting 
from  portions  of  our  American  county  platform,  the  entire  relevant  sections  of 
which  are  reprinted  in  the  appendix  to  this  testimony. 

“Federal  aid  for  urban  development  administered  by  numerous  Federal 
departments  and  agencies  are  of  vital  importance  to  the  Nation’s  counties. 
Such  programs,  however,  must  be  coordinated  with  each  other  and  with 
local  planning  and  decision  making,  and  administered  through  effective  and 
responsible  local  government  .  .  . 

Few  Federal  programs  have  the  stated  objective  of  implementing  locally 
adopted  plans  for  development.  To  remedy  these  conditions  which  have  an 
adverse  effect  on  local  government,  NACO  recommends:  (1)  that  Congress 
remove  from  Federal  aid  programs  for  urban  development  all  limitations 
which  require  or  promote  special  districts  to  the  disadvantage  of  counties 
and  other  general  units  of  local  government,  (2)  that  effective  functional 
and  comprehensive  planning  be  encouraged  at  the  local  level  to  the  extejit 
appropriate  in  all  Federal  urban  development  aid  programs.  (3)  that  both 
Federal  and  State  programs  encourage  joint  participation  in  cooperative  proj¬ 
ects  by  local  governments  through  removal  of  population  and  dollar  limita¬ 
tions  and  through  the  use  of  financial  incentives  ...  (.5)  that  Congress 
and  the  executive  branch  establish  the  principle  and  implement  the  practice 
of  Federal  interagency  coordination  in  the  full  range  of  programs  affecting 
local  government.” 


TITLE  V. - URBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 

Acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  real  property  by  the  Federal  Government 
vitally  affects  the  local  governments  where  such  property  is  located.  Local  govern¬ 
ment  must  often  stand  by  and  see  transactions  entered  into  by  the  Federal 
Government  which  are  not  consistent  with  the  local  government’s  zoning  and  land 
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use  practices.  Our  American  county  platform  recmminends  that  no  such  acquisi¬ 
tion  or  disposition  of  property  he  made  except  upon  advance  consultation  with 
officials  of  State  and  local  governments  sharing  jurisdiction  where  the  particular 
property  is  situated.  What  results  in  many  cases  where  local  government  is  not 
consulted,  is  a  use  not  in  conformity  with  local  comprehensive  planning.  It  is 
ironic  that  our  Federal  Government  should  he  the  cause  and  catalyst  of  iises 
which  violate  local  zoning  and  land  use  planning,  while  at  the  same  time  requiring 
so  manv  comprehensive  plans  of  its  own.  We  feel  that  the  Federal  Government, 
as  a  partner,  should  be  made  to  be  more  cognizant  of  the  desires  and  plans  of  local 
government  when  it  acquires,  changes  the  use  of,  or  disposes  of  its  own  lands. 

I  should  now  like  to  turn  to  some  most  important  amendments  which  we  urge 
vou  to  consider  adding  to  H.R.  16718.  These  amendments  which  I  will  discuss  are 
similar  to  titles  of  legislation  introduced  last  session  as  H.R.  5522  through  II. R. 
5527  and  H.R.  5770.  They  concern  further  aspects  of  the  broad  and  complicated 
area  of  intergovernmental  cooperation  which  we  feel  deserve  the  attention  of 
this  committee. 

CONSOLIDATION  OF  GKANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

XACO  has  continually  supported  the  consolidation  of  categorical  grant-in-aid 
programs  into  broader,  functional  grant  programs  which  can  be  more  effectively 
related  to  State  and  local  planning  processes.  We  have  endorsed  the  bloc-grant 
approach  in  the  administration  of  the  comprehensive  health  partnership  legisla¬ 
tion.  Our  American  county  platform,  for  example,  urges  the  creation  of  a  new 
Federal  category  of  public  assistance  based  upon  the  single  criterion  of  need,  and 
with  a  single  Federal  formula  as  contrasted  to  the  categorical  programs,  all  with 
separate  formulas,  separate  eligibility  requirements,  separate  record  keeping 
requirements.  We  believe  that  consolidation  of  aid  to  the  aged,  the  blind,  the 
children,  and  the  disabled  would  be  a  good  example  of  what  might  be  done.  There 
are  many  other  examples.  The  water-sewer  programs,  presently  administered  by 
four  Federal  departments,  deserve  further  attention  with  regard  to  possible 
consolidation. 

We  would  hope  that  the  purposes  of  any  consolidation  would  thus  blossom  into 
the  bloc-grant  approach  so  much  discussed  these  days,  but  so  often  misunderstood. 
We  ishould  like  to  make  clear  our  understanding  of  what  we  envi.sion  a  consolida¬ 
tion  into  a  bloc-grant  approach  as  achieving. 

Although  bloc  grants  are  defined  in  a  variety  of  ways,  we  view  them  as  an 
allocation  process  by  which  State  and  local  governments  receive  Federal  funds 
to  be  used  for  one  general  area  of  need,  for  example,  health.  Furthermore,  the 
recipients  have  broad  discretion  and  flexibility  in  their  use,  in  order  to  best  meet 
their  own  individual  needs  and  requirements.  All  too  often  today  governmente  are 
skirting  their  individual  needs  by  patterning  their  programs  to  fit  the  g'rant 
criteria  rather  than  to  fit  their  actual  situation. 

The  bloc  grant  would  have  an  immediate  imp.act  on  developing  local  manage¬ 
ment  capacity  for  the  coordination  of  their  own  activities  as  well  as  Federal 
grant  programs.  Regardless  of  coordination  progress  at  the  Federal  and  State 
level,  confusion  will  continue  until  coordination  takes  place  at  the  city  and  county 
levels. 

UNIFORM  LAND  ACQUISITION  POLICY 

The  need  for  a  uniform  Federal  policy  on  land  acquisition  practices  has 
become  increasingly  apparent  in  recent  years.  Effective  implementation  of  the 
principles  of  negotiated  purchase,  appraisal  before  negotiation,  and  providing 
an  opportunity  for  the  owner  to  accompany  the  appraiser,  will  do  much  to  relieve 
the  present  congestion  of  the  courts  and  to  assure  consistent  treatment  for  land 
owners.  The  many  varying  procedures  caused  by  the  vast  increase  in  Federal 
programs  has  resulted  in  a  lack  of  public  confidence  in  Federal  land  acquisition 
practices.  Political  subdivisions,  as  owners,  are  also  affected.  Local  government 
should  be  compensated  in  full  for  lands  and  facilities  condemned  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

ACCOUNTING,  AUDITING,  REPORTING  THE  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE  FUNDS 

XACO  endorses  and  urges  the  addition  to  this  bill  of  the  recently  added  title  X 
of  S.  698,  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act,  relating  to  accounting,  audit¬ 
ing  and  reporting  of  Federal  assistance  funds.  With  the  terrific  increase  in 
Federal  grants-in-aid  programs,  has  come  a  complex  jimgle  of  Federal  auditing 
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and  accounting  proc-edures  for  loc-al  government  to  adhere  to,  based  upon  the 
various  enabling  legislation,  appropriation  acts,  departmental  regulations  and 
other  factors.  A  serious  question,  we  feel,  exists  as  to  whether  the  existing 
hnancial  leporting,  accounting  and  auditing  iirocedures  are  reason.able  in  their 
demands  upon  local  government.  We  feel  they  are  not.  Tiiis  is  one  important  area 
where  overall  remedial  legislation  could  serve  to  coordinate  the  many  complex 
procedures  and  make  it  easier  for  evei-yone  concerned.  We  are  aware  that  each 
Federal  agency  is  charged  by  Congress  and  by  the  Comptroller  General  to  insure 
proper  use  of  Federal  funds.  We  do,  howev^er.  see  the  immense  usefulness  of  a 
system  vybicb  would  foster  greater  interdepartmental  coordination  among  the 
various  financial  management  officials  administering  grant  programs.  This  legis¬ 
lation  would  permit  the  Comptroller  General  to  study  and  review  the  accounting 
and  auditing  systems  of  the  States  and  upon  his  approval  of  their  system,  ■would 
aUow  the  results  of  State  audits  to  be  accepted  by  a  Federal  agency  in  lieu  of 
their  own  fiscal  audits.  This  discretion  of  the  Comptroller  General  could  also 
be  extended  to  local  governments  receiving  sizable  Federal  grants.  Adequate 
safeguards  are  provided. 

We  feel  this  is  an  area  of  our  grant-in-aid  system  which  has  been  ignored  to 
date  in  any  efforts  to  coordinate  and  make  more  effective  our  grant-in-aid 
programs.  It  is  an  area  which  would  save  Federal,  State,  and  local  administrators 
a  great  deal  of  duplicated  and  expensive  effort. 

UXIFOUM  EFLOCATIOX  ASSISTANCE 

The  addition  of  a  uniform  relocation  assistance  title  to  this  bill  will  enable 
us  to  attack  one  of  the  most  glaring  problems  relating  to  our  various  grant  pro¬ 
grams,  that  is,  inconsistent  and  inequitab'e  relocation  policies.  Again,  the 
American  county  platform  spells  out  our  endoi’sement  of  relocation  assistance: 

“The  National  Association  of  Counties  supports  enactment  of  the  proposed 
legislation  which  would  establish  a  uniform  and  consistent  Federal  policy 
for  protection  of  all  persons  and  businesses  displaced  by  direct  Federal  and 
federally  assisted  programs:  (1)  by  compensating  for  the  full  costs  of  such 
di.splacements :  (2)  by  requiring  jirovision  of  a  program  of  advisory  assist¬ 
ance  and  service;  (3)  by  assuring  availability  of  adequate  housing  as  a 
condition  of  Federal  grants-in-aid,  similar  to  the  requirements  in  the  Federal 
urban  renewal  program:  and  (d)  by  advancing  10)  percent  of  funds  for  the 
prompt  acqui.sition  of  highway  rights-of-way  for  Federal-aid  highways  and 
by  authorizing  State  governments  to  reimburse  their  State  share  over  the 
period  of  the  actual  construction  schedule." 

Thank  you  for  the  privilege  of  appearing  before  you  today.  I  will  be  happy  to 
answer  any  questions  you  may  have. 

Excerpts  of  Portions  of  American  County  Pi,atform — Intergovernmental 

Cooperation  Act 

2-4.  federal  impact  ON  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  STRUCTURE  AND  PL.\NNING 

The  Federal  aids  for  urban  development  administered  by  numerous  Federal 
departments  and  agencies  are  of  vital  importance  to  the  Nation’s  counties.  Such 
programs,  however,  to  be  most  effective,  must  be  coordinated  with  each  other 
and  with  local  planning  and  decisionmaking,  and  administered  through  effective 
and  resiwnsible  local  governments. 

Currently,  almost  all  such  urban  development  aids  to  local  government  are 
available  to  special  districts  and,  in  many  cases,  private  associations,  as  well 
as  counties.  Overly  restrictive  population  and  dollar  ceilings  on  certain  grants 
and  loans  often  discourage  more  economical  joint  projects  among  counties  and 
between  a  county  and  municipalities  within  its  borders.  Finally,  few  Federal 
aid  programs  have  the  stated  objective  of  implementing  locally  adopted  plans  for 
devleopment. 

To  remedy  these  conditions  ivhich  have  an  adverse  effect  on  local  government, 
the  National  Association  of  Counties  recommends:  (1)  that  the  Congress  remove 
from  Federal  aid  programs  for  urban  development  all  limitations  which  require 
or  promote  special  districts  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  counties  and  other  general 
units  of  local  government;  (2)  that  effective  functional  and  comprehensive  plan¬ 
ning  be  encouraged  at  the  local  level  to  the  extent  appropriate  in  all  Federal  urban 
development  aid  programs  ;  (3)  that  both  Federal  and  State  programs  encourage 
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joint  participation  in  cooperative  projects  by  local  governments  through  removal 
of  population  and  dollar  limitations  and  through  the  use  of  financial  incentives ; 
(4)  that  the  States  more  fully  assume  their  responsibility  for  assisting  urban 
development  in  the  counties  by  establishing  State  programs  to  supplement  Fed¬ 
eral  matching  grants  to  local  governments  for  urban  development,  including 
adequate  organizational  machinery  for  appropriate  State  channeling  or  review 
of  such  jointly  supported  programs  and  for  rendering  technical  assistance  to  the 
local  governments  concerned;  and  (5)  that  Congress  and  the  executive  branch 
establish  the  principle  and  implement  the  practice  of  Federal  interagency  coordi¬ 
nation  in  the  full  range  of  programs  affecting  urban  development. 

2-6.  GOVERNMENT  RELOC.\TION  POLICY 

Relocation  is  a  serious  and  growing  problem  in  the  United  States.  Thousands 
of  people  and  businesses  are  forced  to  move  because  of  Government  projects,  and 
all  indications  are  that  this  pace  of  displacement  will  accelerate.  It  has  been  esti¬ 
mated  that  from  1964  to  1972  the  federally  aided  urban  renewal  and  highway 
programs  alone  will  dislocate  82o.OOO  families  and  individuals  and  136,000  busi- 
nes.ses.  Vet  in  the  fact  of  this  large  and  expanding  impact  of  displacement  by  gov¬ 
ernment,  Federal,  State  and  local  relocation  policies  are  inconsistent  and  in¬ 
equitable.  Neighbors  displaced  by  different  programs  of  even  the  same  government 
are  not  treated  equally.  Moreover,  tho.se  having  the  most  difficulty  in  adjusting 
satisfactorily  to  a  forced  move  are  those  most  often  displaced — low  income  fam¬ 
ilies,  the  elderly,  minority  groups,  and  owners  and  operators  of  small  neighbor¬ 
hood  stores. 

The  National  Association  of  Counties  supports  enactment  of  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  which  would  establish  a  uniform  and  consi.stent  Federal  policy  for  protec¬ 
tion  of  all  persons  and  businesses  displaced  by  direct  federal  and  federally  as¬ 
sisted  programs:  (1)  by  compensating  for  the  full  costs  of  such  displacements: 
(2)  by  requiring  provision  of  a  program  of  advisory  assistance  and  service;  (3) 
by  assuring  availability  of  adequate  housing  as  a  condition  of  Federal  grants- 
in-aid,  similar  to  the  requirement  in  the  Federal  urban  renewal  program;  and 
(4)  by  advancing  100  percent  of  funds  for  the  prompt  acquisition  of  highway 
rights-of-way  for  Federal  aid  highways  and  by  authorizing  State  governments 
to  reimburse  their  State  share  over  the  period  of  the  actual  construction  schedule. 

The  National  Assoication  of  Counties  urges  each  State  to  enact  comparable 
legislation  providing  a  uniform  relocation  policy  for  protection  of  all  persons 
and  businesses  displaced  by  State  and  local  programs.  Such  uniform  State  policy 
should  also  provide  for  State  sharing  in  local  governments’  costs  of  relocation 
payments  in  all  State-aided  projects. 

In  the  interest  of  economy  and  the  convenience  of  those  displaced,  the  National 
Association  of  Counties  further  urges  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments  to 
cooperate  in  centralizing  responsibilities  for  relocation,  housing,  administering 
payments  and  counseling  service.s,  to  the  extent  practicable,  in  a  single  agency 
in  each  major  urban  jurisdiction. 

2—10.  INCENTIVES  IN  STATE  AND  FEDERAL  GR.VNT  PROGRA5IS  TO  ENCOURAGE  JOINT 
EFFORTS  TO  RESOLVE  COMMON  PROBLEMS 

Numerous  services  performed  by  local  government  are  best  provided  when 
undertaken  on  a  territorial  basis  broader  than  the  individual  unit  of  local 
government.  Experience  in  such  fields  as  open  space  land  acquisition,  public 
health,  urban  planning,  and  aiiq>orts  has  shown  that  grant  programs  can  be 
designed  to  achieve  more  effective  local  services  through  joint  undertakings  by 
more  than  one  unit  of  local  government.  The  National  Association  of  Counties 
believes  that  State  and  Federal  grant  programs,  where  appropriate,  should  con¬ 
tain  provisions  to  encourage  joint  undertakings  among  local  units  of  government. 

2-11.  STATE  AND  FEDERAL  LEGISLATION  NEEDED 

We  recommend  that  in  order  to  strengthen  county  and  regional  planning  that 
applications  from  local  governments  within  a  metropolitan  area  for  Federal 
grants-in-aid  for  airport  construction,  waste  treatment  works,  urban  renewal  pub¬ 
lic  housing,  hospital  construction,  and  urban  highways  be  reviewed  and  com¬ 
mented  oil  by  a  legally  constituted  planning  agency  with  re.sponsibility  for  com¬ 
prehensive  planning  for  the  metropolitan  area  or  region  and  that  such  planning 
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agencies  be  composed  of  or  responsible  to  the  elected  local  government  officials  of 
the  metropolitan  area. 

7-6.  STATE  AND  FEDERAL  I.EGISLATION  NEEDED 

We  endorse  adequate  State  and  Federal  legislation  which  permits  and  en¬ 
courages  county  and  regional  planning.  When  State  legislation  is  inadequate  we 
recommend  that  State  as.sociations  take  such  steps  as  are  necessary  to  obtain 
adequate  statutory  authority.  We  recommend  that  Federal  and  State  highway 
programs  include  appropriate  provisions  for  insuring  that  highways  are  located- 
with  due  regard  for  good  local  land  planning  principles,  and  that  Federal  and 
State  highway  agencies  include  land  planners  in  their  design  sections. 

We  further  recommend  the  enforcement  of  provisions  which  would  assure  the 
local  jurisdictions  that  problems  of  drainage,  access,  etc.,  which  are  created  aa 
the  result  of  a  highway  program,  would  be  taken  care  of  by  the  State  or  Federal 
agency  that  was  responsible  for  the  construction  of  the  road. 

7-10.  COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING  .\ND  CONSOLIDATION  OP  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAMS 

The  National  Association  of  Counties  endorses  the  establishment  of  a  Federal 
grant  program  for  comprehensive  planning,  including  physical,  economic,  and 
human  resources  pianning,  on  the  local  level,  and  urges  that  all  local  functional 
planning  be  done  in  conjunction  with  the  comprehensive  planning  of  a  general 
purpose  unit  of  government  responsible  to  elected  officials.  NACO  urges  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  through  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  some  other  agency  in  the 
Office  of  the  President  to  review  carefully  all  planning  requirements  of  Federal 
programs  for  consistency.  NACO  supports  the  consolidation  of  special  purpose 
aid  programs  into  broader  functional  grant  programs  which  can  be  more  effec¬ 
tively  related  to  State  and  local  planning  processes. 

In  order  that  these  comprehensive  and  functional  plans  can  be  carried  out,  it 
is  necessary  that  Federal  assistance  funds  for  complex  projects  (such  as  regional 
sewerage  programs)  be  committed  for  the  length  of  the  project,  perhaps  several 
years.  NACO  urges  the  establishment  of  mechanisms  within  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  as.sure  funds  for  the  completion  of  long-term  projects. 

9-18.  EQUALIZ.VTION  IN  FEDERAL  GRANTS 

Federal  grants  provide  essential  financial  support  to  State  and  local  govern¬ 
mental  programs  by  helping  to  bridge  the  gap  between  revenue  needs  and  fiscal 
re.sources  in  support  of  vital  national  policy  objectives.  Their  distribution  should 
reflect,  therefore,  relative  inequalities  among  recipient  governments  in  program 
needs  and  in  the  fiscal  capacities  to  meet  these  needs. 

A.  In  view  of  the  uneven  pace  of  economic  development  in  different  parts  of  the 
country,  the  National  Association  of  Counties  recommends  that  the  President 
require  the  several  departments  and  agencies  administering  Federal  grant  pro¬ 
grams  to  review  periodically:  (1)  the  adequacy  of  the  need  indexes  employed  in 
the  respective  grant  programs;  and  (2)  the  appropriateness  of  their  equalization 
provisions. 

B.  In  recognition  of  the  wide  interlocal  disparities  between  needs  and  re¬ 
sources,  we  urge  the  appropriate  agencies  of  the  National  Government  to  ex¬ 
amine  tho.se  grant  programs  which  di.stribute  funds  directly  to  local  governments 
or  support  local  projects  in  order  to:  (1)  Assess  the  extent  to  which  variations 
in  local  fiscal  capacities  should  be  recognized  in  their  distribution;  and  (2)  ap¬ 
praise  the  feasibility  of  administering  effective  and  equitable  equalization  pro¬ 
visions  in  such  grants. 

C.  In  view  of  the  wide  interlocal  variations,  we  urge  the  States  to  recognize, 
to  the  extent  practicable,  disparities  in  fiscal  needs  and  resources  among  local 
governments  in  the  redistribution  of  Federal  grant  funds. 

D.  To  facilitate  the.se  objectives,  we  recommend  further  that  the  Executive 
Office  of  the  President  expedite  the  development  of  plans  and  procedures  for  as- 
•sembling  the  data  required  for  improving  measures  of  state  (including  local) 
relative  fiscal  capacity  and  tax  effort  for  Government-wide  use. 

Mr,  Blatnik.  We  have  here  this  morning  some  witnesses  who  have 
come  a  long  way,  as  far  away  as  California  and  Tennessee,  Mr.  John 
DeWild,  vice  president,  Consulting  Engineers  Council  of  the  United 


States,  and  Mr.  John  Fislier-Sinitli  of  San  Francisco,  Calif.,  who  is 
chairnian  of  the  Coniniittee  on  Urban  Desig-ii,  American  Institute  of 
Architects;  accompanied  by  Billy  T.  Sumner  of  Nashville,  Tenn.,  who 
is  chairman  of  the  Professional  Engineers  in  Private  Practice,  Gov¬ 
ernment  Relations  Committee  of  the  National  Society  of  Professional 
Engineers. 

Their  testimony  is  on  a  rather  limited  but,  to  them,  a  very  important 
aspect  of  the  legislation  and  it  is  quite  related.  We  will  have  all  three 
witnesses  sit  at  the  table  at  the  same  time. 

Mr.  Smith,  do  you  want  to  read  your  statement,  or  could  you  sum¬ 
marize  parts  that  are  pertinent  and  the  entire  statement  will  appear  in 
the  record  ? 

Mr.  FisiiER-SiiiTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  time  permits,  I  would  like 
to  read  my  statement. 

STATEMENT  OE  JOHN  EISHER-SMITH,  CHAIRMAN,  COMMITTEE  ON 

URBAN  DESIGN,  AMERICAN  INSTITUTE  OF  ARCHITECTS;  ACCOM¬ 
PANIED  BY  WILLIAM  G.  PATTON,  LEGISLATIVE  COUNSEL, 

NATIONAL  SOCIETY  OF  PROFESSIONAL  ENGINEERS;  AND  JOHN 

A.  DeWILD,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  CONSULTING  ENGINEERS  COUNCIL 

OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Mr.  Fisher-Smith.  We  come  as  a  panel  to  simplify  your  hearing 
procedure,  because  our  professional  societies  jointly  gave  testimony 
and  made  suggestions  on  this  legislation  when  it  was  earlier 
considered. 

I  would  like  to  mention  that  INIr.  Billy  Sumner  was  unable  to  attend 
because  of  airplane  trouble.  We  have  M'illiam  G.  Patton,  who  is  legis¬ 
lative  counsel  for  the  National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers. 

]\Ir.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  my  name  is  John 
Fisher-Smith.  I  am  a  practicing  architect  from  San  F rancisco,  Calif., 
and  chairman  of  The  American  Institute  of  Architects’  Committee  on 
Urban  Design.  Today,  it  is  my  privilege  to  appear  on  behalf  of  the 
AIA — a  professional  society  representing  22,000  licensed  architects — 
to  discuss  certain  provisions  of  FI.R.  16718,  the  Intergovernmental 
Cooperation  Act. 

In  1966,  when  legislation  (H.R.  17955)  similar  to  PI.R.  16718  was 
pending  before  the  House  Government  Operations  Committee,  the 
institute,  along  with  several  national  engineering  societies,  exprassed 
its  opposition  to  a  proUsion  authorizing  Federal  agencies  to  provide 
“specialized  or  technical  services”  to  State  or  local  governments.  We 
recognized  the  objective  intended  to  be  accomplished,  but  we  saw  an 
unwelcome  dividend  in  the  anticipated  infringement  of  the  interests 
of  private  practitioners.  Accordingly,  we  recommend  that  language  be 
added  to  the  legislation  to  permit  the  Government  to  supply  such  spe¬ 
cialized  or  technical  services  only  when  the  agency  head  determines 
such  services  “are  not  reasonably  and  expeditiously  available  through 
ordinary  business  channels.”  We  are  pleased  to  note  that  the  bill  before 
this  subcommittee  reflects  such  language.  In  the  opinion  of  the  AIA, 
H.R.  16718  now  offers  satisfactory  safeguards  to  private  practitioners 
engaged  in  offering  specialized  or  technical  services. 


"i'o  further  clarify  our  position  we  should  like  to  encourage  high 
standards  of  professional  conduct  and  expertise  in  Government  since 
only  by  having  wise  and  talented  advisers  can  the  Government  aspire 
to  high  standards  of  performance  in  the  planning  of  its  program.  We 
believe,  however,  that  the  “specialized  or  technical”  services  of  archi¬ 
tects  and  other  design  professionals  employed  by  the  Government 
should  be  serving  in  the  capacity  of  advisers,  policymakers,  and 
decisionmakers  to  make  the  Government  a  wise  client. 

Title  IV  of  the  bill  requires  the  President  to  establish  rules  and 
regulations  to  be  applied  in  formulating,  evaluating,  and  reviewing 
urban  develo]unent  programs.  Such  rules  and  regulations  are  to  in¬ 
corporate  eight  specific  objectives  including  ajipi’opriate  land  use,  con¬ 
servation  of  uatural  resources,  balanced  transportation  systems,  and 
concern  for  high  standards  of  design. 

We  strongly  endorse  this  section  of  the  legislation.  It  is  most  impor¬ 
tant  that  federally  assisted  urlian  development  be  formulated  and  ad¬ 
ministered  in  accordance  with  guidelines  that  relate  to  the  overall  goal 
of  developing  sound,  healthy  urban  communities.  Such  a  broad  con¬ 
cern  for  community  values  is  highly  commendable. 

While  the  language  of  the  bill  is  excellent,  we  wonder  if  a  citizen 
can  do  anything  about  a  transportation  system  that  is  not  balanced, 
a  highway  that  destroys  a  unique  historical  area,  or  a  public  housing 
2)roject  that  is  poorly  designed. 

In  our  oj)inion,  clear,  national  urban  and  environmental  goals  must 
be  developed.  Without  such  goals,  ^  alue  and  judgment  j^hrases  are  not 
as  meaningful  as  they  might  be  because  there  is  no  standard  to  measure 
accomplishment.  We  use  the  term  “national”  here,  jNIr.  Brown,  but  we 
do_  not  mean  to  exclude  local  and  State  goals  for  environmental 
objectives. 

Furthermore,  it  is  one  thing  to  consider  develo2')ing  a  balanced  trans¬ 
portation  system  and  ([uite  another  to  require  it.  As  cojitemporary 
events  indicate,  wishful  thinking  about  economic,  social,  and  cultural 
develoiDinent  does  not  solve  the  problems  of  the  poor  or  homeless.  We 
advocate  that  the  objectives  stated  in  title  IV  be  mandatory  require¬ 
ments.  This  type  of  commitment  and  resolve  is  necessary  for  sound 
urban  development. 

In  1940,  Congress  established  the  national  housing  goal  of  a  decent 
home  and  suitable  living  environment  for  every  American.  This  is  an 
example  of  a  national  goal  in  a  specific  imogram.  With  nearly  20  years 
of  ex})erience  with  Federal  i^rograms  designed  to  fulfill  that  goal,  it 
is  possible  to  measure  national  performance  and  to  take  corrective 
action. 

Many  other  areas — such  as  land  use,  open  spaces  in  congested  urban 
areas,  conservation,  urban  develoi^ment,  to  mention  only  a  few — re¬ 
quire  similar  explicit  statements  of  national  purpose.  We  do  not  sug¬ 
gest  that  this  legislation  be  amended  to  state  such  goals. 

I  would  ju.st  like  to  mention  again  that  our  statement  does  not  ask 
the  President  to  establish  such  national  goals.  We  are  talking  about 
national  goals  that  should  be  established  by  a  dialog  between  the 
Congress  and  the  j^eople  of  the  T'nited  States  as  to  what  this  country 
is  trying  to  do  and  the  direction  we  are  tr3dng  to  go  in  urban  develoji- 
ment.  Tliis  is  slightly  different  from  the  questions  that  Mr.  Brown  was 
asking. 
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Mr.  Brown.  When  you  say  “established,-'  you  do  not  mean  the 
establishment  ? 

IMr.  Fisher-Smith.  When  I  use  the  words  “e.stablish  national  goals”  ? 

Mr.  Brown.  You  do  not  mean  national  goals  established  by  the 
establishment,  you  mean  national  goals  developed  by  everyone  in  the 
Nation? 

]Mr.  Fisher-Smith.  Exactly. 

But  we  do  believe  that  intergovernmental  cooperation  will  be  more 
meaningful  if  all  levels  of  government  are  working  together  to  accom¬ 
plish  specific  objectives.  Hopefully,  the  rules  and  regidations  promul¬ 
gated  by  the  President  will  be  a  step  in  this  direction,  and  will  provide 
the  basis  for  further  congressional  injury. 

Title  VIII  is  designed  to  provide  harmonious  intergovernmental 
relations  by  requiring  Federal  land  transactions  in  urban  areas  to  be 
consistent  with  local  jil aiming,  zoning  and  land  use  procedures.  We 
believe  that  if  this  title  is  enacted  it  will,  indeed,  foster  good  relations 
between  Federal  and  State  or  local  governments. 

But  we  also  believe  the  acquisition,  use  and  disposal  of  Federal 
land  could  serve  another  important  purpose  :  namely,  to  promote  sound 
planning,  zoning,  and  land  use  policy.  It  should  be  the  obligation  of 
the  Federal  Government  to  make  such  transactions  in  accordance  with 
the  ])lanning  and  land  use  objectives  of  the  unit  of  local  government 
only  when  those  local  objectives  are  compatible  with  the  development 
of  the  whole  area.  If  the  objectives  of  the  unit  of  local  governnient  are 
incompatible  with  the  area  development,  then  Federal  custodianship 
may  be  far  better  than  local  development. 

Accordingly,  we  suggest  the  language  of  section  802  be  amended 
as  follows : 

DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE  AND  POLICY 

Sec.  802.  It  i.s  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  promote  more  harmonious  intergov¬ 
ernmental  relations  and  sound  planning,  zoning  and  land  use  practices  by  pre- 
scril)ing  uniform  policies  and  procedures  whereby  the  Administrator  shall  acquire, 
use.  and  dispose  of  land  in  urban  areas  in  order  that  urban  land  transactions 
entered  into  for  the  General  Services  Administration  or  on  behalf  of  other 
Federal  agencies  shall  be  consistent  with  and  promote  sound  zoning  and  land-u.se 
practices  and  shall  be  made  to  the  greatest  extent  in  accordance  with  sound 
planning  and  development  ob.iectives  of  the  local  governments  and  local  planning 
agencies  concerned. 

I  would  like  to  mention  an  example  of  Federal  custodianshin  of 
land  close  to  my  home  in  the  Golden  Gate  Headlands  that  may  be  in 
the  public  interest.  The  Golden  Gate  Headlands  traditionally  were  a 
national  defense  area.  On  one  side,  the  .south  side,  the  Presidio  has 
been  a  Government  post  since  Spanish  times.  On  the  other  side.  Forts 
Berry.  Baker,  and  Cronkite  were  Government  national  defense  lands. 
The  result  was  that  through  the  custodianship  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  in  this  case,  the  Army,  these  lands  remained  undeveloned. 
Today,  therefore,  we  have  a  remarkable  resource  in  our  Golden  Gate 
area  as  the  bridge  crosses  between  the.=e  great  green  headlands.  Had 
private  development  taken  place,  had  these  lands  been  disposed  of  at 
an  earlier  date,  undoubtedly  the  pressure  for  development  in  a  rapidly 
growing  urban  area  would  have  caused  them  to  be  turned  into  more 
city  fabric,  similar  to  the  western  addition  or  to  the  beach  area  of  San 
Francisco.  This  would  not  have  been  an  unpleasant  development. 
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However,  looking  at  the  greater  metropolitan  area  now  or  in  its 
future  form,  the  great  green  headlands  possibly  are  going  to  mean 
more  to  the  entire  area  than  metropolitan  development. 

I  believe  there  is  an  extremely  difficult  judgment  to  be  made  here 
as  to  whether  or  not  local  objectives  are  being  met  in  a  Federal  dis¬ 
position  program.  I  think  what  we  are  saying  is  that  we  do  believe 
the  Federal  Government  has  a  role  to  represent  the  entire  area.  Per¬ 
haps  some  local  governments,  small  counties  or  small  towns,  under 
the  ]:»ressure  of  rapid  development,  might  not  be  equipped  yet  to  cope 
with  the  disposition  of  Federal  lands.  This  should  be  an  alternative 
consideration. 

Furthermore,  we  believe  the  Federal  Government  should  require 
comprehensive  planning  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  disposal  of 
Federal  real  property,  rather  than  leaving  such  planning  to  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  local  government  as  provided  by  section  803.  In  our  opinion, 
adding  this  requirement  ma}’  spark  planning  activity  where  none  was 
contemplated  by  local  officials. 

In  conclusion,  we  wish  to  2iote  our  great  respect  for  the  Federal 
system,  and  for  the  autonomy  of  governmental  bodies  within  their 
spheres  of  jurisdiction.  But  we  think  the  changing  times  may  requii’e 
greater  experimentation  into  specialized  governmental  units.  Inter¬ 
state  compacts,  regional  authorities,  and  the  like  might  prove  to  be 
more  eti'ective  means  of  marshalling  resources  to  combat  pollution,  to 
accomplish  highway  planning  and  to  initiate  effective  land  use  policies 
than  the  elaborate  structure  of  local  governmental  institutions  now 
coping  with  such  problems.  We  suggest  that  this  is  an  area  requiring 
study  which  might  be  generated  by  this  distinguished  subcommittee, 

Tliank  you  for  the  privilege  of  testifying. 

I  would  like  to  introduce  Mr.  DeWild.  We  would  be  prepared  to 
answer  any  questions  at  the  end  of  our  testimony.  Thank  you. 

]Mr.  Blatnik.  Go  right  on,  Mr.  DeWild.  You  have  a  statement,  and 
we  have  you  identified  as  vice  president  of  the  Consulting  Engineers 
Council  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  DeWild.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like,  however,  to  file  an 
amended  statement.  It  is  not  significantly  different,  but  I  would  like 
to  file  it  for  the  record  if  that  is  permissilile  and  then  comment  on  this 
statement  and  try  to  shorten  it. 

Mr.  Blatxik.  The  statement  will  appear  in  its  entirety  at  this  point 
in  the  record. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  DeWild  follows :) 

Prepared  Statement  of  .John  A.  DeWild,  Vice  President,  Consulting 
Engineers  Council  of  the  United  States 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  my  name  is  John  DeWild. 
I  am  president  of  DeWild,  Grant,  Reekert  &  Associates,  an  electrical-municipal- 
indiistrlal  engineering  Arm  located  in  Rock  Rapids,  Iowa.  Our  firm  engages  in 
numerous  federally  assisted  projects  ranging  from  sewage  treatment  systems 
to  rural  communications.  I  am  registered  to  practice  engineering  in  the  States 
of  Iowa,  Minnesota,  South  Dakota,  Alaska,  Colorado,  North  Dakota,  and  Ne¬ 
braska.  I  appear  before  you  today  in  the  capacity  of  vice  president  of  the  Con¬ 
sulting  Engineers  Council  of  the  United  States. 

The  owners,  principals,  and  associates  of  our  more  than  2.000  member  firms 
have  long  been  aware  of  the  need  for  better  identification  and  coordination  of 
the  many  and  complex  assistance  programs  being  promulgated  by  Federal  agen- 
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cies  in  cooperation  with  local  governmental  bodies.  Nevertheless,  when  legis¬ 
lation  similar  to  H.R.  16718  came  before  this  subcommittee  approximately  2 
years  ago,  we  were  among  those  expressing  opposition.  The  basis  of  our  concern 
w'as  the  technical  assistance  sections  of  various  proiwsals  which  we  felt  would 
have  i)ermitted  Federal  agencies  to  provide  special  or  technical  services  in  direct 
competition  with  private  firms. 

It  is  with  some  disburdening,  therefore,  that  we  note  in  title  III,  section  302. 
of  H.R.  16718,  that  recipients  of  special  or  technical  assistance  will,  under  the 
legislation,  be  required  to  reimburse  the  Federal  Government  for  all  computable 
direct  and  indirect  costs  in  connection  with  the  i>erformance  of  such  services 
and,  further,  that  the  only  special  or  technical  sendees  which  can,  in  fact,  be 
provided  to  State  and  local  units  of  government  are  those  which  have  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget.  With  these  provisions  we 
believe  that  the  interests  of  private  enterprise  are  receiving  appropriate  con¬ 
sideration  and  protection  and  we  are  pleased,  therefore,  to  reverse  our  previous 
stand  on  this  proposal. 

This,  of  course,  presumes  that  the  reference  in  H.R.  16718  to  direct  and  indirect 
costs  intends  to  include  all  of  the  items  set  forth  as  costs  by  the  Bureau  of  Budget 
policy  memorandum  A-76.  In  other  words,  we  are  assuming  that  local  govern¬ 
ments  which  request  technical  and  special  assistance  will  be  expected  to  reim¬ 
burse  the  Federal  Government  for  salaries,  fringe  benefits,  materials,  insurance, 
rent.  Federal  taxes,  depreciation,  utilities,  and  similar  standard  exi)enses  of 
any  business  operation.  We  believe  that  compensation  for  all  such  costs  is  just 
and  proper  and  that  collection  of  same  is  in  the  interests  of  both  the  Congress 
and  the  American  taxpayers. 

With  regard  to  securing  Bureau  of  Budget  approval  as  to  which  special  or 
technical  services  may  be  provided  to  State  and  local  governments,  H.R.  16718 
fails  to  stipulate  how  approval  is  to  be  obtained  and  administered.  We  presume 
that  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  will  eventually  issue  guidelines 
as  to  what  governmental  .sendees  are,  or  are  not,  duplicative  and  competitive 
with  similar  services  offered  by  private  firms.  We  are  hopeful  that  private 
industry  will  be  given  an  opportimity  to  review  and  comment  on  such  guide¬ 
lines  prior  to  their  publication  and  dissemination  by  the  Bureau.  This  is  implied 
in  the  reference  to  rules  and  regulations  (which)  shall  be  consistent  with,  and 
in  furtherance  of,  the  Government’s  policy  of  relying  upon  the  private  enterprise 
system.  This  statement  of  intent  should  serve  to  prevent  any  activity,  such  as 
we  have  experienced  in  the  past,  wherein  Federal  agency  engineering  staffs 
have  comi)eted  directly  with  private  firms  for  both  private  and  public  engineer¬ 
ing  assignments. 

Contradiction  of  the  private  entei-prise  philosophy  is  only  one  of  several  rea¬ 
sons  why  Government  agency  personnel  should  not  duplicate  services  avail¬ 
able  from  private  sources.  For  example,  there  is  a  pressing  need  for  staff 
personnel  to  develop  guidelines  and  procedures  for  improving  administration 
and  coordination  of  the  various  programs  for  which  the.v  are  responsible.  Even 
President  .lohn.son  has  pointed  out  the  need  for  elimination  of  unnecessary  red- 
tape  in  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  As  recently  as  la.st  October,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  publicfly  noted  that  many  agencies  are  taking  much  too  long  to  process 
applications  filed  by  State  and  local  governments. 

Our  council  agi’ees.  We  think  it  is  time  that  something  be  done  to  bring  some 
order  to  the  conduct  of  the  various  assistance  programs,  some  of  which  are 
so  ineptly  handled  that  they  have  been  cited  by  local  public  health  officials  as 
doing  more  barm  than  good.  Legislation  which  once  raised  aspirations  and 
aroused  hopes  of  many  citizens  is  now  the  source  of  grave  disappointment. 

In  just  the  water-sewer  field  alone,  hundreds  (perhaps  even  thousands)  of 
applications  have  been  in  process  for  periods  in  excess  of  half  a  year.  Rules  and 
procedures  for  handling  applications  are  still  being  finalized  and  -standardized 
more  than  2  years  after  the  programs  have  been  implemented.  Most  agencies 
are  frank  to  admit  that  appropriated  funds  cannot  possibly  meet  existing  re¬ 
quests,  yet  there  are  .still  a  few  St, ate  and  local  administrators  who  continue  to 
promote  their  resi)ective  programs  and  to  solicit  applications.  Ma.vors  and  other 
local  officials  have  termed  the  delays  and  constant  procedural  changes  a  break 
of  faith  which  produces  frustration  and  impatience  on  the  part  of  the  very 
people  the  Government  is  trying  to  aid. 

The  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act,  with  its  proposed  coordination  of 
policy  and  administration  of  grants  and  loans  for  urban  development,  could 
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be  a  valuable  aid  in  correcting  current  difflcxilties.  We  i>articularly  endorse  the 
provisions  of  titles  II  and  IV  of  H.K.  10718  with  regard  to  (1)  establishment  of 
rules  and  regulations  for  unifoiun  evaluation  and  re^ew  of  urban  development 
programs  and  improved  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States. 

In  endorsing  such  review,  we  are  particularly  happy  to  note  that  H.R.  1G718 
provides  a  channel  by  which  the  comments  and  recommendations  of  apidicants 
and  their  agents  may  be  included  as  an  integral  part  of  program  studies.  This 
endorsement  is  prompted  by  the  misleading  content  of  the  September  1967  inter¬ 
agency  report  to  the  President.  That  report,  entitled  ‘'Reducing  Federal  Grant- 
iu-Aid  lToces.sing  Time,”  was  prepared  by  a  joint  administi-ative  task  force  com¬ 
prised  of  representatives  of  various  py^rticipating  Federal  agencdes.  In  our 
opinion,  the  report  is  more  a  reflection  of  improvements  which  agencies  hope  to 
achieve,  than  it  is  a  summary  of  speeittc  accomplishments. 

The  President,  on  October  31,  1967,  directed  that  cei-tain  of  the  improvements 
stipulated  in  the  task  force  report  be  carried  through.  There  is  real  question 
as  to  whether  the  President’s  directive  has,  in  fact,  received  total  comi>liance. 
As  an  ex'ample,  the  report  calls  for  standard  guide  documents  for  engineers. 
These  have  not  been  forthcoming,  and,  in  view  of  the  complexities  of  indi¬ 
vidual  projects,  probably  should  not  be  adopted  except  in  a  general  form. 
In  another  in.stance,  the  reiort  discusses  elimination  of  repetitious  informa¬ 
tion  and  requests  for  more  data  during  preliminary  review  and  rating  proce.sses. 
Yet  communities  which  have  already  received  grant  clearance  still  suflrer  time 
delays  caused  by  Federal  reinvestigation  of  certification  of  previously  approved 
local  finance  officers  who  are  bonded  custodians  of  public  funds  and  are  .subject 
to  State  audit.  Even  city  or  county  attorne.vs  need  to  be  recertified  on  each  and 
every  apidication. 

The  interagency  task  report,  under  the  section  on  “Re.sults,”  notes  that  agen¬ 
cies  are  revising  intenial  processing  procedures  by  eliminating  technical  review 
in  Washington.  The  facts  of  the  matter  are  that  a  number  of  agencies  still  in.slst 
upon  review  of  contract  forms,  applications,  or  even  construction  plans  by  over¬ 
loaded  national  .staffs. 

8o  as  to  insure  a  completely  objective  review  of  the  extent  to  which  the  pur¬ 
poses  and  activities  of  the  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  are  being  carried 
out.  it  is  necessary  that  all  viewpoints — national,  regional.  State  and  most  of  all 
the  views  of  local  applicants  be  fully  considered.  We  believe  a  far  more  accurate 
picture  may  result. 

In  this  connection,  our  council  has  been  instrumental  in  bringing  together 
construction,  financing,  engineering,  planning,  administrative  and  other  interests 
concerned  with  improving  the  various  water-sewer  grant-in-aid  programs  to 
States  and  municipalities.  This  group  of  28  associations,  now  known  as  the  Advi¬ 
sory  Council  on  Federal  Water-Sewer  Programs,  has  maintained  close  and  contin¬ 
ued  liaison  with  an  interagency  committee  comprised  of  representatives  of  the 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  the  Economic  Development  Ad¬ 
ministration,  the  Farmers  Home  Administration,  and  the  Federal  Water  Pollu¬ 
tion  Control  Administration.  Together,  these  two  groups- — one  representing  the 
public,  the  other  representing  the  agencies — have  been  striving  to  develop  new 
forms,  standardize  planning  requirements,  establish  time  limitations  in  process¬ 
ing.  better  define  financial  arrangements,  tie  down  priority  systems,  speed  up 
availability  of  accurate  statistical  information  and  broaden  systems  compati¬ 
bility.  The  success  of  this  cooperation  is  reflected  in  a  new  standard  form  101  as 
well  as  generalized  terms  and  scope  of  services  to  be  covered  in  three  out  of  the 
four  agencies’  engineering  agreements.  This  relationship  could  very  well  serve  as 
a  guide  for  incorporating  similar  outside  participation  in  reviews  and  studies 
which  are  recommended  in  II. R.  16718. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  many  of  the  administrative  improvements  rec¬ 
ommended  by  both  Consulting  Engineers  Council  and  the  water-.sewer  advisory 
group,  are  reflected  in  another  important  bill — H.R.  126.31 — currently  being 
considered  by  this  subcommittee.  There  is  no  question  but  what  processing  de¬ 
lays  on  a  large  number  of  Federal  assistance  applications  are  the  direct  result 
of  different  agencies  being  unable  to  expeditiously  coordinate  their  respective 
responsibilities  on  a  single  project.  Some  progress  in  this  area  is  being  made  by 
the  Joint  Interagency  Council,  but  the  establishment  of  authoritative  and  pro¬ 
cedural  guidelines  cannot  help  but  result  in  further  improvement.  Our  council 
is  pleased  to  lend  its  endorsement  to  H.R.  12631,  and  we  particularly  commend 
the  proposed  creation  of  joint  or  common  application  processing  procedures  and 
the  establishment  of  standard  technical  or  administrative  rules. 
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Consulting  Engineers  Council  firmly  believes  that  a  searching  review  of  pres¬ 
ent  programs  of  Federal  aid  to  local  governments  is  badly  needed  and  that 
further  escalation  of  current  methods  and  procedures  can  only  result  in  continued 
waste  of  public  funds,  growth  of  bureaucracy,  and  a  weakening  of  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  local  government.  H.R.  16718  and  H.R.  12631  represent  a  broad  and 
constructive  plan  for  reducing  and  overcoming  such  problems,  and  we  are,  there¬ 
fore,  pleased  to  extend  to  both  our  support  and  to  recommend  their  adoption. 

We  greatly  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present  our  views  on  this  very 
important  subject.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  The  first  part  of  your  statement  concerning  technical 
assistance  is  quite  similar  to  what  we  have  already  heard,  and  we 
understand  your  position  on  that.  Would  you  elaborate  on  any  other 
particular  points  that  should  be  called  to  our  attention  ? 

Mr.  DeWild.  Basically,  what  I  would  like  to  say  is  that  we  are  happy 
that  we  could  be  here  in  a  different  role  than  we  were  at  a  previous 
time  with  respect  to  this  legislation.  We  were  concerned  about  things 
then.  We  are  now  happy  that  some  changes  are  being  made  which  we 
believe  are  in  the  public  interest. 

The  statement  is  in  connection  with  the  matter  of  the  use  of  private 
consultants,  private  enterprise.  We  believe  that  the  two  parts,  the 
one  which  involves  the  payment  for  services,  not  only  direct  costs,  but 
the  indirect  costs  such  as  overhead,  rent,  and  so  forth,  are  to  be  paid 
by  those  who  receive  the  services.  Furthermore,  only  those  services 
that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  says  should  be  provided  can  be  pro¬ 
vided.  We  think  this  is  good.  We  wonder  just  what  guidelines  will  be 
used,  but  we  hope  that  we  can  have  some  voice  in  the  decision  in  con¬ 
nection  with  those  guidelines.  There  are  various  reasons  why  Govern¬ 
ment  personnel  should  not  provide  services  when  they  are  available 
from  other  sources.  One  big  reason  is  that  many  of  these  programs 
require  the  services  of  the  agency  people  to  expedite  these  programs. 
We  are  still  facing  long  delays  in  applications  and  in  the  processing 
of  the  various  grant  programs.  In  the  water  and  sewer  field,  there 
are  large  backlogs,  and  it  is  taking  a  long  time  to  process  these  back¬ 
logs.  We  think  that  Government  people  could  better  serve  in  the  ai’ea 
of  trying  to  expedite  these  programs  rather  than  provide  technical 
services  when  they  are  available  from  other  sources. 

There  have  been  reviews  made  as  to  why  there  are  delays.  We  won¬ 
der  whether  these  studies  have  been  complete  and  have  really  arrived 
at  the  answer.  We  think  that  one  way  we  can  get  better  answers  is 
by  going  out  in  the  field  and  getting  the  viewpoint  of  recipients  of 
the  grants  who  are  dealing  with  these  programs.  This  can  better 
determine  how  well  the  job  is  being  handled.  We  think  this  should 
be  done. 

The  Consulting  Engineers  Council  has  been  working  with  groups 
that  we  think  have  been  instrumental  in  shortening  these  programs, 
particularly  in  the  water  and  sewer  program.  More  detail  as  to  that 
appears  on  page  4  and  the  top  of  page  5  of  my  statement. 

But  I  would  like  to  comment  about  one  other  bill  in  this  same  area. 
H.R.  12631  is  an  important  bill  that  this  .subcommittee  is  considering. 
We  think  that  H.R.  12631  fits  very  well  into  this  particular  picture, 
and  we  favor  that  bill,  too.  We  think  the  two  together  would  help 
our  situation  and  also  the  public  situation.  The  Consulting  Engineers 
Council  firmly  believes  that  a  searching  review  of  present  programs 
of  Federal  aid  to  local  governments  is  badly  needed  and  that  further 
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escalation  of  current  methods  and  procedures  can  only  result  in  con¬ 
tinued  waste  of  public  funds,  growth  of  bureaucracy  and  a  weakening 
of  the  importance  of  local  government. 

H.R.  16718  and  H.R.  12631  represent  a  broad  and  constructive  plan 
for  reducing  and  overcoming  such  problems.  We  are,  therefore,  pleased 
to  extend  to  both  our  support  and  to  recommend  their  adoption. 

We  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  appear  and  I  would  like  to 
iile  this  amended  statement. 

IVfr.  Blatxik.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  DeWild. 

Mr.  FisiiER-SiiiTii.  Mr.  William  Patton,  speaking  for  Mr.  Sumner. 

Mr.  Bn.vrxiK.  Mr.  William  D.  Patton. 

Mr.  P.vTTox.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Sumner,  ('ur  originally  scheduled  witness,  was  unable  to  appear. 
This  has  already  been  explained.  I  apologize  for  him,  and  I  will  sub¬ 
mit  his  .statement  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Blatxik.  The  statement  will  appear  in  its  entirety  at  this  jioint 
in  the  record. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  iNIr.  Sumner  follows :) 

Pkepared  Statement  of  Biij.y  T.  Sumner,  P.E..  on  Behalf  of  the 
National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers 

Mr.  Chairmau  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  greatly  appreciate  this 
opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  the  National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers 
on  H.R.  1671s,  the  proposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act. 

My  name  is  Billy  T.  Sumner.  I  am  a  professional  engineer,  regi.stered  in  six 
States,  and  a  partner  in  the  consulting  engineering  and  planning  firm  of  Barge, 
Waggoner  and  Sumner  of  Nashville,  Tenn.  I  am  vice  chairman  of  the  professional 
engineers  in  private  practice  section  of  the  National  Society  of  Professional 
Engineers  for  the  Southeastern  region  and  also  serve  as  chairman  of  the  .section’s 
Government  Relations  Committee. 

The  National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers  is  a  nonprofit  organization  com¬ 
posed  of  53  State  and  territorial  professional  engineering  societies  with  more  than 
500  chapters  and  over  66,000  members,  all  of  whom  are  qualified  under  applica¬ 
ble  State  engineering  registration  laws.  Our  member.ship  includes  professional 
engineers  engaged  in  virtually  every  specialized  branch  of  engineering  practice 
and  type  of  employment — government,  education,  industry,  and  private  practice. 

I  wmuld  like  to  comment  today  on  behalf  of  NSPE  on  the  provisions  of  title  III 
of  H.R.  16718  relating  to  specialized  or  technical  services ;  and  also  on  title  IV, 
which  provides  for  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and  administration  of 
grants  for  urban  development. 

Title  III  would  authorize  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  render  .special¬ 
ized  or  technical  services  to  State  and  locml  governments,  upon  request,  on  a 
reimbursable  basis.  Specialized  or  technical  services  are  defined  in  section  108  of 
the  bill  to  cover  such  a  broad  range  of  services  that  in  the  ab.sence  of  clear  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  bill  to  tbe  contrary,  coupled  with  a  clear  expression  of  congressional 
intent  in  the  legislative  history,  we  would  be  .seriously  concerned  that  title  III 
might  be  interpreted  and  applied  to  put  Federal  departments  and  agencies  in  di¬ 
rect  competition  with  private  firms  and  consultants  alread.y  providing  such  serv¬ 
ices  to  State  and  local  governments. 

Happily,  when  this  committee  was  considering  similar  provisions  in  the  pred¬ 
ecessor  bill  to  H.R.  16718  (H.R.  17955  in  the  89th  Congress),  it  was  agreed  by  all 
concerned  that  the  intent  was  not  to  place  the  Federal  Government  in  competition 
with  private  firms  and  consultants,  but  simply  to  make  available  to  State  and 
local  governments  services  which  they  otherwise  would  not  be  able  to  obtain. 

As  stated  in  the  report  of  the  Senate  committee  on  the  proposed  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Cooperation  Act  (Senate  Report  No.  538,  89th  Cong.,  1st  Sess.)  : 

■'*  *  in  light  of  recommendations  made  by  the  Budget  Bureau,  the  Advisory 
Commission,  and  Mr.  Paul  H.  Robbins,  executive  director  of  the  National  Society 
of  Professional  Engineers,  the  committee  agreed  to  remove  any  ambiguities  con¬ 
cerning  the  kind  of  .services  that  would  be  provided  *  *  *  this  was  done  in  order 
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to  avoid  the  unfair  competiiive  practices  which  consulting  engineering,  mapniak- 
ing,  and  photogranmietry  Arms  have  criticized.  Extensive  di.scussions  with  staff 
inemliers  of  the  Budget  Bureau  familiar  witli  this  protilem  produced  ihe  following 
clarifying  language,  which  was  added  at  the  end  of  new  section  402  : 

“Provided,  however,  That  such  services  shall  include  only  those  which  the  head 
of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  determines  are  not  reasonably  or  expeditiously 
availalile  through  ordinary  business  channels. 

“The  committee  l)elieves  that  this  amendment,  along  with  the  definition  of 
such  services  found  in  section  100,  title  I  of  the  revised  bill  .should  correct  any 
misconceptions  concerning  this  section’s  scope  and  purpose.’’  (Report,  page  17) 

Later  in  the  report  (page  32),  the  committee  elaborated  further  on  the  purpose 
of  the  provisions  relating  to  “specialized  or  technical  services”  by  stating ; 

“The  services  authorized  by  this  title  *  *  *  sliall  include  only  tiinse  which 
the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  determines  are  not  reasonably  and 
expeditiously  available  through  ordinary  business  channels.  The  purpose  of  this 
title  is  to  make  available  to  State  and  local  governments  only  those  services 
which  agencies  and  departments  *  *  *  are  uniquely  able  to  perform  *  *  *  *.  The 
language  of  this  section  makes  it  clear  that  the  Federal  Government,  by  the 
authorization  of  this  title,  and  unless  clearly  authorized  by  statute,  should  not 
be  placed  in  direct  competition  with  private  businesses  which  are  normally 
capable  of  performing  the  needed  services  *  *  *” 

Title  III  of  H.R.  16718,  the  pending  bill,  contains  new  language  clarifying  the 
intent  that  the  authority  to  provide  specialized  or  technical  services  is  not  to  be 
used  to  provide  services  available  from  private  firms  and  consultants.  We  believe 
this  language  should  be  effective  in  preventing  unintended  competition.  We  are 
particularly  pleased  with  the  addition  of  new  language  explicitly  referring  to  the 
Government’s  policy  of  relying  on  the  private  enterprise  system.  We  do  urge, 
however,  that  language  similar  to  that  already  quoted  from  the  committee’s 
report  fin  the  predecessor  bill,  be  incorporated  in  any  report  on  H.R.  16718,  the 
pending  bill,  to  assure  that  the  basic  intent  is  crystal  clear. 

Regarding  title  IV  of  H.R.  16718,  we  support  the  policy  declarations  and 
requirements  set  forth  in  section  401  relating  to  the  sound  and  orderly  d(>veloii- 
ment  of  urban  communities — particularly  the  requirement  that  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations  established  by  the  President  governing  the  formulation,  evaluation  and 
review  of  federally  aided  urban  facilities  and  projects  shall  provide  for  full 
consideration  of  the  concurrent  achievement  of  the  eight  objectives  set  forth 
in  subsection  401  ( a ) . 

We  believe  it  is  highly  important,  however,  that  the  intent  behind  this  require¬ 
ment  be  spelled  out  and  clarified  in  any  committee  report  on  the  bill,  to  assure 
that  its  purpose  will  be  accomplished. 

Practically  all  members  of  the  various  design  professions,  we  feel  certain, 
would  readily  agree  that  effective  accomplishment  of  the  eight  objectives 
enumerated  in  subsection  401(a) — ranging  from  appropriate  land  use  to  high 
standards  of  design — necessarily  involves  engineering  and  architectural  decisions. 
Thus,  implicit  in  subsection  401(a)  is  the  requirement  that  engineers,  as  well  as 
other  design  professions  and  other  appropriate  disciplines,  be  brought  into  the 
urban  planning  process  at  the  outset,  to  take  part  in  the  formulation,  as  well  as 
the  implementation,  of  programs  and  plans  relating  to  federally  aided  urban 
development. 

Since  in  ail  too  many  cases,  in  the  past,  consideration  of  the  engineering  a.s- 
pects  of  urban  pi-ojects  has  been  overlooked  or  ignored  in  the  formulation  of  pro¬ 
grams  and  plans,  we  ask  that  Congress’  intent  that  all  appropriate  discipline^, 
including  engineering,  be  brought  into  the  urban  planning  process  at  the  outset 
be  spelled  out  as  clearly  as  possible  throughout  the  legi.'-lative  historv  of 
H.R.  16718. 

Ill  this  regard,  I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record  a  “Guide  to  Frofessional 
Collaboration  in  Environmental  Design"  which  has  been  jointly  developed  and 
adopted  by  the  three  societies  represented  here  today  (XSPE,  the  Consulting 
Engineer.-  ('ouncil  and  th(>  American  Institute  of  Architects),  together  with  the 
American  In.stitute  of  Consulting  Engineers,  the  American  Institute  of  Planners, 
the  American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers,  and  the  American  Society  of  Land¬ 
scape  Architects.  The  guide  emphasizes  the  need  and  desirability  for  collabora¬ 
tion  among  all  environmental  design  professionals,  and  sets  forth  guidelines  and 
tenets  aimed  at  promoting  and  facilitating  coopei’ation  and  teamwork  among 
profe.ssionals  who  deal  with  re.search,  planning,  design  and  construction  of  man’s 
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living  environment.  We  believe  the  guide  will  be  useful  to  the  committee  in  the 
cour.se  of  Its  t-urrent  hearings,  and  in  develoinng  a  report  on  the  comprehensive 
planning  provisions  of  II. K.  1()718. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  sincerely  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  pres<‘nt  our  views, 
and  will  be  happy  to  cooperate  with  the  committee  in  every  way  possible. 

I'ROFESSIONAL  COLLABORATION  IN  ENVIRONMENTAL  DESIGN 

(This  Guide  has  bt^en  approved  and  ado])ted  by  the  American  Institute  of 
Architects,  the  Ameri(‘an  Institute  of  Consulting  Engineer.--',  the  American  Insti¬ 
tute  of  Planners,  the  American  Society  of  Civil  Plngineers,  the  American  Society 
of  Eandscaiie  Architects,  the  Consulting  Engim-ers  Council  of  the  United  States 
the  National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers. ) 

PREFACE 

In  the  inten-.-^t  of  i>rumoting  the  public  health,  .‘•afidy  and  general  welfare, 
national  organizations  representing  members  of  the  design  professions  who  deal 
with  research,  planning,  design  and  construction  of  man’s  living  environment 
ha\e  jointly  prepared  this  guide  to  jirofessional  collaboration  in  environmental 
design. 

Then*  is  a  continuing  need  for  a  better  understanding  of  the  services  offered 
by  those  professions  concerned  with  the  conception,  analysis  and  design  of 
planning  and  construction  projects.  Uncertainty  often  exists  in  the  minds  of  both 
the  public  and  the  design  professions  as  to  the  functions  performed  and  the  areas 
of  .service  provided  by  these  professions.  Ali  of  them  entail  exhaustive  study  and 
research,  demonstrated  talent  in  planning  and  design,  and  devotion  and  integrity 
in  guarding  the  public  welfare  and  the  client’s  interest.  To  delineate  the  various 
design  functions  and  areas  of  practice  precisely  is  impractical,  as  they  may  over¬ 
lap  to  a  degree. 

Hoivever,  with  the  complexity  and  magnitude  of  present-day  buikUngs  and 
man’s  living  environment,  the  merging  of  design  services  througli  collaborai ion 
among  all  environmental  design  professionals  is  required  to  meet  advancing 
environmental  standard*-',  to  solve  the  complicated  de.sign  i)roblems  of  con¬ 
temporary  projects,  and  to  produce  unified  and  harmonious  results.  Such  col¬ 
laboration  and  teamwork  throughout  the  planning  and  design  cycle  are  sup¬ 
ported  wholeheartedly  by  environmental  design  professionals  in  the  interest  of 
their  clients  and  the  public. 

It  should  be  noted  that,  since  registration  is  not  presently  required  of  all  design 
professionals  in  all  States,  the  references  to  professional  licensing,  registration, 
registration  laws  or  legal  qualifications  made  in  this  statement  are  applical)!o  to 
profes.sionals  whose  registration  is  required  in  State  laws. 

TENETS  OF  THE  COLLABORATING  DESIGN  PROFESSIONS 

The  environmental  design  professions  include  architects,  engineers,  land¬ 
scape  ari'hitects  and  planners.  Member,s  of  these  professions  adhere  to  rhe  fol¬ 
lowing  tenets : 

(1)  They  uphold  the  dignity  and  advance  the  progress  of  other  design  pro- 
fes-sions  by  exchanging  information  and  experience. 

(2)  They  familiarize  themselves  with  the  registration  laws  of  the  other  design 
profes.sions  and  adhere  to  the  spirit  as  well  as  the  letter  of  tho.se  laws. 

(3)  They  recognize,  whenever  a  project  involves  skills  practiced  by  several  pro¬ 
fessions,  that  close  collaboration  is  desirable  between  them  and  should  begin 
at  the  very  earliest  stage  of  research,  analysis  and  design,  and  at  that  time  the 
responsibilities  of  the  collaborating  profes.sions  should  be  clarified  and  established 

(4)  They  perform  their  services  in  accordance  with  the  standards  of  conduct 
and  code  of  ethics  of  their  individual  professions,  and  each  respects  the  stand¬ 
ards  and  codes  of  the  other  professions. 

(5)  They  respect  the  professional  reputation,  pro.spects  or  bu.siness  of  all  their 
colleagues  in  the  design  professions. 

(6)  They  do  not  supplant  another  design  professional  after  definite  steps  have 
been  taken  toward  his  employment  whether  as  principal  or  as  collaborator. 

(7)  They  do  not  engage  in  competitive  bidding  with  another  design  profes¬ 
sional  on  the  basis  of  professional  charges. 

(8)  They  do  not  accept  a  commission  on  a  contingency  basis  as  a  device  for 
obtaining  work. 
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(9)  They  will  not  accept  a  commission  on  which  another  design  professional 
has  been  engaged,  unless  his  connection  with  the  work  has  been  terminated. 

(10)  They  do  not  offer  the  services  of  another  professional  as  a  collaborator 
without  his  consent. 

(11)  They  do  not  review  the  work  of  another  design  professional  except  with 
his  knowledge. 

(12)  They  do  not  alter  or  copy  reports,  drawings  or  specifications  prepared 
and  identified  by  another  design  professional,  whether  or  not  bearing  his  seal, 
without  his  knowledge  and  consent. 

(13)  They  give  due  public  recognition  to  the  work  performed  by  collaborating 
design  professionals. 

Collatorative  Service  Contracts 

The  combined  talents  of  collaborating  design  professionals  and  their  coordina¬ 
tion  are  required  on  many  projects. 

Ordinarily  the  client’s  interests  are  best  served  in  the  research,  analysis  and 
design  of  a  project  when  the  client  has  a  single  contract  with  a  prime  profes¬ 
sional  v,^ho  is  responsible  for  direction  of  the  work  and  for  providing  through 
collaboration  the  specialized  services  that  may  be  needed.  This  makes  available 
to  the  client  all  the  advantages  of  specialization  and  at  the  same  time  centralizes 
responsibility.  It  is  then  up  to  the  prime  professional  to  see  that  collaboration 
is  initiated  at  the  earliest  iK>ssible  stage  and  carried  on  throughout  the  life  of 
the  project. 

It  is  recognized  that  some  long-range  planning  projects  requiring  continuity 
and  some  projects  with  a  prolonged  construction  period  may  be  better  handled 
by  separate  contracts  between  the  client  and  individual  professionals  under  the 
general  guidance  of  a  coordinating  professional. 

Selection  of  Prime  Professional 

It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  client  to  .select  and  designate  the  prime  profe.s- 
sional  and  to  approve  the  selection  of  the  collaborating  professionals  for  his 
project.  When  the  major  portion  of  a  project  is  in  the  recognized  category  of 
a  particular  design  profes.sion,  a  member  of  that  profession  should  be  the  prime 
professional.  The  prime  professional’s  design  ability,  professional  reputation, 
demonstrated  competence,  practical  eflSciency,  business  capacity  and  integrity, 
good  judgment  and  ability  to  obtain  the  cooperation  of  those  involved  in  a  project 
will  be  the  primary  considerations  in  his  appointment. 

Coordination  of  the  Work 

The  prime  professional  is  responsible  for  the  de.sign  of  the  project.  He  will  be 
the  project  coordinator  and  will  have  the  responsibility  for  selecting  the  collab¬ 
orators  wdth  the  consent  of  the  client. 

The  education,  experience  and  regi.stration  (as  prescribed  by  State  law)  of 
each  of  the  collaborators  qualify  him  for  design  services  of  particular  type  and 
scope.  Each  design  professional  is  cognizant  of  the  training  and  experience  re¬ 
quired  for  comijetency  in  the  design  professions,  and  does  not  render  his  services 
in  those  areas  in  which  his  qualifications  are  not  established. 

Contractual  responsiMlities 

The  allocation  of  professional  responsibilities  is  determined  in  joint  confer¬ 
ence  between  the  prime  professional  and  the  collaborating  professionals  prior 
to  the  design  work  to  insure  proper  consideration  of  all  elements. 

When  the  collaborative  design  services  are  performed  under  a  single  contract, 
the  areas  of  responsibility  and  the  division  of  the  fee  between  the  collaborators 
are  determined  by  negotiation  between  the  prime  professional  and  the  various 
collaborators,  and  are  agreed  upon  prior  to  the  start  of  de.sign  work. 

When  separate  contracts  between  the  client  and  the  various  collaborators  are 
executed,  all  such  contracts  should  include  a  clear  statement  of  areas  of  respsinsi- 
bility  and  work,  should  state  which  of  the  parties  is  to  be  the  project  coordinator 
and  define  his  authority. 

Professional  firms 

Many  firms  will  include  in  their  organizations  more  than  one  of  the  usual 
specializations  of  the  environmental  design  professions.  Such  firms  may  per¬ 
form  more  than  one  function,  or  may  perform  all  design  for  an  entire  project, 
to  the  extent  they  are  legally  qualified.  Two  or  more  professionals  or  profes- 
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sioual  firms  may  form  a  “joint  venture”  for  the  purimse  of  rendering  the  client 
a  complete  design  service. 

Selection  and  Compensation  of  Environmental  Design  Professionals 
Selection  basin 

Environmental  design  professionals  furnish  the  creative  talent  necessary  to 
bring  into  realization  the  client’s  projects.  The  environmental  design  professions 
are  learned  professions  requiring  of  their  members  sound  technical  training, 
broad  exiierience.  personal  ability,  honesty,  and  integrity.  The  selection  of  design 
professionals  by  an  evaluation  of  these  qualities  is  the  basis  for  comparison  of 
their  services. 

Many  projects  require  the  teamwork  of  several  collaborators.  The  de-sign  team 
provides  management,  research,  planning,  design,  drafting,  technical,  and  non¬ 
professional  personnel  and  the  facilities  needed.  It  is  essential  that  the  client 
understand  that  design  professionals  have  expenses  considerably  greater  than 
direct  salaries.  Adequate  comiiensation  Is  necessary  for  them  to  provide  the 
scope  and  quality  of  services  that  the  client  desires  and  has  a  right  to  expect. 

Members  of  the  design  professions  will  not  solicit  or  submit  proposals  for 
professional  services,  including  supiwrting  services,  on  the  basis  of  competitive 
bidding.  Such  competition  by  design  professionals  for  employment  on  the  basis 
of  professional  fees  or  charges  is  defined  as :  the  formal  or  informal  submission, 
or  receipt,  of  verbal  or  written  e.stimates  of  cost  or  lU’opo.sals  in  terms  of  dollars, 
man-days  of  work  required,  percentage  of  construction  cost,  or  any  other  meas¬ 
ures  of  compensation  whereby  the  prospective  client  may  compare  services  on  a 
price  basis  prior  to  the  time  that  one  individual,  firm,  or  organization  has  been 
selected  for  negotiation. 

Selection  policies 

The  respon.sible  member  of  the  professional  firm  being  considered  by  the  client 
for  a  particular  project,  having  established  competency  to  i>ei*form  the  neces¬ 
sary  services,  must  be  legally  qualified  to  practice  as  pi'escril)ed  in  the  State 
in  which  the  services  are  required,  and  must  have  adequate  recent  experience  in 
responsible  charge  of  the  professional  disciplines  involved.  The  client  is  referred 
to  the  appropriate  professional  society  for  a  definition  of  “responsible  charge”  if 
he  is  not  familiar  with  the  requirements. 

Every  firm  being  considered  should  be  requested  to  provide  complete  informa¬ 
tion  on  its  qualifications.  This  information  should  include  the  personal  qualifi¬ 
cations  of  principals  and  key  personnel,  current  work  load  and  a  record  of 
recent  projects.  Similar  information  should  be  supplied  for  the  collaborators. 

Selection  Procedures 

In  selecting  the  prime  professional,  the  client  should  proceed  as  follows : 

( 1 )  Prepare  a  description  of  the  propased  project,  the  puriwse  to  l)e  served  and 
any  other  pertinent  factors  for  tran.smittal  to  design  professionals. 

(2)  Request  data  on  the  qualifications  of  a  reasonable  number  of  profes¬ 
sionals  (and  their  proposed  major  collaboratOTS )  who  appear  capable  of  meeting 
the  requirements  of  the  project,  and  review  their  qualifications  and  exiierience. 

(3)  Arrange  personal  interviews,  preferably  in  the  office  of  each  professional, 
to  assure  mutual  understanding  of  the  contemplated  project  and  the  capabilities 
of  the  firm. 

(4)  Investigate  each  professional  work,  if  desired,  by  requesting  a  visit  to 
one  or  more  of  his  projects,  or  an  interview  with  the  owners  and  possibly  others 
associated  with  the  projects.  Where  appropriate,  this  procedure  may  be  extended 
to  .some  or  all  of  the  major  collaborators. 

(5)  Select  the  preferred  prime  professional  and  reach  an  agreement  on 
mutually  satisfactory  contract  terms,  including  comiiensation  based  on  the 
value  of  the  services  to  be  performed. 

(6)  If  a  satisfactory  agreement  cannot  be  concluded  with  the  preferred  prime 
professional,  the  client  terminates  the  negotiation  and  repeats  the  process  of 
review  and  negotiation  with  the  next  party  of  his  choice. 

Compensation 

Compen.sation  for  professional  services  may  be  established  by  a  variety  of 
methods.  Professional  societies  have  issued  manuals  de.scribing  these  methods. 
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and  the  client  may  wish  to  refer  to  these  mannals  for  guidance.  Among  the 
more  common  method.s,  or  combinations  thereof,  are  the  following: 

(1)  Percentage  of  construction  cost 

(2)  LumiJ  sum 

(3)  Cost  plus  a  fixed  amount  or  percentage 

(4)  Salary  cost  times  a  factor 

(5)  Per  dietn 

(6)  Retainer  fee 

The  type  and  size  of  the  project,  the  scope  of  tlie  professional  services  re¬ 
quired,  the  area  in  which  the  design  professional  is  located,  and  the  area  in 
which  the  work  is  to  be  performed,  all  have  a  bearing  on  the  cost  of  professional 
services.  Quality  is  the  only  true  measure  of  the  services  offered  by  the  pro¬ 
fessional. 

Functions  of  the  Coordinator 

Where  professional  services  are  i>erformed  under  a  single  contract  between 
client  and  prime  professional,  the  prime  professional  acts  as  coordinator.  In 
addition  to  his  usual  services  as  a  design  professional,  it  is  his  duty  and  re¬ 
sponsibility  to : 

(1)  Negotiate  the  scope  of  profesvsional  services,  compensation  and  terms  of 
payment  with  each  independent  collaborator. 

(2)  Prepare  a  time  schedule  based  upon  the  client’s  program  for  the  project 
in  agreement  with  the  client  and  collaborators. 

(3)  Obtain  from  the  client,  and  furni.sh  as  needed  to  the  collaborators,  all 
surveys,  subsurface  and  soil  mechanics  investigations  and  reports,  and  other 
necessary  data. 

(4)  Arrange  for  all  project  conferences  between  the  client  and  design  col¬ 
laborators,  and  maintain  liaison  continuity  with  them  on  all  projcKrt  matter.^ 

(5)  Goordinate  and  transmit  all  recommendationus  received  from  and  made- 
to  the  client. 

(6)  Assume  final  responsibility  for  all  decisions  required  by  the  agreement 
with  the  client  for  the  services  to  be  rendered. 

(7)  Establish  and  coordinate  design  .standards  with  concurrence  of  the  col¬ 
laborators  and,  where  pertinent,  coordinate  statements  of  probable  construction 
oo.sts  prepared  by  them. 

(8)  Where  construction  is  involved,  it  is  also  the  duty  and  respon.sibility  of 
the  coordinator  to : 

(a)  Goordinate  the  preparation  and  arrange  for  the  printing,  publication 
and  distribution  of  the  construction  contract  documents. 

(b)  Admse  the  client  of  the  construction  contract  procedure,  and  with 
the  advice  of  appropriate  collaborators,  assist  in  compiling  a  list  of  bidders 
or  'Rid  in  negotiations  with  selected  contractors. 

(c)  Goordinate  the  analysis  of  bids  and  submit  to  the  client  recom¬ 
mendations  as  to  award. 

(d)  Goordinate  the  general  administration  of  the  construction  contracts 
among  the  collaborators. 

(e)  Prepare  a  completion  report  with  the  assistance  of  the  collaborators 
and  recommend  as  to  acceptance  of  the  work. 

Mr.  Patton.  With  your  permission,  I  will  make  a  very  brief  sum¬ 
mary  of  the  two  major  points  in  the  statement. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  I  have  skimmed  through  it  and  you  express  the  same 
concern  about  title  III,  so  there  is  no  need  to  elaborate  too  much.  Sum¬ 
marize  the  other  points  that  you  are  concerned  about. 

Mr.  Patton.  Our  position  on  title  III  is  spelled  out  in  some  detail 
in  the  record,  so  I  will  concentrate  primarily  on  our  interest  and  our 
suggestion  regarding  title  IV  of  the  bill. 

We  support  very  strongly  the  policy  declarations  and  requirements 
that  are  set  forth  in  section  401  relating  to  the  sound  and  orderly  de¬ 
velopment  of  urban  communities,  particularly  the  requirement  that 
rules  and  regulations  established  by  the  President  governing  the  for¬ 
mulation  and  evaluation  and  review  of  federally  aided  urban  facili- 


205 


ties  and  projects  shall  provide  for  full  consideration  of  the  concurrent 
achievement  of  the  aid  objectives  set  forth  in  that  subsection.  In  this 
provision  also  is  the  re(|uirement  that  eno-ineers  as  well  as  other  design 
professions  and  other  appropriate  disciplines  be  brought  into  the 
urban  planning  process  at  the  very  outset  to  take  part  in  the  formula¬ 
tion  as  well  as  the  implementation  of  the  programs  and  plans  related 
to  federally  aided  urban  development.  It  has  been  our  experience  in 
the  past  that  frecpiently  the  engineering  aspects  of  urban  proldems  and 
projects  have  not  been  considered  at  the  outset  and  this  in  turn  has  led 
to  complications  and  subsequent  increased  problems. 

The  language  here  has  the  implicit  requirement  of  bringing  in  all 
of  the  appropriate  disciplines,  engineers,  architects,  and  others,  at  the 
outset.  iVe  respectfully  think  and  very  strongly  urge  that  the  com¬ 
mittee,  in  writing  any  report  on  this  legislation,  spell  this  out  so  that 
it  becomes  a  clear-cut  part  of  the  legislative  history  of  this  legislation 
when  it  is  enacted. 

As  a  guide  to  the  committee  and  as  an  attempt  to  be  helpful,  we 
have  submitted  for  the  record  a  guide  to  professional  collaboration 
and  environmental  design  which  has  been  prepared  jointly  by  the  three 
societies  represented  here  today  as  well  as  the  xVmerican  Institute  of 
Consulting  Engineers,  the  American  Institute  of  Planning,  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Society  of  Civil  Engineers,  and  the  American  Society  of  Land¬ 
scape  Architects.  The  guide  emphasizes  the  need  and  desirability  for 
early  collaboration  among  all  environmental  design  professions  and 
sets  foi'th  guidelines  and  tenets  aimed  at  promoting  and  facilitating 
this  cooperation  and  collaboration.  We  believe  that  this  guideline 
would  be  very  useful  to  this  subcommittee. 

That  summarizes  our  statement,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  certainly  ap- 
pi’eciate  the  opportunity  to  be  here. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  are  very  well  aware  of 
the  concerns  and  the  viewpoints  of  all  of  you  and  we  appreciate  your 
recommendations.  We  assure  you  that  they  will  be  given  every  full 
consideration  by  the  committee.  I  am  very  hopeful  that  we  will  be 
able  to  accommodate  you,  at  least  for  the  major  portion  of  your 
recommendations. 

Thank  you  for  traveling  so  far,  waiting  so  long,  and  for  condensing 
your  testimony  because  of  the  25i’essure  of  time. 

IVIr.  Edwards.  May  I  ask  one  question  ? 

Mr.  Blatnik.  Certainly,  Mr.  Edwards. 

ISIr.  Edwards.  To  each  of  you  gentlemen,  to  what  extent  does  your 
particular  institute  or  council  approve  the  statements  that  yon  gentle¬ 
men  have  made  ?  What  is  the  process  by  which  you  come  here  to  make 
this  statement  on  behalf  of  your  various  organizations? 

Air.  Fisher-Smitii.  I  can  only  answer  for  our  society,  the  American 
Institute  of  Architects.  We  have  a  commission  of  our  society  that  has 
the  legislative  program  and  involves  the  committees  of  the  institute. 
The  bills  are  circulated  to  committee  members  of  pertinent  commit¬ 
tees.  In  this  case,  for  instance,  I  rejiresent  the  committee  on  urban 
design.  I  can  sjieak  for  the  committee  on  urban  design  as  representing 
a  10-year  effort  to  develop  a  sharjier  response  to  legislation.  And  this 
results  in  a  great  deal  of  correspondence  between  leading  members  of 
our  committees,  workshojis  that  we  hold  at  our  headquarters  here — 
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1  attended  a  workshop  yesterday  and  this  morning  on  the  concept  team 
approach  to  tlie  design  of  highways,  which  is  pertinent  to  the  remarks 
that  Mr.  Patton  made  in  connection  with  interdisciplinary  design 
teams.  This  is  also  pertinent  to  section  8  under  title  IV,  concern  for 
high  standards  of  design,  and  the  subsection  on  schematic  planning 
required  of  Federal  programs.  I  believe  the  statements  that  we  do  make 
do  represent  a  great  deal  of  thought  and  concern  in  our  institute. 

Mr.  Edwards.  A  broad  consensus  ? 

iMr.  Fisher-Sjiith.  I  think  that  there  are  always  two  concerns  in  our 
institute.  One  is  the  bread-and-butter  business  of  profession  to  see  that 
we  continue  in  practice,  to  see  that  we  serve.  In  addition  to  that,  I  be¬ 
lieve  there  is  always  the  search  for  newer  needs  and  the  search  for 
greater  areas  of  public  service. 

Fight  now  my  committee  has  been  the  lightening  rod  for  a  number 
of  years,  the  conscience  of  our  profession  about  the  environment.  We 
are  extremely  concerned  and  we  are  trying  to  find  ways  to  be  helpful. 
I  think  the  interdisciplinary  approach,  in  which  architects,  landscape 
architects,  attorneys,  sociologists,  and  various  kinds  of  people  con¬ 
cerned  with  ui’banism  and  urban  design,  working  together  as  a  team, 
is  offering  a  new  way  to  break  loose  some  of  the  complex  problems  of 
cities. 

Yes,  I  do  believe  that  we  represent  a  broad  concern  in  our  institute. 

Mr.  Edwards.  How  is  your  particular  committee  chosen  ? 

IMr.  Fisher- Smith.  Our  committee  is  chosen,  I  would  say,  institu¬ 
tionally  by  the  commissioners  who  represent  the  regions  of  our  insti¬ 
tute,  regional  directors.  They  select  men  who  have  shoAvn  an  ability  to 
deal  with  a  particular  subject  and  nominate  them  and  then  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  institute  consults  with  the  committee  staff  and  with  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  and  choices  are  made. 

Mr.  Edwards.  I  do  not  care  to  prolong  this  approach,  but  I  just  won¬ 
dered  if  you  other  gentlemen  can  say  very  briefly  that  it  involves  the 
saine  general  procedure  or  to  what  extent  you  do  speak  for  your  own 
council. 

Mr.  DeWh.d.  I  might  say  that  our  procedure  is  somewhat  different 
but,  on  the  other  hand,  I  do  think  we  represent  the  feeling  of  the  bulk 
of  the  membership  of  the  Consulting  Engineers  Council.  We  have 
our  committees  organized  into  areas  of  activity  and  a  group  of  com¬ 
mittees,  of  course,  deal  with  governmental  agencies.  And  we  also  have 
four  vice  presidents. 

During  the  past  year  it  was  my  responsibility  to  supervise  the  com¬ 
mittees  that  deal  with  governmental  agencies.  We  also  have,  of  course, 
discussed  legislation  very  extensively  in  our  annual  meetings,  in  our 
conventions,  our  board  meetings  and  so  on.  Through  these  two  means, 
I  think  we  certainly  have  the  pulse  of  the  membership  of  our  organiza¬ 
tion  but,  of  course,  the  statement  was  written  by  a  few  of  us.  I  believe, 
however,  it  represents  the  feeling  of  virtually  all. 

Mr.  Fisher-Smith.  Mr.  Edwards,  if  I  might  remark,  it  would  be 
possible  for  our  council  chairman,  Mr.  Hutchinson,  to  provide  you 
with  specific  board  resolutions  which  have  been  adopted  by  the  board 
of  the  American  Institute  of  Architects  over  the  years,  wherein  the 
committees  have  brought  forward  some  of  these  concerns  to  the  board 
level  which  represents  across  the  Nation  since  our  board  is  sensitive  to 
their  constituents  on  an  areawide  basis. 
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Consetiueiitly,  1  could  not  re))resent  to  you  very  far  from  what  our 
l)oard  policy  has  been,  hut  I  believe  if  you  would  like  that  followed 
through,  we  could  do  that. 

Mr.  Edwards.  I  do  not  think  that  is  necessary,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will 
take  the  gentleman's  word  for  it. 

Mr.  Pattox.  I  will  comment  very  briefly  on  behalf  of  the  National 
Society  of  Professional  Engineers.  In  a  legislative  subject  of  this  type, 
we  have  a  standing  legislative  and  government  affairs  committee  which 
considers  the  matter.  In  effect,  it  is  repre.sentative  of  its  membership — 
its  membership  is  representative  of  the  four  basic  elements  of  our  so¬ 
ciety — engineers  in  Government,  engineers  in  industry,  engineers  in 
private  practice,  and  engineers  in  education.  They  analyze  the  legis¬ 
lation  and  make  a  recommended  position  on  it.  This  is  sent  out  then 
to  the  four  sections  that  I  just  mentioned  for  clearance,  general  con¬ 
currence,  general  agreement.  Thus  is  the  position  now,  not  the  precise 
statement.  "When  the  four  groups  approve  or  through  a  process  of  ac¬ 
commodation  pi’oduce  a  modified  position,  then  it  is  the  job  of  the  leg¬ 
islative  committee  to  take  appi-opriate  action  as  is  necessary  in  pre¬ 
senting  this  jiosition.  Given  a  lot  of  time,  as  we  had  in  this  particular 
case,  we  jmblicize  it  to  our  membership  and  we  get  a  response  from 
them.  We  know  then,  as  we  do  in  this  case,  that  this  represents  a  con¬ 
sensus. 

If  in  the  unique  case — and  there  are  these  cases — time  does  not  per¬ 
mit,  then  our  legislative  committee  is  authorized  or  empowered  to  pro¬ 
ceed  as  necessary  in  order  that  the  society’s  views  may  be  represented. 

l\Ir.  Edwards.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Blatxik.  Thank  you,  gentlemen,  very  much. 

IVe  will  resume  our  discussion  and  questioning  of  Mr.  Phillip 
Hughes  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  Mr.  William  Colman  of 
the  Advisoi’y  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

We  were  concluding  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Bryant  and  we  were 
just  about  to  begin  to  get  to  the  question  and  discussion  period  of 
Mr.  Hughes  and  Mr.  Colman  on  behalf  of  the  committee.  I  think, 
Mr.  Brown,  you  were  questioning  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Browxs  Mr.  Hughes,  just  very  directly,  there  are  two  points 
in  the  language  of  this  legislation  in  title  IV  which  concern  me,  and 
I  draw  my  conclusion  from  those  aspects  of  the  language  which  were 
discussed  Avith  Secretary  Weaver.  They  are  these: 

First,  it  .seems  to  me  that  there  may  be  a  provision  in  this  language 
which  makes  it  possible  for  the  executive  branch  of  Government  to 
set  priorities  and/or  objectives  in  conflict  with  those  which  may  be 
spelled  out  by  Congress ;  and  then  it  occurs  to  me  that  there  are  also 
implications  in  the  language  of  the  superiority  of  the  decisions  made 
by  the  Federal  Government  over  agencies  of  local  government  in  de¬ 
termining  what  objectives  shall  be  met  and  what  objectives  shall  be 
set,  and  how  they  shall  be  met,  and  I  would  like  to  have  your  com¬ 
ment  on  that. 

If  it  was  the  objective  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  to  establish  a 
priority  in  Federal  decisionmaking  over  local  agencies  of  govern¬ 
ment,  why  ?  I  would  appreciate  you  advising  me  of  that.  If  it  was  not, 
then  I  would  appreciate  some  suggestion  as  to  the  way  the  language 
might  be  cleared  up  to  take  that  into  account.  Similarly,  if  it  was  the 
objective  of  the  language  to  establish  the  priority  of  an  executive  de- 
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cision  over  congressional  view])oints  with  re<rard  to  various  proirranis. 
I  would  like  to  be  advised  of  that :  and  if  that  was  not  the  objective  of 
the  language,  then  how  are  we  going  to  clean  up  the  language  to  make 
sure  that  the  congressional  objectives  are  kept  as  we  try  to  improve  the 
administration  of  these  various  programs  ? 

FURTHER  STATEMENT  OF  HON.  PHILLIP  S.  HUGHES,  DEPUTY 
DIRECTOR,  BUREAU  OF  THE  BUDGET 

Mr.  Hughes.  Let  me  try,  iMr.  Brown. 

That,  in  some  ways,  is  a  rather  large  order,  because  the  problems 
and  the  issues  here  are  complex  and  they  involve  several  levels  of 
government. 

First  of  all,  I  think  it  is  quite  clear — and  if  it  is  not  clear  enough, 
I  .see  no  problem  in  making  it  more  clear — that  the  intent  of  title  IV 
is  not  to  supersede  law  that  is  already  enacted.  I  think  that  intent  is 
expressed  in  the  language  of  lines  17  and  18,  “and  to  the  extent  au¬ 
thorized  by  law,  reasoned  choices  shall  be  made,”  and  .so  on. 

The  intent  of  title  IV,  as  Ave  regard  it,  is  to  attempt  to  improve  and 
to  better  assure  coordination,  on  the  one  hand,  of  the  Federal  executiA'e 
branch  effort  pursuant  to  law,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  better  inter¬ 
relationship,  integration  and  coordination  of  that  Federal  executiA'e 
effort  Avith  the  efforts  of  other  lev^els  of  government. 

I  can  refer  to  specific  portions  of  the  title  that  T  belieA'e  will  make 
that  clear.  And  again,  if  these  portions  do  not  make  it  clear  enough, 
we  Avould  welcome  amendments  Avhich  Avould  make  it  A'ery  clear.  You 
will  note  in  section  401  the  President  “may  establish  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations” — abbreviating  someAA'hat — “for  the  proA'ision  of  federally 
aided  urban  facilities  and  Federal  projects  having  significant  impact.” 
and  so  on.  The  authorization  there  is  for  regulations  to  coordinate 
Federal  activities  AA'hich  affect  urban  and  urbanizing  communities. 

Then  section  401  attem])ts  to  specify  the  objectives  Avliich  the  Presi¬ 
dent  and  Federal  agencies  shall  have  in  mind  Avhen  “reasoned  choices,” 
to  use  the  AAmrds  of  the  act,  are  being  made.  And  the  objectiA-es,  I  think, 
generally  coA^er  the  Avhole  range  of  possil)ilities.  The  problem  hei'e,  I 
think,  is  the  classic  problem  of  deciding  AAddch  of  a  range  of  national 
objectives,  not  necessarily  all  Federal,  Ave  Avish  to  achic've  in  a  par¬ 
ticular  set  of  circumstances. 

In  the  District  of  Columbia,  we  are  confronted  Avith  very  difficult 
choices  between  the  imjAroA^ement  of  the  higliAvay  system  and  the  dis¬ 
location  of  particular  portions  of  the  District  of  Columbia  co)ninunity. 
Somebody,  some  combination  of  bodies,  must  reach  decisions  on  these 
questions,  and  they  are  extremely  difficult  ones. 

In  another  area,  Avater  resources  projects,  there  is  a  tough  choice 
between  the  preseiwation  of  a  particular  area  in  its  natuial  state,  of 
wilderness  area,  perhaps,  and  the  deA^elopment  of  the  area  for  water 
resource  purposes,  the  establishment  of  a  dam,  flooding  out  members 
of  the  community,  and  so  on. 

The  intent  of  the  section  is  to  spell  out  some  general  tools  and  some 
criteria  for  making  the  choice.  You  Avill  notice  in  section  401(b)  that 
all  viewpoints,  national,  regional.  State,  and  local — shall,  to  the  extent 
possilfle — be  fully  considered. 
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Then  in  401(c),  “To  the  niaxiiniuu  extent  possible,  consistent  with 
national  objectives,  all  Federal  aid  for  urban  developmejit  purposes 
shall  be  consistent  with  and  further  the  objectives  of  State,  regional, 
and  local  comprehensive  planning,”  and  so  on. 

I  think  those  are  the  key  portions  of  the  phraseology.  There  are  a 
couple  of  sections  that  haven’t  been  referred  to  previously  which  are 
somewhat  relevant,  1  think.  Section  402,  in  effect,  gives  a  priority  to 
the  standard  units  of  local  government  as  against  special  purpose; 
and  403,  which  hivs  to  do  with  regulation  by  the  Bureau  or  such  other 
agencies  as  may  l>e  designated  by  the  Bresident. 

iVhat  1  am  trying  to  indicate  is  that  while  within  the  Federal  area, 
the  Federal  agencies  and  the  Ih'esident  must  ultimately  reach  the 
Federal  decision.  The  intent  of  the  title  is  to  require  that  decision  to 
be  made  with  full  knowledge  and,  as  401  (c)  says,  “to  the  maximum 
extent  possible,  consistent  with”  and  furthering  “the  objectives  of 
State,  regional,  and  local”  units. 

iMr.  Bnov'x.  Mr.  Hughes,  let  me  just  say  that  1  find  no  fault  with 
subsecrions  (c)  or  (d)  of  seel  ion  401;  nor  do  I  lind  fault  with  section 
4(t2.  I  have  a  (picstion  about  section  403,  but  it  is  a  relatively  minor 
(piestion.  I  assume  that  if  the  Federal  Government  has  responsibility 
in  this  area,  it  has  to  be  handed  down  to  some  agency.  But  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  about  two  or  three  things  now.  You  suggest  that  the  con- 
gressif)nal  })riorities  established  whll  be  observed,  but  in  point  of  fact, 
what  we  are  talking  about  heie  are  areas  where  very  little  substantive 
legislation  establishes  one  2)riority  over  another  because  the  substan¬ 
tive  legislation  was  enacted  at  s^iccific  times  to  meet  certain  specific 
subjects. 

i^Ir.  IIucniKS.  I  think  that  is  correct. 

Jlr.  Browx.  What  you  are  saying  is  wliere  the  law  applies,  we  wiU 
obseiu'e  it,  but  we  are  talking  about  an  area  ^vhere  no  law  ajjplies  in 
most  instances.  1  give  you  the  schizophrenia  with  which  the  Con¬ 
gress  has  to  face  the  i)r()blem  from  time  to  time  of  just  these  exam¬ 
ples  you  gave,  the  development  of  water  resourcs  versus  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  scenic  attractions  and  natural  resources.  We  have  this  in 
the  Grand  Canyon  as  to  whether  you  build  a  dam  or  do  not  build 
a  dam,  and  usually  it  winds  u})  in  an  issue  of  national  imj^ortance  with 
articles  in  the  Reader’s  Digest  and  beautiful  brochures  from  the 
Sierra  Club,  and  so  forth,  trying  to  develop  a  congressional  posi¬ 
tion  on  this. 

Xow,  what  happens  when  the  Federal  Government  comes  in  to  co¬ 
ordinate  or  assist  in  coordinating  its  assistance  to  a  local  community 
which  tries  to  coordinate  its  viewpoint  and  runs  smack  dab  into  the 
local  community  saying  this  is  our  priority,  while  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  says  this  is  our  priority. 

IMr.  Hughes.  I  think  any  of  several  things  may  happen,  Mr.  Brown. 
Thing  number  one  that  might  happen — and  that  we  would  hojDe  would 
happen — is  that  the  Federal  Government  and  the  community  would 
confront  one  another  and  discuss  their  relative  priority  systems  and 
reach  an  accommodation  as  betw'een  the  two  of  them  as  to  how  the  na¬ 
tional  priority  can  fit  together  with  the  local  priorities  in  a  fasbi'^’i 
satisfactory  to  the  local  interests. 

]\Ir.  Brown.  Three  cheers,  I  am  all  for  that. 


210 


Mr.  Hughes.  This  title  obviously  encourages  that  type  of  activity, 

Mr.  Brown.  It  looks  forward  and  encourages,  but  if  it  does  not  oc¬ 
cur,  then  what  ? 

Mr.  Hughes.  If  it  does  not  occur,  it  seems  to  me,  again,  any  of  sev¬ 
eral  things  may  happen.  The  project  may  be  of  a  nature  which  requires 
specific  congressional  authorization,  or  appropriation,  and  the  Federal 
Government  can  pass  judgment  on  that  project  as  an  individual  piece 
of  business. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  particular  piece  of  business  is  one  which 
is  authorized  and  funded  and  one  where  the  Executive  is,  at  least  in 
a  technical  sense,  authorized  to  proceed  with  the  project,  the  Federal 
Government  could  proceed,  notwithstanding  local  objections.  And  it 
has  obviously  done  this  on  occasions  in  the  past. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  locality,  supported  by  its  Representatives  in 
the  Congress,  and  by  the  general  sympathy  of  the  Congress  and/or 
the  executive  branch,  may  persuade  either  the  executive  branch  or 
the  Congress  to  stop  doing  the  thing  that,  in  the  judgment  of  the 
executive  agencies,  it  is  in  the  national  interest  to  do,  pending  further 
evaluation. 

Mr.  Brown.  Or,  yet,  the  third  possibility  which  Mr.  Weaver  sug¬ 
gested,  that  the  Federal  Government  would  go  off  and  say  it  is  our 
money  and  we  are  not  going  to  give  it  to  you  unless  yoii  give  in. 

Mr.  Hughes.  The  Federal  Government  might  say  that,  not  neces¬ 
sarily  in  high  dudgeon,  but  as  a  matter  of  reasoned  judgment,  that 
given  the  priorities - 

Mr.  Brown.  A  reasoned  choice  ? 

Mr.  Hughes.  Yes;  that  it  makes  a  decision  on  a  priority  basis  and 
consistent  with  the  statutes  that  it  ought  to  put  its  money  somewhere 
else.  I  do  not  think  that  choice  is  in&rently  bad.  I  think  it  may  be 
bad  if  it  is  done  arbitrarily  without  due  consideration  of  local  views, 
and  so  on,  but  there  are  circumstances,  and  it  seems  to  me  justifiable 
ones,  where  the  Federal  Government  and  the  locality  just  may  not  be 
able  to  get  together. 

Mr.  Brown.  Precisely.  And  this  is  the  point  1  would  get  to.  This 
does  not  solve  that  problem.  This  legislation  does  not  solve  it. 

Mr.  Hughes.  I  think  that  is  right.  I  do  not  know  that  this  is  a 
soluble  problem  under  the  present  state  of  our  Constitution  and  laws 
and  Federal  system. 

Mr.  Brown.  Under  our  present  metliod  of  providing  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  to  local  communities? 

Mr.  Hughes.  I  do  not  think  it  is  necessarily  soluble  under  any 
method.  The  Federal  Government  can  disagree  with  the  locality  or 
the  State  in  any  situation  and  an  impasse  be  reached. 

Mr.  Brown.  I  would  argue  that  it  may  be  more  soluble  under  a 
block  grant  approach  and  a  little  more  soluble  under  the  forgiveness 
or  return  of  the  Federal  income  taxes  to  the  local  community. 

IMr.  Hughes.  I  think  if  there  are  elements  of  decisionmaking  re¬ 
sponsibility  retained  by  both  parties — and  I  would  think  luider  any 
block  grant  system  that  I  can  conceive  of,  the  Federal  Government 
would  want  to  retain  some  option,  some  rights,  some  standards  with 
respect  to  its  funds — under  any  system  where  each  party  has  decisions 
to  make  and  responsibilities  to  carry  out,  an  impasse  could  be  reached. 
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Mr.  Browx.  I  note  that  housing  and  education  are  by  specification 
not  included  in  the  objectives  in  this  language,  and  I  do  not  know 
whether  that  is  just  an  oversiglit  or  whether  they  were  specifically 
ignored. 

Mr.  IlycHES.  I  think,  as  you  pointed  out,  Mr.  Brown,  paragraph  7 
is  something  of  a  catch-all  and  includes  anything. 

^Ir.  Brovvn.  Well,  if  I  can  go  back  to  what  you  said  a  few  minutes 
ypu  said  that  practically  all  objectives  were  included,  and  if  all 
objectives  were  included,  I  do  not  see  any  reasons  for  paragraph  7. 
If  you  ask  me,  paragi-aph  7  is  the  kitchen  sink  objective  that  carries, 
you  know,  everything  from  motherhood  to  flag  in  it.  I  am  by  nature, 
as  an  individual  Member  of  Congress,  jealous  of  the  prerogatives  of 
the  Congress  and  fearful  of  writing  language  into  the  legislation  that 
gives  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  an  “anything  else  it 
wants  to  do"  prerogative.  And  I  think  tliat  is  essentially  what  para¬ 
graph  7  does. 

Mr.  Hughes.  I  think  item  6  would  include  educational  facilities. 
The  first  item  also  relates  to  planning  for  housing.  But  I  agree  with 
you,  neither  item  is  specificall}^  mentioned. 

Mr.  Browx.  “Education”  and  “housing”  were  not  left  out  for  any 
particular  reason,  then? 

Mr.  Hughes.  No. 

Mr.  Broavn.  Thank  you. 

Well,  if  I  may  summarize  my  concern,  it  is  that  the  Congress, 
in  ks  categorical  approach  to  grants-in-aid,  says  that  this  program 
is  important  and  we  proAude  money  under  these  circumstances.  Then 
under  another  categorical  grant-in-aid,  it  says  this  program  is  im¬ 
portant  and  Ave  provide  money  under  these  circumstances;  but  rarely 
are  these  two  things  related. 

This  legislation  seems  to  give  to  the  executiA^e  branch  of  GoA^ern- 
ment  the  prerogative  of  relating  the  two  and  setting  priorities  be¬ 
tween  the  categorical  grant-in-aid  programs,  something  that  is  to  be 
done  which  seems  to  me  should  be  retained  as  a  congressional  pre- 
rogatiA-e.  I  do  not  quite  know  how  we  can  do  that,  but  the  other 
part  of^  the  issue  is  one  which  I  think  we  can  agree  has  not  been  re- 
soK’ed  in  here,  at  least  from  the  standpoint  of  the  purpose  which 
you  establi.sh  in  writing  the  language.  Now,  I  am  going  to  look  at 
the  language  again  to  see  whether  the  language  does  Avind  up  falling 
on  one  side  or  the  other,  Federal  or  local  priority. 

Just  one  other  point,  and  that  is  section  403,  where  throughout  the 
rest  of  this  language  we  talk  about  urban  needs  and  programs  and 
objectii-es  and  so  forth,  and  in  section  403  it  says : 

Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  take  into  consideration  the  basic  divisions 
between  areas  that  are  primarily  rural  and  those  which  are  urban  and  metro¬ 
politan,  as  well  as  between  agencies  which  haA^e  pertinent  responsibilties  in 
different  areas. 

I  had  the  impression  as  I  read  this  language  that  vou  were  as¬ 
suming  that  everybody  now  is  urban  and  that  this  means  that  there 
is  not  any  distinction,  because  in  urban  planning  I  know  we  frequently 
invoh-e  an  awful  lot  of  rural  area.  And  that  is  perhaps  as  it  should 
be,  with  the  language  in  section  401(a)  (1)  as  broad  as  it  is.  But 
then  I  notice  that  you  are  drawing  distinctions  between  rural  and 
urban,  and  I  am  a  little  lost  on  the  signficance  of  that. 
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Hughes.  Well,  it  is  pretty  clear,  Mr.  Brown,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  intensity  of  some  of  our  problems  in  urban  areas,  that  there 
are  lots  of  rural  ones.  And  it  seems  to  me  that  the  fact  that  this 
particular  title  focuses  on  urban  areas,  should  not  suggest  we  be¬ 
lieve  there  are  rural  problems.  We  do  not  intend  to  omit  from  con¬ 
sideration  rural  needs  and  rights  and  privileges,  as  well  as  urban, 
in  the  plaiuiing  process  and  in  the  setting  of  priorities  for  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  Federal  programs  to  the  solution  of  these  problems. 

Mr.  Brown.  Wlien  you  say  State,  regional  and  local,  you  almost 
of  necessity  are  including  rural  in  that? 

Mr.  Hughes.  Yes. 

Mr.  Brown.  It  just  has  to. 

Mr.  Hughes.  Yes,  that  is  correct,  Mr.  Browm. 

On  the  priority  point,  I  would  like  to  make  just  two  comments.  One, 
with  or  without  this  particular  piece  of  legislation,  both  the  executive 
branch  and  the  Congress  are  involved  in  priority  setting,  at  least  in 
the  broad  sense,  through  the  appropriation  process  and  the  planning 
and  justification  that  goes  into  that.  This  does  not,  generally  speak¬ 
ing — although  it  does  sometimes — get  doAvn  to  a  locality  by  locality 
priority  judgment,  but  it  certainly  does  get  to  the  making  of  choices 
as  betiveen  public  works  of  a  reservoir-dam  type  and  presenvation, 
for  instance. 

Second,  I  think  it  would  be  very  difficult,  perhaps  unwise,  by  statute 
to  attempt  to  stipulate  that  certain  kinds  of  Federal  actiAuties  ahvays 
take  precedence  over  others — roads  come  first,  or  mass  transit  comes 
first — 

Mr.  Broavx*.  I  Avould  agree  Avith  you. 

Mr.  Hughes.  And  this  complicates  the  congressional  problem  in 
setting  the  jAriorities. 

Mr.  Broavn.  Let  me  respond  to  you  with  this  remark  and  it  is  not 
meant  in  any  way  unkindly,  but  I  think  the  obA'ious  thrust  of  IMr. 
EdAvards’  questions  to  the  gentleman  avIio  preceded  you  was  whether 
or  not  they  Avere  in  fact  represent atiA^e  of  the  associations  which  they 
purportedly  represented  or  whether  they  were  speaking  for  the  top 
of  that  association,  for  the  executive  operation  of  that  association,  and 
the  vieAvs  had  not  been  developed  from  the  bottom  up.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  setting  of  national  objectives  has  to  take  into  account  the 
establishment  of  community.  State,  and  regional  objectives. 

In  other  words,  they  ouglit  to  be  built  uja  from  the  bottom  rather 
than  be  established  from  the  executiA'^e  branch  of  Government  down. 
And  in  the  Congress,  we  haA^e  the  agency  for  the  establishment  of  na¬ 
tional  objectiA^es  and  priorities.  We  are  in  that  painful  process  right 
now,  as  I  am  sure  you  are  aAvare.  You  are  in  that  business  through 
your  recommendation  to  the  President.  But  it  is  the  Congress,  ulti¬ 
mately,  as  the  representative  body  and  not  the  President,  Avho  is  rep¬ 
resentative  of  nothing  but  one  election  four  years  ago,  which  brings 
all  these  pieces  together  and  Cries  to  establish  those  priorities.  And  yoii 
knoAv  this  is  what  it  has  been  about  since  we  were  founded. 

I  am  concerned  that  the  ExecutiA^e  not  get  in  the  business  of  estab¬ 
lishing  the  national  prionties  without  the  proper  jurisdiction  of  Con¬ 
gress  being  exercised;  nor,  again,  that  the  executive  branch  of  GoA^em- 
ment  always  be  the  final  arbiter  of  what  is  best  for  tlie  local  community 
or  individual. 
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Mr.  iruoHES.  Certainly,  ISIr.  Brown,  tlie  need  for  a  statutory  base  for 
Executive  action  is  clear,  and  that  is  why  we  are  here  on  this  bill. 
The  only  other  comment  1  wonld  add  is — the  President,  obviously, 
does  not  need  defense,  but  he  is  the  one  individual  in  our  system 
of  Govei'iiment  who  is  elected  every  4  years  by  all  the  people. 

Mr.  Brown.  The  other  unit  of  Government  is  the  F.S.  Congress 
that  is  elected  by  all  the  people,  even  though  we  are  fragmented  into 
435  divergent  viewpoints.  And  even  the  Presidential  group  seems 
fragmented  sometimes  about  testimony  in  front  of  committees. 

Mr  Hughes.  We  try  to  prevent  fragmentation  as  part  of  our  respon¬ 
sibility  in  the  Bureau,  Mr.  Brown. 

Mr.  Beatnik.  Mr.  Colrnan,  do  3^11  have  an3’  conunents^ 

Mr.  CoLM.vN.  1  do  not  think  so,  Mr.  Chairman,  except  to  say  that  the 
Commission's  interpretation  of  title  IV  is  ])i'ecise]y  as  set  forth  by  Mr. 
Hughes. 

Mr.  Beatnik.  The  subcommittee  has  received  a  statement  by  Con¬ 
gressman  HeniT  B.  Gonzalez,  of  Texas,  on  his  bill,  H.B.  (124.  Without 
objec'tion,  his  statement  will  appear  at  this  point  in  the  record. 

Statement  of  Hon.  Henry  li.  Gonzalez,  a  Representative  in  Congress 

From  the  State  of  Texas,  in  Reiialf  of  His  Bill,  H.R.  U24,  the  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Coordination  and  Uniform  Relocation  Act 

Mr.  Chairinaii,  I  am  very  grateful  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this 
distinguished  subeoiiimittee  in  behalf  of  my  bill.  H.R.  024,  tlie  proposed  Iiiter- 
goveriimeutal  Coordination  and  Uniform  Relocation  Act. 

I  lir.st  introduL-ed  this  legislation  in  J  uly  of  11)00,  to  till  what  I  saw  as  a  need  for 
a  practical  combination  of  two  complementary  pieces  of  legislation  which  had 
been  developing  for  years,  both  of  which  were  passed  by  the  Senate  in  that  year. 
I  combined  the  salient  features  of  the  intergovernmental  cooperation  legislation, 
which  is  designed  to  imiirove  the  administration  and  facilitate  the  review  of 
Federal  graiits-in-aid  by  strengthening  the  cooiieration  and  coordination  of  fed¬ 
erally  aided  activities  between  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment,  with  the  uniform  relocation  legislation,  which  is  designed  to  establish 
a  uniform  policy  for  the  equitable  payment  and  assistance  of  owners,  tenants,  and 
others  displaced  by  the  acquisition  of  real  property  or  federally  assi.sted  programs. 
Neither  of  these  legislative  proposals  have  become  law,  and  the  necessity  for 
intergovernmental  coordination  grows. 

Incidentally,  I  have  also  introduced  legislation  in  the  87tli  Congress  and  suc¬ 
ceeding  Congresses  to  improve  intergovernmei:tal  relations  by  assisting  States 
and  localities  to  carry  out  continuous  in-service  training  programs  for  their  offi¬ 
cers  and  employees.  This  legislation  was  not,  of  coiiix',  referred  to  your  com¬ 
mittee,  but  to  Education  and  Labor. 

There  is  undeniably  a  great  need  for  effective  admini.stration  of  Federal  gtant- 
in-aid  programs  which  as.sist  State  and  local  ixditlcal  bixlies  in  meeting  the 
crises  of  our  cities  on  all  fronts.  This  Federal  aid  should  be  flexible  and  prag¬ 
matic,  going  directly  to  State  Governors  for  such  traditional  State  preroga¬ 
tive  as  highways,  going  directly  to  regional  bodies  whicdi  might  exist  to  abate 
air  or  w'ater  pollution,  going  directly  to  local  districts  for  water  and  flood  con¬ 
trol,  and  possibly  going  as  well  to  neighborhood  development  corporations  which 
have  a  broad  ba.se  of  community  democracy  and  concerted  programs. 

Our  country  today  faces  .some  of  the  most  serious  challenges  to  its  institutions 
and  values.  These  challenges  originate  largely  from  within,  from  the  poor  and 
the  hungry,  from  the  ghetto  resident  and  the  tiackwoods  dweller,  from  the  racial 
minorities  and  the  antiwar  demonstrators.  Part  of  this  ferment  is  probably  at¬ 
tributable  to  impersonal  forces  in  the  po.stindu.strial  societ.v  of  general  affluence 
and  leisure  in  which  we  live.  What  is  clear  is  the  folly  of  permitting  the  Federal 
bureaucracy  to  fo.ssilize  and  admini.strative  officials  to  retreat  from  the  problems 
of  the  day.  I  suggest  to  you  that  the  ability  of  our  institutions  to  react  to  tho.se 
challenges  of  change  which  are  legitimate  will  determine  the  future  strength  of 
our  democracy.  This  is  abundantly  clear  not  only  for  the  United  States,  but  for 
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most  developed  countries.  John  W.  Gardner  has  aptly  characterized  our  era 
as  one  of  tension  between  “rising  human  aspirations  and  sluggish  human  insti¬ 
tutions.” 

Thus,  this  legislation  to  streamline  and  facilitate  intergovernmental  coordi¬ 
nation  on  urban  solutions  is  vitally  important  today.  It  cannot  be  said  that  this 
legislation  represents  appeasement  to  the  clamour  of  anarchists,  for  intergovern¬ 
mental  cooperation  bills  are  the  product  of  7  years  of  dialog  between  private  citi¬ 
zens  and  Federal,  State,  and  local  officials  and  representatives,  has  for  .S  years 
received  serious  consideration  in  Congress,  and  only  in  recent  years  has  become 
part  of  the  “creative  federalism”  concept. 

Probably  the  passage  on  an  intergovernmental  cooperation  act  by  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  Will  not  be  even  acknowledged  by  those  who  simplistically  demand  pana¬ 
ceas  immediately.  Perhaps,  even  the  gratitude  of  tlie  general  public  for  the  pass¬ 
age  of  such  an  important  but  unclamorous  law  will  not  be  forthcoming  as  it 
should  for  you,  its  drafters.  But  I  am  certain  that  you  will  take  great  personal 
satisfaction  in  having  enabled  men  of  good  will  to  better  our  society.  I  urge 
prompt  approval  of  a  full-fledged  intergovernmental  cooperation  bill.  Thank  you. 

^Ir.  Bbatxik.  We  include  in  the  record  at  this  point  a  statement 
submitted  by  onr  colleajrue,  Hon.  Spark  M.  Mahsunaga,  of  Hawaii, 
on  H.K.  8969,  the  Comprehensive  Planning  and  Coordination  Act  of 
1907.  which  is  related  to  the  measures  now  nnder  consideration. 

(The  statement  follows:) 

Prepared  Statement  of  Hon.  Spark  M.  Matsunaga,  a  Representative  in  Con¬ 
gress  From  the  State  of  Hawaii,  on  H.R.  SflGl),  the  Co.mprehensive  Plan¬ 
ning  and  Coordination  Act  of  1967 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  tlie  subcommittee.  I  thank  you  for  this 
opportunit.v  of  expressing  my  views  with  respect  to  my  bill,  H.R  8969,  the 
Conji)rehensive  manning  and  Coordination  Act  of  1967.  Senator  Hugh  Scott  of 
I'ennsylvania,  is  the  original  author  of  this  legislation,  and  H.R.  8969  is  identical 
with  his  bill,  S.  799. 

I  introduced  H.R.  8969  for  two  basic  I'easons:  First,  because  comprehensive 
planning  and  coordination  is  an  area  of  longstanding  interest  and  coiu-ern  on 
the  iiart  of  the  government  of  Hawaii,  both  as  a  territory  and  as  a  State ;  and, 
secondly,  because  I  believe  that  national  legislation  in  this  field  is  now  necessary 
to  cut  across  the  whole  spectrum  of  public  activity — physical,  economic,  and 
social — at  the  several  levels  of  government. 

Comprehensive  planning  and  coordination  at  the  national  level  would  help 
the  States  and  multijurisdictional  groups  of  local  government  establish  appro- 
jiriate  machinery  to  coordinate  their  resource  development  programs.  Haw’aii, 
fortunately,  has  had  a  considerable  headstart  in  this  field  over  other  States.  In 
fact,  central  planning  was  started  as  early  as  1937  in  Hawaii.  Hawaii  was  also 
the  first  to  adopt  a  State  general  plan  and  the  only  State  zoning  law.  H.R.  8969 
would  bring  the  benefits  of  comprehcn.sive  planning  and  coordination  to  all 
States. 

H.R.  8969  views  comprehensive  planning  as  es.sentially  an  executive  function, 
and  seeks  to  strengthen  the  abilit.v  of  Governors  and  local  elected  officials  to 
coordinate  the  development  activities  of  their  respective  units  of  government. 
Most  of  these  activities  are  supported  in  part  by  Federal  grants-in-aid.  The  bill 
would  change  significantly  the  functions  of  the  Office  of  Emergency  Planning  so 
that  it,  under  a  new  name,  the  Office  of  Comprehensive  Development  and 
Emergency  Planning,  would  administer  the  act. 

The  underlying  purpose  of  the  measure  is  to  provide  a  framework  of  goals, 
policies,  and  standards  within  which  planning  for  various  governmental  func¬ 
tions,  such  as  land  and  facilities  development,  medical,  welfare,  and  educational 
services,  can  be  directed  and  coordinated.  However.  H.R.  .8969  may  be  distin¬ 
guished  from  current  programs  being  administered  by  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  in  that  it  does  not  iirovide  support  for  func¬ 
tional  planning.  The  proposed  legislation  covers  all  areas,  urban  and  rural,  and 
it  also  covers  economic  and  human  resource  planning  as  well  as  physical 
planning. 

Regular  Federal  financial  assistance,  on  a  matching  basis,  would  be  provided 
to  comprehensive  planning,  programing,  and  coordinating  agencies  of  State 


215 


S()v*‘rniiH*nts.  regional  groupings  which  the  l)ill  calls  development  districts,  :ind 
metroiiolitan  areas.  A  development  di.strict  is  defined  as  ‘‘ans’  multl.iurisdictional 
area,  including  interstate  areas,  established  under  State  laws,  or  in  the  absence 
of  such  laws,  under  a  iilan  approved  b.v  the  (lovernor  of  the  State  or  States, 
comprising  more  than  one  unit  of  general  local  government,  which  area  has 
common  or  related  problems  of  develoinnent  requiring  cooperative,  comprehensive 
planning  and  concerted  action  for  the  effective  solution  of  such  development 
prohlems." 

Tile  grant  allocation  formula  in  H.R.  80(59  would  insure  continuity  to  com¬ 
prehensive  development  planning  hy  providing  an  assured  annual  basis  of  sup¬ 
port  to  States  and  regions.  This  would  eliminate  the  start-stop  quality  of  State 
and  local  comprehensive  planning  which  has  proved  most  disruptive  of  effective 
coordination. 

The  legislation  carries  an  authorization  of  .“POO  million  for  the  first  fiscal  year 
after  its  enactment,  and  $75  million  for  each  of  the  2  ensuing  fiscal  years. 

Air.  riiairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  the  State  of  Hawaii  recog¬ 
nizes  the  value  of  intergovernmental  coordination  and  supports  this  legislation 
wholeheartedly.  The  Honorable  .John  A.  Burns.  Governor  of  Hawaii  and  former 
delegate  to  Congress,  supports  my  bill  and  has  submitted  a  statement  indicating 
such  support.  I  ask  that  his  statement  appear  in  the  hearing  record  following 
my  statement.  The  State  government  publications  mentioned  by  Governor  Burns 
are  also  submitted  for  appropriate  consideration  by  the  subcommittee.  In  view 
of  the  length  of  each  of  these  two  pul)lications,  your  subcommittee  may  choose 
to  make  them  available  for  reference  and  omit  their  publication  in  the  record 
of  these  hearings. 

In  closin,g,  I  urge  your  favorable  consideration  of  H.R.  89(59. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

I'REPARKD  Statement  of  Hon.  .Iohn  A.  Burns,  Governor,  State  of  Hawati,  on 

THE  Comprehensive  Pi.an.ning  and  Coordination  Act  of  1967  (H.R.  8969) 

In  a  letter  of  March  ,39.  1967  to  Senator  Hugh  Scott,  I  indicated  full  support 
for  S.  799  as  lieing  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Nation  as  well  as  the  people  of 
this  State.  Since  that  time,  we  here  in  Hawaii  have  gone  beyond  expressions  of 
support  for  such  an  act.  Our  Department  of  Planning  and  Economic  Development 
has  formally  pledged  and  committed  itself  to  the  adoption  and  implementation 
of  tlie  many  tine  features  of  the  Comprehensive  Planning  and  Coordination  Act 
of  1967.  In  a  sense,  we  have  forged  ahead  of  eongressiou  d  legislation  in  this 
area  by  putting  our  State  planning  efforts  on  a  comprehensive  level. 

Attached  herewith  are  copies  of  “Prospectus  for  a  Comprehensive  Planning 
Process  for  the  State  of  Hawaii’’  and  “Elements  of  the  State  Planning  Process,” 
prepared  very  recently  b.v  our  Department  of  Planning  and  Economic  Develop¬ 
ment.^  I  would  especially  call  your  attention  to  the  preface  of  the  first  volume 
written  liy  Dr.  Shelley  AI.  Mark,  director  of  the  department,  in  which  he  states, 
“Finaliy.  our  reports  recommend  a  comprehensive  planning  program,  including 
a  mechanism  which  pulls  together  the  various  activities  of  government  in  order 
to  obtain  a  sense  of  ‘where  the  State  is  going  and  how  it  will  get  there.’  And  this, 
of  course,  is  what  State  planning  essentially  is  all  about.” 

Included  in  the  prospectus  is  a  section  titled  “A  Recommendation  for  a  C'om- 
])rehensive  Planning  Program."  AA^hile  the  many  details  of  such  a  program  have 
yet  to  be  formulated,  the  Prospectus  presents  a  clear  commitment  b.v  the  State 
for  the  establishment  of  a  continuing  comprehensive  planning  program.  This 
takes  our  efforts  out  of  the  realm  of  “what  we  hope  to  do”  and  into  the  real  realm 
of  “what  we  are  now  doing”  in  the  area  of  comprehensive  planning. 

At  the  recent  meeting  of  the  AVestern  Governors’  Conference  in  Honolulu, 
Gov.  .lack  Camivbell.  Chairman  of  the  Institute  on  State  Programing  for  the 
Seventies,  presented  a  cogent  analysis  of  problems  of  State  planning  and  made 
reference  to  Hawaii’s  progress  in  this  area.  Governor  Campbell  said : 

“No  State,  to  my  knowledge,  is  doing  more  to  use  modern  tools  for  resource 
management  than  Hawaii.  And  it  cannot  be  said  that  this  is  due  to  the  late 
arrival  of  Hawaii  as  a  State.  Central  planning,  mostly  physically  oriented, 
started  in  the  territory  in  1937.  Land-use  planning  has  been  based  upon  a 
20-year  projection  in  four  5-year  segments.  Planning,  in  recent  years,  has 
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been  extended  to  include  social  and  hninan  nec'ds  as  well  as  physical 
reciuirements.  There  is  local  planning  assistance,  there  is  a  (i-year  capital 
improvements  program,  there  are  statewide  land-use  requirements,  there  is 
a  researcli  arm  to  coordinate  research  activtities  of  State  agencies,  and 
furnish  data  and  statistics,  there  is  a  planning,  programing  and  budgeting 
system,  there  is  a  data  bank,  there  is  an  economic  model  of  the  State.” 

Thus,  as  a  matter  of  record,  Hawaii  has  already  initiated  i)Ositive  steps  toward 
the  implementation  of  provisions  of  the  Comprehensive  Planning  and  Coordina¬ 
tion  Act  of  1967  and  fully  endorses  favorable  congressional  action  on  the  act. 

Mr.  Blatnhc.  There  being  no  further  questions  and  no  further- 
witnesses,  the  public  hearings  on  the  bills  peidaining  to  intergovern¬ 
mental  cooperation  are  concluded,  and  the  hearings  for  today  are 
adjourned. 

(Whereupon,  at  12 : 45  p.m.,  the  hearings  were  adjourned.) 


APPENDIX 


Letters  and  Statements  Received  for  the  Record 

City  of  Minneapolis,  April  S,  1968. 

Hon.  John  Blatnik, 

Chairman,  Suhcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization,  House 
of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.G. 

Dear  John  ;  It  is  my  understanding  that  your  House  Subcommittee  on  Execu¬ 
tive  and  Legislative  Reorganization  will  soon  consider  a  version  of  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Cooperation  Act  which  has  been  fully  endorsed  by  the  adminis¬ 
tration  and  sponsored  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions,  of  which  I  am  a  member.  I  strongly  urge  that  hearings  be  held  on  this  and 
companion  legislation  at  the  earlie.st  possible  date. 

As  you  probably  know,  the  National  League  of  Cities,  the  U.S.  Conference  of 
Mayors,  the  National  Association  of  Counties,  and  the  National  Governors’  Con¬ 
ference  have  endorsed  the  specific  provisions  in  each  of  the  measure’s  four 
substantive  titles.  While  not  a  major  piece  of  legislation,  the  bill  does  constitute 
a  meaningful  first  step  in  clearing  up  some  of  the  difficulties  that  have  hindered 
effective  intergovernmental  relations. 

Title  II  would  simplify  and  make  more  fiexible  regulations  concerning  the 
distribution  of  grants  to  the  various  States. 

Title  III  authorizes  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  render  technical 
and  specialized  services  to  State  and  local  governments  on  a  reimbursable 
basis,  but  with  adequate  protection  for  private  enterprise. 

Title  IV  would  stipulate  a  coordinated  intergovernmental  iiolicy  for  the 
administration  of  urban  development  programs :  it  also  upgrades  the  eligi¬ 
bility  status  of  general  units  of  local  government — in  contrast  to  special 
districts  and  authorities— with  respect  to  Federal  grant  programs. 

Finally,  title  V  prescribes  a  uniform  policy  and  procedure  for  urban  land 
transactions  and  use  undertaken  by  the  General  Services  Administration, 
by  requiring  consistency  of  that  agency’s  policies  with  local  zoning  regula¬ 
tions  and  development  goals. 

For  these  and  many  other  reajsons,  I  hope  the  subcommittee  will  move  to  hear¬ 
ings  in  the  very  near  future  and  take  favorable  action  on  this  measure.  Little 
has  been  done  in  this  Congress  to  upgrade  the  procedures  and  correct  the  man¬ 
agement  problems  associated  with  grant-in-aid  administration.  This  measure 
provides  a  vehicle  with  which  to  get  underway. 

Best  wishes. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Arthur  Naftalin,  Mayor. 


Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  United  States, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  17, 1968. 

Hon.  John  A.  Blatnik, 

Chairman,  Suhcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization,  Commit¬ 
tee  on  (government  Operatimis,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.G. 
Dear  Mr.  Blatnik  ;  On  March  8,  1966,  Prof.  Edwin  .T.  B.  Lewis,  of  George 
Wa.shington  University,  testified  before  your  subcommittee  on  behalf  of  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  United  States  with  respect  to  S.  561  and  H.R.  6118. 

The  national  chamber’s  testimony  was  based  on  its  interest  in  better  manage¬ 
ment  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  Such  programs  will  involve  expenditures 
of  approximately  $18  billion  in  the  current  fiscal  year  and  are  estimated  at  $20 
billion  for  fiscal  year  1969.  Grants-in-aid  provide  about  17  percent  of  State  and 
local  government  general  revenues.  Hence  they  are  an  extremely  important  area 
■of  intergovernmental  concern  which  should  be  monitored  closely  by  the  Congress. 
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H.R.  16718  now  under  consideration  by  your  subcommittee  omits  two  impor¬ 
tant  titles  included  in  S.  698,  a  bill  now  being  considered  by  the  Senate  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  Committee. 

The  first  of  these,  title  V,  provides  for  three  levels  of  review  of  grant-in-aid 
programs  independent  of  the  executive  branch : 

First,  studies  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  of  presently 
existing  and  all  future  grant-in-aid  assistance  from  the  Feileral  Govern¬ 
ment  to  the  States  and  their  political  subdivisions  concerning  (1)  the  extent 
to  which  programs  contlict  and  duplication  can  be  eliminated  and  (2)  the 
methods  of  achieving  more  effective,  efficient,  and  uniform  administration  by 
changing  specific  requirements  and  procedures. 

Second,  studies  by  the  bipartisan  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  on  the  intergovernmental  aspects  of  grant-in-aid  programs, 
with  special  reference  to  their  impact  on  Federal-State-local  fiscal  relations 
and  to  the  coordination  of  Federal  administration  of  these  programs  with 
State  and  local  administration. 

Third,  mandatory  periodic  review  hy  the  Congress  of  grant-in-aid  programs. 

Provisions  similar  to  these  were  contained  in  H.R.  6118  and  the  chamber 
strongly  supported  this  feature  in  our  testimony  before  your  subcommittee  on 
March  8,  1966.  We  hold  to  the  view  that  such  review  is  necessary  if  the  Congress 
is  to  discharge  fully  its  oversight  re.sponsibilities. 

Only  slightly  less  important  is  the  omission  from  H.R.  1671S  of  a  provision 
similar  to  title  VI  of  S.  698.  This  title  provides  that  the  President  shall  examine 
the  various  programs  of  grants-in-aid  and  shall  determine  what  consolidations 
are  necessary  or  desirable — 

1.  To  provide  the  better  execution  and  efficient  management  of  individual 
grant  programs  within  the  same  fundamental  area  ; 

2.  To  provide  better  cooperation  among  individual  grant  programs  within 
the  same  fundamental  area ;  and 

3.  To  promote  more  effiicent  planning  and  use  by  the  recipients  of  grants 
under  programs  within  the  same  fundamental  area. 

This  title  of  S.  698  also  provides  for  congressional  approval  or  disapproval 
of  such  Presidential  recommendations  as  may  be  made.  The  national  chamber 
fully  supports  this  proposal. 

We  strongly  urge  the  inclusion  of  a  provision  for  periodic  congressional  review 
of  grants-in-aid  and  for  Presidential  authority  to  recommend  consolidation  of 
grant  programs  in  any  legislation  your  subcommittee  reports. 

Cordially, 

Don  a.  Goodall, 

General  Manager,  Legislative  Action. 


Duluth  (Tiambek  of  Cojijiekce, 

Duluth,  Minn.,  June  28,  1908. 

Congressman  .John  Blatnik. 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.G. 


Congressman  Blatnik  :  We  understand  that  your  House  Subcommittee  on 
Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization  will  soon  report  on  the  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Cooperation  Act,  bill  H.R.  16718. 

I  am  enclosing  fact  sheet  401  which  concisely  outlines  the  national  chamber’s 
position  on  this  legisiation. 

The  Duluth  National  Affairs  Committee  agrees  that  it  is  important  to  include 
the  two  procedures  contended  in  Senate  legislation  (S.  698)  providing  for  peri¬ 
odic  and  indeiiendent  studies  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  spending  as  well  as  Presi¬ 
dential  and  congressional  review. 

I  am  sure  that  this  matter  will  have  your  most  careful  attention  and  we  would 
appreciate  your  views  including  an  indication  as  to  how  your  committee  will 
report  this  bill  and  how  you  intend  to  vote. 

Sincerely, 


Robert  C.  Jackson, 

Chairman,  National  Affairs  Committee. 
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Fact  Sheet  for  ^Iembeks  of  Coagbessional  Action  Committees  AVho  Have 
Accepted  Special  Responsibilities  for  Legislative  Proposals  Relating  to 
Federal-State-J.ocal  Relations,  March  17,  19G7 
Subject:  Intergovenmienfal  Cooperation  Act. 

Key  bill:  S.  G9S  sponsored  by  Congressman  Muskie  (I)-M(‘. ). 

Referred  to :  Senate  Government  Operations  Committee. 

principal  provisions 

Most  of  the  provisions  of  this  bill  were  in  a  similar  bill  itas.sed  by  the  Senate 
on  August  o.  l!)«(i,  but  not  acted  upon  in  the  House  of  Representatives.  They 
are,  mainly,  recommendations  of  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  and  are  designed  to  improve  the  administration  and  operation  of 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  which  noiv  number  over  2:10  and  are  estimated 
at  S17.4  billion  in  fiscal  year  IIJGS.  The  more  important  provisions  cover : 

Improved  administration  of  grant-in-aid  funds  by  permitting  States  to 
deposit  such  funds  in  regular  bank  accounts  and  by  scheduling  transfers  of 
funds  to  coordinate  ivith  State  expenditures  and  to  save  Federal  interest 
costs. 

Permis.sion  for  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  provide  special  or 
technical  services  to  State  and  local  units  of  government  on  a  reimbursable 
basis,  with  limitations  to  prevent  unwarranted  government  competition  with 
private  enterprise. 

Reipiirement  for  periodic  congressional  review  of  future  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  at  intervals  not  exceeding  o  years,  with  automatic  termination  of 
programs  unless  specilically  reauthorized. 

Presidential  authority  to  submit  to  Congress  plans  for  consolidation  of 
individual  categorical  grants  within  broad  functional  areas,  subject  to 
disapproval  by  either  House  within  90  days. 

Business  community  viewpoint  as  expressed  in  policy  declarations  adopted  by 
members  of  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  of  the  United  States : 

Ill  the  interest  of  economy  and  efficiency  in  all  levels  of  government,  the 
national  chamber  supports  these  provisions. 

Recognized  experts  in  Federal-State  relations  say  the  large  number  of  new 
want  programs  recently  enacted  has  created  an  almost  chaotic  problem  in  adniin- 
istratioii,  as  well  a.s  confusion  at  the  State  and  local  level.  For  example,  there 
are  50  different  programs  to  aid  general  education;  57  programs  for  vocational 
and  job  training;  35  programs  involved  in  housing;  more  than  20  programs 
involving  transportation ;  27  programs  for  utilities  and  related  services ;  02  pro¬ 
grams  for  community  facilities ;  32  programs  tor  land  use ;  and  28  programs  for 
recreational  and  cultural  facilities. 


Statement  of  William  L.  Rafskt,  President,  National  Association  of  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Redevelopment  Officials  on  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  of  1968  (H.R.  16718,  H.R.  5523,  and  Related  Bills) 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  am  William  L.  Rafsky, 
executive  vice  president,  Old  Philadelphia  Development  Corp.  and  president  of  tlie 
National  Association  of  Housing  Redevelopment  Officials.  It  is  a  privilege 
to  present  this  statement  for  the  members  of  NAHRO  who  are,  as  you  know,  the 
administrators  of  the  programs  in  which  the  subcommittee  has  particular  inter¬ 
est — the  agencies  and  individuals  responsible  for  executing  the  Nation’s  low- 
income  housing,  renewal  and  housing  codes  programs.  Our  association  has  been 
in  existence  for  35  years ;  it  currently  represents  about  6,000  local.  State,  and 
Federal  officials  in  some  2,500  localities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  NAHRO  is  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  present  its  views 
on  H.R.  16718,  H.R.  5523,  and  related  bills  (the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  of  1968)  and  on  H.R.  12631,  the  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of  1968. 
We  recognize  that  the  some  15  related  bills  pending  before  the  subcommittee  con¬ 
tain  differences  in  coverage  and  content. 

We  will  organize  our  comments  with  reference  to  the  three  bills  noted,  in  order 
to  simplify  the  title  and  section  references.  NAHRO  is  in  general  support  of  the 
intergovernmental  cooperation  measures  pending  before  you.  We  intend  to  give 
more  detailed  comment  on  some  of  the  provisions,  in  particular  on  title  VIII,  the 
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uniform  relocation  amendment,  and  title  IX,  uniform  land  aciiuisition  of  II. K. 
5,o2.3,  which  we  hope  will  he  included  in  the  bill  reported  by  the  subcommittee. 

At  the  same  time,  because  this  is  the  flr.st  opportunity  which  NAIIRO  has  had 
to  testify  personally  before  this  subcommittee  in  some  time,  I  would  like  to 
bring  attention  to  a  concern  which  our  association  raised  recently  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Housing.  This  is  the  issue  of  local  responsibility  and  initiative 
in  carrying  out  federally  assisted  programs  and  the  need  to  strengthen  the  ca¬ 
pacity  of  all  local  agencies  to  undertake  effectively  the  irnportant  urban  func¬ 
tions  which  are  their  true  responsibility.  We  believe  that  it  is  an  integral  part 
of  the  intergovernmental  relations  question  to  recognize  fully  the  local  role  in 
Federal  a.ssistance  programs.  In  this  connection,  I  would  like  to  file  for  the  rec¬ 
ord  a  copy  of  the  recent  remarks  which  I  made  on  this  subject  before  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Housing  on  March  19.  We  hope  that  we  will  have  a  further  op¬ 
portunity  to  present  our  views  on  this  question  to  the  subcommittee. 

Now,  I  would  like  to  present  some  general  views  on  the  titles  contained  in  the 
bills  pending  before  you. 

TITLES  I-V  OF  H.K.  16718 

Fir.st,  let  me  say  that  while  most  of  the  provisions  of  this  act  relate  to  inter¬ 
governmental  relations  between  the  Federal  Government,  States,  and  localities, 
there  is  need  to  recognize  the  growing  relation.ships  between  State  governments, 
particularly  in  concentrated  urban  areas.  This  trend  is  recognized  in  section 
401  lb)  of  H.R.  16718,  but  we  would  hope  that  the  subcommittee  might  consider 
the  interstate  relationship  in  response  to  other  titles  of  H.R.  16718  in  order  to 
facilitate  the  effective  us('  of  Federal  assistance.  A  leadership  role  in  this  area 
by  the  Federal  Government  could  do  much  to  prevent  potential  cooperation  be¬ 
coming  bogged  down  in  constitutional  difficulties  by  encouraging  flexible  action 
by  metropolitan  entities. 

H.R.  16718 — Improved  a dyninist ration  of  grants-in-aid  to  Stata,  tit’r  77.-- 
NAHRO  is  in  general  support  of  title  II,  because  it  recognizes  the  important  role 
of  the  State  governments  in  the  area  of  urban  assistance  and  we  hope  to  work 
cooperatively  in  a  more  intensive  manner  with  State  governments  in  terms  of 
developing  the  State-local  relationships  which  are  essential  to  the  effective  use  of 
all  grant-in-aid  programs. 

H.R.  16718 — ftpedal  or  technical  services  to  State  and  local  units  of  government, 
title  III. — NAHRO  also  strongly  supports  title  III  which  would  permit  Federal 
departments  to  provide  technical  assistance  to  State  and  local  units  of  govern¬ 
ment.  Certainly  we  recognize  that  the  specialized  and  technical  capacities  of 
Federal  agencies  are  an  important  asset  to  State  and  local  governments  in  carry¬ 
ing  out  assistance  programs ;  we  welcome  such  assistance.  At  the  same  time,  we 
hope  that  it  will  be  fully  recognized  that  appropriate  assistance  must  be  provided 
to  enable  State  and  local  agencies  to  extend  and  expand  their  own  technical  and 
specialized  competence. 

H.R.  16718 — Coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and  administration,  title 

IV.  — Our  association  is  in  support  of  the  objectives  of  title  IV  which  provide  that 
important  urban  development  programs,  including  those  programs  most  related 
to  uriian  growth  (such  as  open  space  land,  hospitals,  libraries,  airports,  water 
and  sewer  facilities,  land  con.servation,  and  other  important  public  works)  will 
be  effectively  related  to  local  programs  and  comprehensive  urban  planning.  This 
title  is  complementary  to  the  planning  assistance  programs  currently  before  the 
Congress  and  in  H.R.  17651,  the  proposed  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act 
of  1968.  The  provisions  under  title  VI  of  H.R.  17651  provide  for  extending  plan¬ 
ning  assistance  into  urbanized  districts.  Certainly,  both  of  these  are  important 
steps  toward  a  correction  of  urban  sprawl  and  toward  the  development  of  well- 
balanced  communities  in  total  metropolitan  settings. 

H.R.  16718 — Acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas,  title 

V.  — NAHRO  supports  this  title  which  would  provide  for  giving  reasonable  notice 

to  general  local  governments  of  the  Federal  Government’s  intent  to  acquire,  use 
or  dispose  of  land.  Tliere  have  been  instances  in  the  past  where  the  failure  to 
work  cooperatively  in  such  matters  has  periietuated  land  uses  inconsistent  with 
local  efforts  to  carry  out  comprehensive  planning.  This  title  is  an  important  tool  j 
to  prevent  such  occurrences.  : 

Titles  V,  VI,  VIII  and  IX  of  H.R.  5523  I 

I 

Title  V — H.R.  5523 — Congressional  revieic  of  Federal  grants-in-aid. — NAHRO  j 
supports  the  concept  that  there  should  be  a  systematic  review  of  federally  assisted  \ 
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programs  by  tho  Congress,  with  the  view  of  updating  these  grant-in-aid  i>rograms, 
eliminating  duidication  and  making  them  more  effective.  At  the  same  time,  we 
would  like  to  make  one  si>ecitic  suggestion.  Under  section  503,  we  suggest  that 
in  the  studies  of  grant-in-aid  programs,  conducted  by  the  substantive  committees 
in  the  Senate  and  the  House,  si)ecilic  indication  be  given  in  the  statute  that  these 
studit's  will  include  consultation  with  and  recommendations  by  State  and  local 
agencies  which  are  the  recipients  of  this  assistance. 

OONSOI.IDATIOX  OF  GliAXT-IX-AIU  PUOGRAMS 

'I’itle  VI  of  ILK.  .5523  and  II.R.  12G31  (the  .Toint  Funding  and  Simplification 
Actt  both  address  themselves  to  the  important  question  of  how  the  present  ex¬ 
tensive  num’ier  of  grant-in-aid  programs  can  be  consolidated  and  better  admin¬ 
istered.  We  recognize  the  need  and  applaud  this  objective.  In  approaching  this 
(piestion,  we  recognize  that  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
already  has  important  powers,  under  the  direction  of  the  President,  to  coordi¬ 
nate  Federal  activities  affecting  housing  and  urban  development.  We  see  the 
present  bills  before  the  subcommittee  as  further  extending  these  iwwers,  under 
the  President’s  direction.  We  also  recognize  that  there  will  be  a  period  of  adjust¬ 
ment  to  any  new  administrative  arrangement  at  Federal,  State,  and  local  levels. 
In  fact,  we  see  II.R.  12(k31  as  an  important  bill  in  that  it  would  provide  an  interim 
method  to  move  into  better  coordination,  without  the  necessity  to  jump  to  the 
full  consolidation  of  grant-in-aid  programs  which  is  indicated  in  title  VI.  At  the 
same  time,  we  would  support  the  title  VI  provision  to  accommodate  those  pro¬ 
grams  and  areas  which  are  ready  to  move  to  a  full  consolidation.  We  would 
suggest  a  possible  alteration  in  language  in  connection  with  section  602(a)  (1)  — 
it  may  be  too  restrictive  to  expect  that  all  consolidation  can  take  place  in  a  single 
agency.  It  may  be  appropriate  and  necessary  in  some  instances  to  recognize  that 
joint  administration  by  more  than  one  agency  is  the  best  administrative  solution. 
The  subcommittee  may  wish  to  consider  some  easing  of  this  requirement. 

As  we  approve  the  efforts  at  the  Federal  level  to  provide  for  a  more  coordi¬ 
nated  approach  to  the  administration  of  federally  assisted  programs,  we  recog¬ 
nize  that  there  is  a  complementary  development  in  the  coordination  of  urban 
development  programs  at  the  local  level.  While  the  association  is  not  prepared 
at  this  time  to  spell  out  in  full  how  we  see  the  intermeshing  of  consolidated  grant 
programs  at  the  Federal  and  State  levels  with  the  administration  at  the  local 
level,  it  is  our  intention  to  use  the  instrument  of  the  propo.sed  Intergovernmental 
Cooperation  Act  as  a  basis  to  explore  this  relationship.  It  is  our  hope  that  this 
can  be  accomplished  within  the  basic  understanding  that  the  responsibility  and 
initiative  for  these  programs  reside  at  the  local  level. 

Title  VIII  of  H.R.  5523,  'uniform  relocatio7i  assh-tance. — NAHRO  reaflSrms  its 
strong  support  for  uniform  relocation  assistance  and  the  objectives  of  title  VIII 
of  this  bill.  We  make  this  statement  based  on  the  direct  experience  of  the  local 
relocation  personnel  who  are  members  of  our  association  and  charged  with  the 
day-to-day  operation  of  relocation  assistance  programs  covering  urban  renewal, 
public  housing  and  housing  codes  enforcement,  as  well  as  the  growing  number  of 
centralized  local  relocation  operations  covering  all  public  displacement  activity. 
Their  experience  clearly  indicates  a  strong  need  to  make  uniform  payments  and 
assistance  available  for  all  public  displacement.  Daily,  they  encounter  situations 
of  unequal  treatment  because  families  are  displaced  by  different  public  programs 
and  receive  different  levels  of  assistance.  It  is  difficult  to  explain  to  a  displaced 
family  why  it  must  receive  fewer  benefits  because  the  public  program  causing  the 
displacement  is  different.  We  commend  the  sponsors  of  those  bills  which  contain 
this  title. 

As  one  area  where  there  is  a  wide  variation  in  relocation  assistance,  we  would 
like  to  cite  the  experience  to  date  under  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1962.  Only 
some  20  States  have  adopted  legislation  authorizing  payments  for  Federal-aid 
highway  displacement,  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  a  number  of  these 
do  not  authorize  the  maximum  benefits  permissible.  The  act  itself  provides  re¬ 
location  assistance  other  than  moving  payments,  only  for  families,  not  for  either 
individuals  or  businesses.  When  it  is  realized  that  about  one-fourth  of  public 
displacement  is  from  streets  and  highways,  you  can  see  how  far  we  are  from  an 
equitable  relocation  system. 

We  are  at  a  new  stage  in  the  evolution  of  experience  about  the  impact  and  ap¬ 
proach  to  relocation — ^because  of  the  leadership  role  in  the  urban  renewal  pro- 
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gram  since  1949.  NAHRO  is  in  the  process  of  studying  and  evaiuatiiig  tliis 
experience,  with  the  view  of  presenting  detailed  recommendations  to  the  Congress 
and  to  the  administration  on  changes  and  adjustments  which  should  be  made  in 
relocation  policy  and  administration  to  meet  relocation  needs  as  we  see  them  at 
the  local  level.  In  our  study  effort,  we  will  shortly  complete  a  4-year  .study  aimed 
at  estimating  the  impact  of  relocation  on  the  elderly,  in  cooperation  witli  tlie 
University  of  Pennsylvania.  We  will  also  shortly  complete  two  additional 
studies — one  on  the  10-year  relocation  experience  in  New  Haven,  Cenn.,  and 
another,  a  survey  of  current  centralized  relocation  operations  in  11  cities.  A  full 
listing  of  these  study  reports  is  attached  to  our  testimony  and  we  request  that 
it  be  included  in  the  record.  In  addition  to  our  study  effort,  we  convened  a  work¬ 
shop  of  relocation  practitioners  from  throughout  the  Nation  in  Washington  on 
May  16-17,  1968,  to  provide  an  opportunity  to  assemble  their  cumulative  advice 
and  counsel  on  the  present  status  of  relocation  practice  and  ways  to  improve  it. 

Our  evaluations  to  date  have  already  indicated  some  legislative  suggestions 
and  they  are  incorporated  in  our  specific  recommendations  below. 

In  addition,  we  have  been  asked  to  give  our  views  on  its  proposal  by  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  that  relocation  costs  be  shared  on  a  matching  formula  between 
Federal  and  local  and  State  agencies.  We  do  not  favor  this  matching  of  relocation 
costs ;  our  reasons  are  detailed  in  the  accompanying  exhibit  5,  which  we  ask  be 
filed  for  the  record. 

Here  are  our  specific  recommendations  on  title  VIII  of  H.R.  5523. 

Assistance  for  home  purchase. —  (Section  802(c)(3)  and  807(a)(2)  of  H.R. 
5523),  propose  a  $300  payment  to  a  displaced  person  who  purchases  a  home 
within  1  year  after  displacement.  NAHRO  suggests  n  fiat  payment  to  supple¬ 
ment  the  down-payment  of  a  displaced  homeoAvner  up  to  the  iK>int  necessary 
to  enable  him  to  purchase  a  suitable  home  within  20  percent  of  his  income. 
For  displacees  who  are  not  homeowners  but  who  wish  to  be.  NAHRO  recom¬ 
mends  that  they  be  given  special  priority  for  the  proposed  new  low-income 
home  ownership  program  in  the  Housing  and  Urban  Devlopment  Act  of  1968 — 
a  new  section  235  program  under  the  Federal  Housing  Administration. 

Relocation  adjustment  payments  and  rehousing  assistance. —  (Se<'tion  802(e) 
and  807(a)  (2)  of  H.R.  5523)  we  do  not  favor  the  continuation  of  the  relocation 
adjustment  payment  (RAP)  as  it  is  currently  coii.stituted  under  the  Housing 
Act,  or  as  it  is  contained  under  title  VIII  of  this  pending  bill.  Nor,  do  we 
believe  that  the  dislocation  allowance  up  to  $100,  as  provided  under  section 
S02(c)  (2)  is  adequate.  Our  experience  Avith  the  RAP  in  practice  is  that  it  is 
administratively  cumbersome  and  that  it  is  inequitable.  As  an  indication  of 
the  experience  with  RAP  payment,  we  would  like  to  file  for  the  record  an 
article  from  the  “Journal  of  Housing”  (JOH  No.  10,  1967).  As  a  substitute, 
the  association  proimsed:  (a)  establishment  of  a  flat  displacement  payment 
based  on  household  size  as  follows :  one  person,  $200 ;  two  to  four  persons,  $300 ; 
five  to  six  persons,  $400 ;  and  seA^en  or  more  persons,  $500.  This  flat  displace¬ 
ment  payment  would  go  to  all  households  displaced  by  public  action  and  com¬ 
pensate  for  necessary  costs  involved  in  adjusting  to  a  new  location;  (h)  expan¬ 
sion  and  additional  flexibility  in  the  section  23  public  housing  leasing  program. 
This  Avould  involve  not  only  sufficient  authorization  in  section  23  to  coA^er 
relocation  housing  needs  but  also  additional  flexibility  in  making  local  agencies 
eligible  to  receive  Federal  assistance  under  the  section  23  leasing  program.  It 
would  extend  the  eligibility  now  given  directly  to  a  local  housing  authority  to 
include  any  other  agencies  designated  by  the  governing  body  of  the  local  com¬ 
munity ;  (c)  a  special  priority  for  the  housing  assistance  programs  of  the 
Federal  (lovernment  for  all  displaced  households,  including  rehabilitation 
loan  and  grant  programs. 

Moving  payments. —  (Sections  802(c)(1)  and  S07(a)(2))  a  proposed  $200 
maximum  moving  payment  for  displaced  persons  is  reported  as  adequate  in 
most  instances  at  the  present  time.  However,  there  are  individual  hardship 
circumstances  where  moving  costs  for  a  displaced  household  are  over  this 
figure.  NAHRO  recommends  that  the  laAV  be  made  more  flexible  by  providing 
that  in  the  case  of  a  hardship  situation,  documented  by  the  local  agency,  a  moving 
payment  could  be  made  in  excess  of  $200,  subject  to  review  of  the  Federal  agency. 

Compensation  for  property  loss. —  (Not  provided  under  H.R.  5523.)  Compensa¬ 
tion  for  property  loss  for  displaced  households  should  be  provided.  It  is  currently 
provided  under  section  114  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  but  not  under  H.R.  5523. 
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It  is  recommended  that  compensation  for  proi>erty  loss  be  separate  from  the 
moving  payment  and  tliat  it  be  up  to  $200  for  any  documented  property  loss. 

Business  displacement.— {Sections  802(b),  805(a),  807(a)  (b).)  (1)  For  all 
displaced  businesses  that  relocate:  (a)  payment  of  full  and  documented  moving 
expen.ses ;  {h)  payment  for  documented  direct  loss  of  property,  up  to  $5,000 ;  and 
fc)  a  flat  displacement  payment  equal  to  the  average  net  annual  earnings  of 
the  displaced  business,  or  $5,000,  whichever  is  lesser.  (2)  An  optional  fixed  pay* 
ment  for  displaced  businesses  that  relocate :  as  an  option  to  the  provisions 
of  1,  a  total  fixed  payment  equal  to  the  average  net  annual  earnings  of  the 
business,  or  $7,500,  whichever  is  lesser.  (3)  For  businesses  that  go  out  of 
busine.ss :  a  going-out-of -business  payment,  when  closing  is  a  result  of  displace¬ 
ment,  equal  to  the  average  net  annual  earnings  for  a  2-year  period,,  or  $10,000, 
whichever  is  lesser. 

Congressional  intent  and  flexibility  in  relocation,  program  administration. — In 
the  May  16-17  relocation  workshop  called  by  NAHRO,  the  local  relocation 
directors  present  continuously  came  back  to  questions  about  the  spirit  and 
intent  under  which  relocation  assistance  payments  are  administered.  They 
reported  that  their  local  experience  indicated  that,  becau.se  of  the  detailed 
requirements  in  the  existing  Federal  law,  auditing  by  Federal  agencies  of  local 
relocation  practice  often  is  overdetailed  and  negative.  NAHRO  recommends 
that  the  subcommittee  consider  the  revision  of  H.R.  5.523,  to  eliminate  detailed 
provisions  that  can  be  handled  through  administration,  with  more  flexibility, 
and  the  inclusion  of  the  following  points  in  its  report.  (1)  That  the  intent  and 
spirit  of  title  VII,  uniform  relocation,  is  to  make  the  statutory  assistance  avail¬ 
able  to  displaced  households  or  businesses  with  the  least  cumbersome  administra¬ 
tion  ;  (2)  that  it  is  the  intent  of  the  Congress  that  displaced  busine.sses  and 
households  receive  assistance  and  that  the  emphasis  should  be  on  qualifying 
(not  disqualifying)  eligible  recipients;  (3)  that  the  local  administration  of 
relocation  a.ssistance  be  flexible  in  terms  of  providing  assistance  in  the  survey 
and  planning  period  of  public  development  activities  as  well  as  making  payment's 
in  advance  of  actual  moving,  if  necessary  to  meet  hardship  situations;  (4) 
that  the  auditing  of  relocation  practice  be  made  in  the  spirit  of  1,  2.  and  3  above. 

Title  IX. — NAHRO  strongly  supports  a  uniform  land  acquisition  policy  for 
all  Federal  and  federally  aided  progi-ams.  We  are  in  general  accord  with  the 
provisions  of  this  title.  As  in  the  case  of  relocation,  however,  we  believe  there 
is  a  need  for  a  complete  review  of  land  acejuisition  experience  under  federally 
aided  programs  and  in  particular,  the  administrative  regulations  based  on  the 
statutory  requirements.  During  the  last  month,  our  a.ssoeiation  has  made  a 
specific  recommendation  to  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
relative  to  the  payment  for  properties  taken  from  lo-w-income  families  for  urban 
renewal  and  public  housing.  We  have  recommended  that  when  properties  owned 
by  homeowners  and  small  busine.'^smen  are  acquired  for  urban  renewal  or  public 
housing,  that  the  top  apprai.sal  figure,  of  the  two  independently  made  appraisals 
required,  be  given  automatically.  In  many  local  instances,  such  a  practice  is 
already  followed  and  NAHRO  believes  it  is  only  equitable  that  such  a  practice 
be  extended  to  cover  all  such  displacement.  Since  there  is  some  question  as  to 
the  authority  of  the  Secretary  to  issue  such  an  administrative  regulation,  we 
reouest  that  consideration  be  given  to  adding  such  a  provision  to  either  title 
VIII  or  title  IX  of  H.R.  .5523,  or  indicating  approval  for  such  an  administrative 
determination,  in  the  committee  report. 

We  would  abso  suggest  that  the  subcommittee  consider  the  feasibility  of 
applying  nationally  a  procedure  recently  adopted  by  the  Maryland  Legislature 
which  provides  for  payment  of  additional  compensation,  above  fair  market 
value,  for  certain  owner-occupants  of  properties  acquired  by  eminent  domain. 
We  are  attaching  to  our  testimony  a  copy  of  this  act  of  the  State  of  Maryland. 

Section  904  of  HR  5523 — provides  for  reimbursement  of  settlement  coks  on 
federally  acquired  property,  but  not  property  acquired  with  Federal  assistance. 
This  .same  section  should  apply  to  properties  acquired  with  Federal  assistance. 

As  in  the  case  of  our  detailed  recommendations  on  title  VIII  (uniform  reloca¬ 
tion),  we  hope  that  these  recommendations  on  title  IX  (uniform  land  acquisi¬ 
tion),  will  not  be  interpreted  as  detracting  from  the  central  goal  of  achieving 
uniform  policies  and  procedures  in  these  areas,  a  goal  which  we  strongly  support. 

NAHRO  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  present  our  views  to  the  subcommittee. 
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Exhibit  1 — NAHRO  Testimony  oi"  June  13,  1968  (H.R.  16718,  ll.R.  5523,  II.R. 

12631  AND  Related  Bills}. 

Local  iNiTiATnY:,  Responsibility 

(NAHRO  Testimony  Before  the  Subcommittee  on  Housing  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  March  19,  lOtiS) 

NAHRO  sees  the  need  for  a  new  concept  and  mechanism  that  will  make  local 
initiative  and  responsibility  truly  possible,  and  asks  for  .ioint  deliberations  by 
the  Association,  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  and  the 
Congress  to  develop  such  a  new  approach.  In  the  meantime,  it  specilically  re¬ 
quests  the  Congress  to  reatBrm  the  principle  of  local  initiative  and  resimnsibility. 

My  full  statement  is  perhaps  the  most  detailed  public  response  NAHRO  has 
ever  made  to  a  housing  and  urban  development  bill.  We  are  firmly  in  .support  of 
the  proposed  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968. 

Yet.  at  the  specific  direction  of  the  NAHRO  Board  of  Governors,  which  met  in 
Washington  .just  2  weeks  ago,  I  must  express  to  you  our  belief  that  none  of  this 
promising  activity  can  be  effectively  moved  forward  unless  there  is  a  new  under¬ 
standing  about  tlie  placing  of  initiative  and  responsibility  at  the  local  level.  Over 
the  past  year,  the  members  of  our  association  have  been  increasingly  concerned 
about  the  number  of  important  national  policies  and  procedures  relating  to  our 
programs  that  have  been  issued  without  prior  opportunity  for  local  officials  to 
make  suggestions  and  comments.  These  omissions  have  covered  a  wide  range  of 
issues,  including  the  urban  goals  policy ;  property  management  and  land  negotia¬ 
tion  procedures  in  the  urban  renewal  program ;  and  the  .site  selection,  tenant 
assignment,  and  priority  production  procedures  in  the  public  housing  program. 

This  matter  is  of  such  serious  concern  that  our  program  policy  resolution  for 
1967-69,  adopted  by  the  full  membership  of  our  association  last  October,  ex¬ 
pressed  “*  *  *  dismay  and  frustration  *  ♦  *  over  the  fact  that  a  full  measure 
of  responsibility  is  not  vested  in  local  agencies  *  *  and  suggested  that  a  first 
order  of  business  for  HUD  should  be  “*  *  *  the  granting  to  local  communities  of 
a  full  measure  of  initiative  and  responsibilit.v,  in  accordance  with  the  declaration 
of  purpose  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1959.” 

NAHRO  recognizes  that  there  are  important,  critical  matters  related  to 
national  ixilicy  that  are  the  proper  concern  of  the  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  at  the  Federal  level.  But  the  full  impact  of  national  policy 
decisions  can  only  be  measured  accurately  at  the  local  level.  The  difficulty  con¬ 
cerns  no  individuals  or  officials  at  either  the  Federal  or  local  level — the  fault 
lies  in  the  present  method  under  which  national  and  local  goals  are  established, 
and  the  inadequate  mechanism  that  we  now  use  to  join  them  in  a  common  pro¬ 
gram  effort.  The  present  system  of  detailed  Federal  reviews  of  local  oiierations 
breeds  delays  and  frustrations.  We  need  a  new  concept  and  a  new  mechanism 
that  will  make  local  initiative  and  responsibility  truly  possible,  while  recognizing 
the  proper  interest  of  Federal  Government  in  program  goals  and  the  allocation 
of  national  resources. 

Mr.  Chairman,  NAHRO  realizes  that  it  has  an  important  responsibility  in 
making  recommendations  that  will  help  to  establish  the  new  concept  and  mecha¬ 
nism  for  the  Federal-local  relationship.  We  are  presently  preparing  a  report  that 
defines  more  fully  our  concept  of  local  housing  and  urban  development  goals  and 
a  balanced  local  community  development  program.  We  hope  we  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  present  this  report  to  the  Congress,  as  well  as  to  undertake  in¬ 
tensive  discussions  with  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development.  In 
the  meantime,  we  specifically  request  that  the  subcommittee  include  in  its  report 
a  reaflirmation  of  the  principle  of  local  initiative  and  responsibility. 


Exhibit  2 — NAHRO  Testimony  of  June  13,  1968  (H.R.  16718,  H.R.  5523,  H.R. 

12631,  AND  Related  Bills) 

NAHRO  Studies  on  Relocation  :  1964-68 

I.  The  University  of  Pennsylvania  in  cooperation  with  NAHRO  (1964-68  Relo¬ 
cation  of  Elderly  Persons  Demonstrations  and  Research  under  a  Grant  from  the 
Ford  Foundation). 
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(n)  Essays  on  tlie  I’roliloins  FaotHl  in  the  Rehwation  of  Eldei'ly  Persons, 
XAIIRO  and  the  Institute  for  T'rban  Studies,  Eniversity  of  Pennsylvania, 
I.‘!T  past's,  .Tune  swond  edition,  .January  ItXJJ. 

( Tlie  Elderly  in  Older  Prhan  Areas.  Pro'bleins  of  Adaptation  and  the 
Effects  of  Relocation,  hy  Paul  L.  Xiehanck  with  the  assistance  of  .John  B. 
P()])e,  Institute  for  Euvironinent  Studies,  University  of  Pennsylvania,  174 
jaifi^es.  ItHio. 

( c)  Reports  on  lax-al  Demonstraitions. 

1.  Relocatius'  the  Disp(Kssessed  Elderly — A  Study  of  Mexican-Aineri- 
cans  (San  Antonio,  Tex.)  hy  .Tulie  ^I.  Reich,  Jlichael  A.  Stegman.  and 
Xancy  W.  Steginan,  1.S6  pages,  February  ItKId. 

2.  I’reiKaring  the  Elderly  for  Relocation,  A  Study  of  Isolated  Person 
(San  P’rancisco,  Calif.)  hy  Wallace  F.  Smith,  104  pages,  September  lOOG. 

.S.  The  Social  Phnictioning  of  the  DislcKlged  Elderly,  A  Study  of  I’ost- 
Relocation  As.sistance  by  David  .Joyce,  R(^bert  R.  Mayer,  and  Mary  K. 
X’enno.  80  pages.  December  lOGG.  Providence,  R.I. 

4.  (J|)eration  Janixs,  Serving  the  Elderly  in  the  Process  of  Relocation 
(Xew  York  City ) .  1068  ( in  final  stage  of  publication) . 

{(1)  Relocation:  P>om  Obstacle  to  Opportunity  in  Urban  Planning,  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Pennsylvania  Press.  150  pages,  .July  1068. 

II.  A'AHRO  Studies  Under  a  Section  31-i(b)  Grant  from  the  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  ( 1067-68) . 

1.  RelocatioTi  Becomes  a  Program  in  Xew  Haven,  A  History  and  Analysis 
of  Relocation  Experience  from  1056-67,  by  Alvin  A.  Mermin  (in  final  review 
stage) . 

2.  The  Moving  Picture :  A  Survey  of  Centralized  Municipal  Relocation 
Services,  by  Robert  P.  Groberg  ( in  final  review  stage) . 


Exhibit  3— XAHRO  Testimony  of  June  13,  1068  (H.R.  16718,  H.R.  5.523,  and 

H.R.  12631,  AND  Related  Bills) 

Relocation  Adjustment  Payments — A  Case-Study  of  Why  Local  Operating 
Experience  is  Needed  in  Drafting  Legislation  and  Formulating  Regula¬ 
tions 

(By  Emanuel  Gorland,  Director,  Office  of  Community  Improvement,  Department 
of  Urban  Renewal  and  Lincoln  Park  Housing  Commission,  Lincoln  Park, 
Mich.) 

{By  taking  a  particular  piece  of  legislation — in  this  case  section  114(c)  (2)  of 
the  Housing  Act  of  1949  as  amended — Mr.  Gorland  shows  how  the  intent  of  a 
law  can  he  thwarted  when  the  law  is  drafted  and  implemented  hy  persons  who 
arc  often  unfamiliar  with  the  problems  of  the  local  public  agencies  that  must 
administer  it.) 

A  relocated  site  occupant,  whom  we  shall  call  Jilr.s.  Smith,  recently  visited 
the  Office  of  Community  Improvement  to  find  out  when  she  would  be  receiving 
her  .$500  relocation  payment.  Upon  checking  her  case  records,  we  advised  that 
nothing  further  was  due  and  that  all  eligible  moving  expenses  had  been  paid.  She 
then  complained  that  a  former  neighbor  couple  (we  will  call  them  the  Browns) 
received,  in  addition  to  moving  expenses,  a  check  for  $.500. 

We  tried  to  explain  to  Mrs.  Smith  that,  because  the  Browns  were  now  primarily 
supported  by  social  security,  while  her  husband  was  still  employed,  and,  because 
of  the  difference  in  their  respective  incomes,  the  Browns  were  entitled  to  the  relo¬ 
cation  adjustment  payment  but  she  was  not.  Jlrs.  Smith  protested,  however,  that 
the  Browns  were  far  better  off  financially  than  she  and  her  husband.  The  Browns 
had  money  in  the  bank,  lived  well,  and  had  previously  owned  their  home  free 
and  clear.  Furthermore,  when  the  city  purchased  their  home,  they  bought  a 
better  one,  also  free  and  clear  of  any  mortgage.  “On  the  other  hand,"  protested 
Mrs.  Smith,  “we  were  never  able  to  afford  even  the  downpayment  on  a  home.  If 
the  purpose  of  the  relocation  adjustment  payment  was  to  help  meet  the  monthly 
payments  for  decent  housing,  we  need  it  a  lot  more.  The  Browns  have  practically 
nothing  to  pay  each  month,  yet  they  received  a  large  cash  amount  anti  we  get 
nothing.  It’s  not  fair.” 
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We  feebly  explained  that  vve  were  only  administering  the  laws  and  regulations 
as  they  were  written.  This  was  not  our  first  complaint  concerning  relocation 
adjustment  payments.  And  administrators  and  relocation  personnel  in  many 
other  communities  report  similar  problems. 

THE  LEGISLATION 

Relocation  adjustment  payments  were  authorized  by  section  114(c)(2)  of  a 
1!X)4  amendment  to  the  Housing  Act  of  1949.  The  original  purix)se  of  the  payment, 
as  proposed  by  President  Johnson,  was  to  provide  a  rent  supplement  to  low- 
income  families  and  elderly  individuals  who  were  unable  to  obtain  facilities  in 
public  housing  and  who  were  unable  to  relocate  into  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary 
housing  at  a  price  they  could  afford.  It  was  based  on  the  concept  that  such  jiersons 
could  generally  afford  20  percent  of  their  income  for  rent,  leaving  them  in  need 
of  some  financial  as.sistance  to  obtain  the  desired  housing.  The  intent  of  the 
payment  was  commendable  *  *  *  but  the  resulting  legislation  was  so  poorly  drawn 
that  it  constantly  plagues  local  administrators. 

Each  year,  various  individuals,  organizations.  Government  agencies,  and  Con¬ 
gress  study  and  propose  amendments  to  the  1949  Housing  Act.  Prior  to  adoption, 
there  .are  lengthy  hearings  by  Senate  and  House  committees,  which  are  followed 
by  legislative  haggling  and  compromise.  Oftimes,  the  resulting  law  that  emerges 
from  these  processes  is  vastly  different  from  that  originally  proixi.sed. 

Section  114(c)  (2)  of  the  act  provides  that :  “A  local  public  agency  may  pay  (in 
addition  to  reasonable  moving  expenses),  on  behalf  of  any  displaced  family  or  any 
displaced  individual  62  years  of  age  or  over,  during  the  first  5  months  after  dis¬ 
placement,  a  relocation  adjustment  payment,  not  to  exceed  $500,  to  assist  such 
displaced  individual  or  family  to  acquire  a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling. 
The  relocation  adjustment  payment  shall  be  an  amount  which,  when  added  to  20 
percent  of  the  annual  income  of  the  displaced  individual  or  family  at  the  time 
of  displacement,  equals  the  average  rental  required,  for  a  12-month  period,  for 
such  a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling  of  modest  standards  adequate  in  size 
to  accommodate  the  displaced  individual  or  family  (in  the  urban  renewal  area  or 
in  other  areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to  public  utilities  and  public 
and  commercial  facilities)  :  Provided,  That  such  payment  shall  be  made  only  to 
an  individual  or  family  who  is  unable  to  .secure  a  dwelling  unit  in  a  low-rent 
housing  project  assisted  under  the  U.S.  Housing  Act  of  1937,  or  under  a  State 
or  local  program  found  by  the  Administrator  to  have  the  same  general  purposes 
as  the  Federal  program  under  such  act :  Provided  f  urther.  That  payments  under 
this  paragraph  shall  be  available  only  in  the  ease  of  families,  and  individuals  62 
years  of  age  or  over,  displaced  on  or  after  January  27, 1964.” 

FORMULATING  REGULATIONS 

Although  the  amendment  was  signed  by  the  President  on  September  3,  1964,  it 
took  almost  5  months  for  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  to  formulate 
the  necessary  policies  and  requirements,  released  as  Local  Public  Agency  letter 
321  on  January  13. 1965. 

The  issuance  of  this  LPA  letter,  titled  “Relocation  Adjustment  Payments  and 
Small  Bu.siness  Displacement  Payments,”  followed  regional  conferences  held  by 
HHFA  with  local  administrators  and  technicians  in  order  to  obtain  their  view¬ 
points  and  recommendations.  This  was  one  of  the  few  instances  that  local  agency 
personnel  were  asked  for  their  opinions  concerning  pending  regulations. 

Several  supplementary  LPA  letters  have  been  issued  concerning  relocation  ad¬ 
justment  payments.  In  addition  to  LPA  letter  .321,  still  in  effect  are  LPA  letters 
323,  326,  331.  350,  362,  and  363.  Although  HHFA  generally  did  a  commendable 
job  of  formulating  procedures,  some  of  the  regulations  it  adopted  have  com¬ 
pounded  the  problem. 

The  major  objection  to  .section  114(c)  (2)  is  the  provi.sion  that  a  local  public 
agency  may  pay  “during  the  first  5  months  after  displacement,  a  relocation  ad¬ 
justment  payment,  not  to  exceed  $500  *  *  *.”  In  the  very  next  sentence,  how¬ 
ever.  the  section  provides  that  the  “payment  shall  be  an  amount  which  when 
added  to  20  per  cent  of  the  annual  income  of  the  displaced  individual  or  familv, 
at  the  time  of  displacement,  equals  the  average  rental  required  for  a  12-month 
period.” 

Because  the  time  periods  in  the  two  sentences  quoted  above  differ,  PIHFA,  in 
formulating  its  regulations,  required  that,  instead  of  a  supplement  payment,  the 
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full  amount  of  the  displacee’s  rent  be  paid  each  month  up  to  5  months.  If  any 
further  amount  was  due,  a  cash  payment  of  the  balance  would  be  made  to  the 
(lisplacee.  If,  however,  the  amount  due  the  displacee  was  less  than  adequate  to 
cover  the  rent  for  the  entire  5-month  period,  then  the  full  rent  would  be  paid 
each  month  until  the  total  amount  of  the  readjustment  payment  was  used  up. 

For  example,  if  a  dl.splacee  was  entitled  to  the  maximum  .$500  payment  and 
was  paying  a  contract  rent  of  $70  per  month,  his  full  rent  would  be  ])aid  by  the 
local  public  agency  for  5  months.  Thereafter,  he  would  he  entitled  to  a  single 
cash  payment  of  .$150.  If  another  displacee  was  entitled  to  .$400  and  was  paying 
a  contract  rent  of  $100  per  month,  the  full  rent  would  be  paid  only  for  4  months 
and  he  would  receive  nothing  thereafter. 

As  a  result  of  this  regulation,  the  displacees  are  not  required  to  use  any  of 
their  own  money  for  rent  while  relocation  adjustment  payments  are  being  made. 
In  many  cases,  they  utilize  the  money  they  would  normally  use  for  rent,  to¬ 
gether  with  any  cash  payments  due  them  after  the  5-mouth  period,  to  indulge 
in  unaccustomed  luxuries  or  to  purchase  such  things  as  a  new  color  TV  set. 
Thus  the  regulation  defeats  the  intent  of  the  act,  that  is,  that  the  money  be  used 
“to  assist  these  people  to  accommodate  themselves  to  their  greater  housing  costs.” 

During  the  period  these  payments  are  made,  few  save  the  20  percent  of  their 
income  they  are  presumed  to  afford  for  rent.  After  the  payments  cease,  the  full 
contract  rent  often  becomes  a  heavy  burden  on  the  tenant. 

HOW  IT  HAPPENED 

Rent  supplementation  was  bitterly  opposed  by  certain  forces  inside  and  out¬ 
side  of  Congress.  The  new  phrase  “relocation  adjustment  payment”  was  born, 
in  fact,  to  neutralize  the  bitter  attitudes  toward  rent  supplement  payments.  It 
was  one  of  several  terms  considered.  On  page  3  of  LPA  Letter  307,  dated  Sep¬ 
tember  16.  1964,  explaining  what  the  1964  Housing  Act  provided,  the  term  “re¬ 
housing  assistance  payment”  was  used — then,  in  LPA  Letter  321,  dated  January 
13, 1965,  the  payments  became  “relocation  adjustments.” 

Using  a  different  term  to  convey  the  same  meaning  is  not  an  unusual  legisla¬ 
tive  tactic.  The  Wall  Street  Journal  has  noted  that  picking  a  “right  title  can 
smooth  a  bill's  path  in  Congress.  *  ♦  ♦  Picking  a  righteous  sounding  name  like 
truth-in-lending  for  a  controversial  bill  ♦  *  ♦  can  be  an  effective  ploy.  *  *  * 
Last  year’s  Demonstration  Cities  Act  for  rehabilitating  slums  won  grudging 
congressional  approval,  but  some  lawmakers  complained  the  name  made  voters 
think  the  Government  wanted  to  encourage  riots.  Now  the  name  has  been  changed 
to  model  cities.  *  *  *” 

The  terminology  notwithstanding,  certain  elements  in  Congress  were  still 
opposed  to  what  amounted  to  a  rent  supplement.  In  any  case,  by  whatever  name, 
there  were  differences  of  opinion  as  to  the  period  over  which  payments  were  to 
bp  made.  The  President  recommended  a  2-year  period. 

The  Senate  substantially  adopted  the  President’s  recommendations  on  read¬ 
justment  payments  for  relocatees  but  reduced  the  time  period  of  the  benefits  from 
2  years  to  1  year.  The  bill,  as  originally  adopted  by  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  provided  for  payment  “to  or  on  behalf  of  any  individual  or  family  the 
monthly  rental  (or  mortgage  payment)  required  for  the  dwelling  accommoda¬ 
tion  in  which  such  individual  or  family  is  relocated  during  the  first  3  months 
(after  displacement)  for  which  such  rental  or  payment  is  due.  *  *”  A  $200 
limit  on  the  total  amount  of  the  payments  was  also  contained  in  the  Hou.se 
version. 

Due  to  the  differences  in  the  Senate  and  House  pi’ovi.sions,  the  bill  was  referred 
back  to  a  Senate-House  conference  committee.  The  conference  report  recom¬ 
mended,  and  Congre.ss  adopted,  the  Senate’s  1-year  provision  and  the  admini.stra- 
tion’s  recommended  payment  formula,  based  upon  20  percent  of  the  recipient’s 
income,  but  provided  that  the  full  amount  be  paid  in  5  months,  with  a  $500 
limit  in  the  total  payment. 

Although  both  bills  contained  major  defects  or  omissions,  the  Senate  ver.sion 
had  the  advantage  of  providing  a  true  rent  supplement,  based  on  need,  whereas 
the  House  version  provided  merely  a  bonus  for  moving  to  everyone,  irre.spective 
of  need.  Nevertheless,  if  either  version,  rather  than  the  compromise,  had  been 
adopted,  the  administration  of  the  payments  would  have  been  greatly  simplified. 
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SHORTCOMINGS 

Among  the  shortcomings  in  section  114(c)  (2),  as  adopted,  is  the  fact  that  no 
provision  is  made  for  asset  limitation  in  determining  the  eligibility  of  a  dis- 
placee.  Theoretically,  a  person  or  family  could  have  extensive  proi>erty  or  assets, 
such  as  jewelry,  real  estate,  or  even  a  million  dollars  cash  in  a  l)ank  vault.  Yet 
if  their  actual  verified  income  is  low,  they  would  qualify  for  the  relocation  ad¬ 
justment  payment. 

Another  provision  of  the  section  requires  that  in  order  to  qualify  for  .sucli  pay¬ 
ment,  the  displacee  shall  be  unable  to  .secure  a  dwelling  unit  in  a  low-rent  hous¬ 
ing  project.  Such  projects  have  asset  limitation  policies  that  may  dis(iualify 
otherwise  eligible  persons  if  their  assets  exceed  a  certain  sum.  By  being  rejected 
for  public  housing,  such  persons  would  immediately  qualify  for  the  relocation 
adjustment  payment. 

Another  fallacy  of  section  114(c)  (2)  is  that  it  fails  to  take  cognizance  of  the 
actual  rent  that  the  displacee  pays  in  the  computation  of  the  amount  due  him. 
It  requires  that  the  local  public  agency  determine  the  average  rental  required 
in  the  community  for  the  size  of  unit  necessary  to  house  the  elderly  individual 
or  a  family  consisting  of  a  certain  number  of  persons.  For  example,  if  the  local 
public  agency  determined  the  average  rental  for  a  two-bedroom  apartment  of 
modest  standards  to  be  $100  i)er  month  in  the  particular  community,  but  the 
eligible  displacee  obtained  an  apartment  to  meet  all  requirements  at  $80  per 
month,  his  payment  would  still  be  determined  on  the  $100  basis. 

Another  apparent  oversight  in  this  section  is  the  failure  to  differentiate  be¬ 
tween  the  eligibility  of  an  owner  or  tenant.  If  a  family  or  an  elderly  person 
has  adequate  assets  to  buy  a  good  standard  home  free  and  clear  of  a  mortgage, 
with  sufficient  income  to  afford  the  necessary  payments  for  taxes  and  other  ex¬ 
penses  within  the  20  percent  of  income  criteria,  they  would  still  qualify  for  the 
relocation  adjustment  payment.  The  payment  would  also  he  determined  by  the 
average  rental  criteria,  except  that  they  would  receive  the  full  amount  in  a  lump 
sum. 

In  many  instances  elderly  persons  choose  to  move  in  with  children  or  other 
family  members  who  are  financially  able  to  care  for  them.  Under  such  conditions, 
even  if  the  eligible  relocatee  is  not  required  to  pay  a  cent  for  his  care,  he  would 
still  be  entitled  to  the  full  relocation  adjustment  payment,  in  a  lump  sum. 

Section  114(c)  (2)  states  “a  local  public  agency  may  pay  *  *  *  a  relocation 
payment  *  *  *  to  assist  such  displaced  individual  and  family  to  acquire  a  decent, 
safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling,”  In  interpreting  this  section,  HHFA  and  its  succes¬ 
sor,  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  seem  to  have  ignored 
the  fact  that  the  section  says  “may”  rather  than  “shall”  and  that  its  punio.se 
is  to  “a.ssi.st”  in  acquiring  decent  facilities.  In  the  two  preceding  instances,  it  is 
questionable  whether  such  lump-sum  payments  were  intended  within  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  the  act  or  in  any  way  “assist”  in  relocating  the  recipients  in  decent  hous¬ 
ing.  The  detailed  regulations  adopted  by  HHFA  leave  little,  if  any,  discretion  to 
the  local  public  agency  in  determining  eligibility. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  according  to  the  rules  and  regulations  promul¬ 
gated  by  the  HHFA,  every  eligible  low-income  family  and  elderly  individual  who 
move  from  a  renewal  project  area  any  time  after  the  signing  of  a  loan  and  grant 
contract  or  HUD  concurrence  in  project  execution  activities  are  entitled  to  a 
relocation  adjustment  payment.  There  is  no  requirement  for  length  of  prior  ten¬ 
ancy  within  the  project  area. 

A  low-income  family  could  purpo.sely  move  into  the  project  area  just  before 
this  period  with  full  knowledge  that  they  would  have  to  move  shortly  thereafter 
and  with  full  knowled.ge  that  they  would  receive  these  benefits.  An  elderly 
derelict,  for  in.stance,  could  move  into  a  $1  a  day  flophouse  just  before  this  period 
and  then  relocate  shortl.v  thereafter  to  an  efficienc.v  apartment  with  all  standard 
housekeeping  facilities.  He  would  have  his  full  rent  paid  for  5  months  and  also 
receive  a  cash  payment.  Furthermore,  the  local  public  agency  would  be  obliged 
to  attempt  to  locate  such  persons  if  they  moved  without  knowledge  of  the  local 
agency  and  without  claiming  such  benefits. 

It  i.s  ahso  interesting  to  note  that  at  the  same  time  the  1964  Housing  Act  was 
providing  ,a  relocation  adjustment  payment  for  eligible  low-income  families  and 
individual.s  62  years  of  age  and  over.  Congress  also  revised  section  lOotc)  of  the 
104-9  Housing  Act  by  placing  upon  the  local  public  agency  the  burden  and  respon¬ 
sibility  of  relocating  all  individuals  as  well  as  families.  However,  no  provision 
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was  made  for  siich  financial  assistance  to  individuals  under  62  years  of  age,  who 
because  of  physical  disability  or  other  factors,  were  equally  in  need  of  such  help. 

CONCLUSION 

The  foregoing  is  a  critical  analysis  of  but  one  subsection  of  the  1949  Housing 
Act.  At  the  same  time  that  HUD  studies  and  recommends  the  enactment  of  new 
amendments  to  the  act  and  other  pertinent  legislation,  it  should  also  recommend 
correction  of  past  legislation  that  has  created  unforeseen  inequities  or  admin¬ 
istrative  problems. 

Coupled  with  such  review  of  existing  laws,  HUD  should  undertake  a  systematic 
review  of  its  regulations  and  procedures.  These  are  presently  contained  in  the 
three  volumes  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Manual,  local  public  agency  letters,  regional 
agency  letters,  technical  guides,  et  cetera.  Any  local  administrator  can  attest  to 
the  many  problems  created  by  the  lack  of  a  central  index  for  such  material. 

The  apparent  purpose  of  the  LPA  letters  was  that  they  be  used  as  an  advance 
notice  of  changes  in  regulations  or  procedures,  until  such  time  as  they  could  be 
printed  and  incorporated  into  the  Urban  Renewal  Manual.  Many  of  the  LPA 
letters  are  drafted  by  HUD  technicians,  who  may  have  little  or  no  experience  at 
the  local  agency  level.  Very  often,  other  LPA  letters  are  required  to  revise, 
supplement,  or  replace  previously  issued  letters.  This  only  adds  to  the  confusion. 

To  minimize  this  problem,  drafts  of  proposed  LPA  letters  should  be  sent  to 
selected  local  agencies  and/or  NAHRO  liaison  committees  for  review  and  com¬ 
ments  prior  to  official  release.  Another  constructive  measure  on  the  part  of 
HUD  would  be  the  establishment  of  a  target  period,  not  to  exceed  6  months, 
for  the  incorporation  of  any  new  LPA  letters  into  the  Urban  Renewal  Manual  or 
the  development  of  new  manuals  similar  to  those  utilized  for  the  public  housing 
program. 

Because  the  admini.stration  of  an  urban  renewal  program  is  a  complex  under¬ 
taking,  the  sooner  necessary  measures  are  taken  to  simplify  the  procedures  and 
improve  administration  of  the  program,  the  sooner  the  program  will  be  accejtted 
by  the  affected  people  as  a  vital  necessity  in  our  cities  and  towns. 


Exhibit  4,  Page  1 — XAHRO  Testimony  of  June  13,  1968  (H.R.  16718,  H.R. 
.1523,  H.R.  12631,  and  Related  Bills) 


Senate  of  Maryland,  No.  365 

AN  ACT  To  add  new  Section  6A  to  Article  33A  of  the  Annotated  Code  of  Maryland  (1967 
Replacement  Volume),  title  “Emmlnent  Domain,”  to  follow  immediately  after  Section  6 
thereof,  requiring  a  condemnor  In  certain  specified  situations  to  pay  to  owner-occupants 
of  single  and  two-family  dwellings,  in  addition  to  fair  market  value,  additional  compen¬ 
sation  not  exceeding  Five  Thousand  Dollars  ($5,000.00) 

Whereas  the  undertaking  of  public  projects  in  residential  areas  has  forced 
numerous  owner-occupants  to  relocate ;  and 
Whereas  studies  have  revealed  that  in  acquiring  comparable  decent,  safe, 
and  sanitary  dwellings,  displaced  persons,  particularly  persons  of  low  and 
moderate  income,  have  often  been  required  to  expend  considerably  more  money 
than  received  from  the  condemning  authority  for  their  condemned  property ;  and 
Whereas  such  owner-occupants  have  thereby  .sustained  serious  financial 
loss :  and 

Whereas  the  financial  loss  suffered  by  such  owner-occupants  often  has  been 
due  to  the  progressive  deterioration  of  the  neighborhoods  in  which  they  reside, 
rather  than  the  condition  of  their  own  dwellings ;  and 
Whereas  such  owner-occupants  have  thus  been  hindered  in  acquiring  decent, 
safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings ;  and 

Whereas  it  is  in  the  public  interest  to  facilitate  owner-occupants  of  dwellings 
taken  for  public  purposes  to  relocate  themselves  as  owner-occupants  of  decent, 
safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings ;  and 

Whereas  the  payment  of  additional  coaupen.sation  to  owner-occupants  of  dwell¬ 
ings  taken  for  public  purposes  would  facilitate  the  relocation  of  such  i>ersons  as 
owner-occujTant.s  of  decent,  safe  and  sanitary  dwellings. 

Section  1.  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Ueneral  As.semhly  of  ^Maryland.  That  new 
Section  6.\  he  and  it  is  hereby  added  to  Article  33A  of  the  Annotated  Codt'  of 
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Maryland  (llKiT  Rfiilaceinent  Volume),  title  “Eminent  Domain,’’  to  follow  imme¬ 
diately  after  Section  (» thereof  and  to  read  as  follows  : 

(1)  In  the  taking  of  any  property  which  is  improved  by  a  .single  or  two  family 
dwelling  occupied  hy  its  owner,  in  addition  to  fair  market  value  of  his  property, 
the  owner-occupant  shall  he  entitled  to  receive  additional  compensation  equal  to 
the  difference,  if  any,  between  the  average  costs,  within  the  same  political  sub¬ 
division.  of  a  decent,  safe  and  sanitary  dwelling  generally  comparable  in  size  to 
the  dwelling  being  taken,  and  the  fair  market  value  of  the  dwelling  being  taken ; 
provided  that  such  additional  compensation  shall  not  exceed  Fiv^e  Thousand  Dol¬ 
lars  (.$0,000.01))  for  any  such  property;  and  provided,  further,  that  .such  addi¬ 
tional  compensation  shall  not  be  paid  unless  the  owner  of  said  building  was  the 
owner  and  occupant  thereof  for  not  less  than  one  (1)  year  immediately  prior  to 
the  effective  date  of  legislative  authority  for  the  acquisition  of  such  dwelling  and 
continued  as  owner-occupant  until  coanmencement  of  negotiations  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  properties  in  the  project  area  and  moved  because  of  the  thi'catened  acqui¬ 
sition  of  said  dwelling.  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  the  leasehold  owner  of 
a  property  subject  to  a  redeemable  or  irredeemable  ground  rent  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  he  the  owner  of  the  property. 

(2)  The  appropriate  condemning  authority  shall  adopt  rules  and  regulations 
for  the  implementation  of  the  provisions  of  this  section.  Such  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  may  include  a  .schedule  containing  a  .sliding  scale  correlating  fair  market 
values  of  dwellings  to  be  acquired  with  specific  amounts  reasonably  necessary  to 
allow  owner-occupants  to  acquire  decent,  safe  and  sanitary  dwellings  generally 
comparable  in  size  to  the  dwellings  being  taken,  as  provided  in  this  section. 

Sec.  2.  And  be  it  further  enacted.  That  this  Act  shall  take  effect  .June  1,  1!)6S. 


Exhibit  5 — XAHRO  Views  ox  the  Proposal  by  the  Rureah  of  the 
Budget  ox  a  Sharing  of  Relocation  Costs,  June  5,  1968 

XAHRO  is  glad  to  respond  to  the  request  for  its  views  on  the  proposal  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  relocation  payments  be  shared  under  a  matching 
formula,  rather  than  reimbursed  in  full  by  the  Federal  Government. 

We  have  a  number  of  observations  related  to:  (1)  past  experience  in  Federal 
assistance  to  relocation,  (2)  practical  questions  in  achieving  adequate  reloca¬ 
tion  assistance,  (3)  the  elements  of  uniform  relocation  assistance,  and  (4)  the 
role  of  the  Federal  Government  in  relocation  assistance. 

PAST  EXPERIENCE  IN  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE  TO  RELOCATION 

Under  the  Housing  Act  of  1956,  a  system  of  100  percent  reimbursement  was 
established  for  relocation  payments  under  the  urban  renewal  program.  This 
was  extended  to  the  public  housing  program  in  1964.  Under  this  system,  local 
public  agencies  administering  urban  renewal  and  public  housing  established  re¬ 
location  service  offices  and  began  to  disburse  payments  and  give  assistance  to  all 
those  displaced.  Over  the  period  of  the  last  10  years,  payment  made  to  displaces 
have  universally  met  the  standards  set  in  the  Federal  statute.  With  the  assist¬ 
ance  of  the  Federal  Government,  local  public  agencies  have  been  able  to  gain 
experience  and  insight  into  the  whole  problem  of  displacement.  The  urban  re¬ 
newal  program  has  performed  a  leadership  role  in  understanding  the  effects 
of  displacement  and  bringing  assistance  to  those  di.splaced.  It  is  on  the  threshold 
of  organizing  even  more  effective  relocation  techniques  and  assistance. 

The  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1962  provided  for  relocation  assistance  on  a 
matching  basis  of  90  percent  to  10  percent.  Under  this  system,  only  some  20  States 
have  elected  to  avail  themselves  of  Federal  funds,  and  a  number  of  these  do  not 
pay  the  maximum  benefits  permissable  under  the  Federal  statute.  Moreover,  the 
laws  in  these  some  20  States,  except  for  a  handful  of  exceptions,  cover  reimbur.se- 
ment  only  for  moving  costs,  and  only  for  Federal-aid  highway  displacement. 

If  experience  under  these  two  systems  in  the  past  is  any  criterion,  than  meeting 
the  standards  set  in  Federal  statutes  and  moving  ahead  to  set  up  effective  reloca¬ 
tion  operations  on  the  State  and  local  level,  is  far  more  likely  under  a  100-per¬ 
cent  reimbursement  schedule. 

PRACTICAL  QUESTIONS  IN  ACHIEVING  ADEQUATE  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE 

As  noted  above,  only  some  20  States  have  established  legislation  which  au¬ 
thorizes  relocation  assistance — and  only  six  of  these  States  have  laws  which 
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cover  reimbursement  beyond  moving  costs  and  Federal-aid  highway  displace¬ 
ment.  Hased  on  past  experience,  it  is  not  likely  that  changes  would  or  could  be 
made  in  State  laws,  within  the  3-year  time  schedule  set  in  the  proposal  of  the 
Budget  Bureau,  to  make  a  shared-cost  system  workable.  One  of  the  important 
rationales  in  establishing  a  100-percent  reimbursement  schedule  in  the  urban 
renewa.l  program  in  1956,  M'as  doubt  as  to  whether  State  constitutions  and  laws 
would  permit  local  public  agencies  to  extend  compensation  in  excess  of  awards 
for  property  acquisition.  This  is  still  a  serious  constraint  on  a  shared-basis  for 
relocation  assistance. 

Conversion  of  the  urban  renewal  and  public  housing  programs  to  a  shared 
system  of  relocation  assistance  at  this  time  could  be  a  serious  setback  to  the 
relocation  progress  which  has  been  made  over  the  past  decade.  liocal  communi¬ 
ties,  already  in  financial  distress,  would  be  rcaiuired  to  find  a  matching  contribu¬ 
tion  in  most  cases  equal  to  one-third  of  total  cost.*^.  Any  inabilit.v  to  do  so  would 
undoubtedly  result  in  discouragement  and  frustration  among  displacees  them¬ 
selves,  particularly  if  this  involved  a  stepback  from  the  benefits  currently  being 
given. 

THE  ELEMENTS  OF  UNIFORM  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE 

Two  factors  relate  to  the  rationale  for  a  uniform  polic.v  of  relocation  assistance 
by  the  Federal  Government.  First,  relocation  assistance  has  come  to  be  recog¬ 
nized  as  a  unique  governmental  function,  with  an  identity  of  its  own,  not  basically 
affected  by  the  type  of  improvement  activit.v  which  causes  displacement.  Under 
such  au  understanding,  it  does  not  seem  logical  or  eciuitable  for  the  Federal 
Government  to  reimburse  relocation  assistance  in  one  federally  assisted  program 
to  a  greater  degree  than  in  another,  as  would  happen  if  the  current  matching 
formul.as  should  be  used  as  the  basis  for  reimbursement;  (for  example,  inter¬ 
state  highway  displacement  would  be  reimbursed  on  a  90-10  basis,  while  most 
reimbursement  for  urban  renewal  would  be  on  a  two-thirds/one-third  basis.) 
A  second  factor  is  that  the  administrative  groundrules  for  reimbursement,  as  well 
as  the  level  of  reimbursable  payments,  should  be  considered  in  the  establishment 
of  a  uniform  relocation  assistance  program  by  the  Federal  Government.  Only  such 
a  system  can  truly  be  called  uniform. 

THE  ROLE  OF  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  IN  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE 

The  Federal  Government  must  continue  to  perform  a  leadership  role  in  bring¬ 
ing  relocation  assistance  to  all  those  displaced  by  public  action.  The  goal  of  the 
present  title  of  H.R.  5523 — uniform  relocation  a.ssistance  for  all  those  displaced 
by  federally  assisted  programs  must  be  made  a  reality.  The  surest  and  most  ef¬ 
fective  wa.v  to  achieve  this  goal  is  for  the  Federal  Government  to  provide  for 
100  percent  reimbursement  of  relocation  costs.  Such  action  b.v  the  Federal 
Government  would  also  provide  the  quickest  wa.v  to  stimulate  State  and  local 
governments  to  take  responsibility  for  providing  assistance  for  those  displaced 
by  State  and  local  improvement  programs.  At  the  pre.sent  time,  about  half  of  all 
displacement  comes  from  State  and  local  pulfiic  programs,  not  related  to  Federal 
a.ssistance.  Already,  the  role  of  the  Federal  Government  in  bringing  assistance  to 
those  displaced  b.v  federall.v  assisted  i)rograms  is  bringing  actions  to  provide 
similar  I)enefits  for  non-federally-related  displacement. 

For  all  of  these  reasons,  NAHRO  favors  the  establishment  of  a  lOO-percent 
Federal  relocation  assistance  for  all  Federal  or  federally  aided  programs  which 
cause  di.splacement. 


Statement  op  the  Xational  Association  of  State  Budget  Officers  on  H.R. 

1671S — Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  lOOS.  Submitted  ry  Bill  B. 

CoRR.  Bi’dget  Director.  Texas,  and  President  of  the  Xational  Associatio.v 

OF  State  Budget  Officers 

The  Xational  Association  of  State  Budget  Officers  is  an  affiliate  of  the  Council 
of  State  Governments  comprised  ex  officio  of  the  State  budget  officers  of  all  50 
States  and  the  commissioners  of  finance  and  administration  in  those  States 
where  this  official  is  superior  to  the  budget  officer.  The  association  is  much  inter¬ 
ested  in  many  of  the  jirovisions  contained  in  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  of  19c>s,  and  I  am  pleased  to  testify  in  support  of  the  principles  of  that  act. 

While  all  ]>rovisions  of  the  projtosed  act  would  be  beneficial  to  intergoveiui- 
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mental  relations,  I  shall  address  myself  to  those  provisions  of  most  eoncern  to 
l)^d.s^et  officials. 

The  first  is  section  201.  which  requires  Federal  agencies,  upon  recpiest,  to  notify 
the  Governor  or  a  State  official  of  Federal  grants  to  the  State.  This  section  is 
desirable  hecau.se  it  attempts  to  solve  a  problem  of  g-reat  concern  to  Governors 
and  legislators.  Decisions  on  grants  are  often  made  between  the  Federal  agency 
and  its  State  counterpart  without  clearance  with  the  central  decisionmaking 
bodies  of  the  State.  Without  this  information  at  an  early  stage,  the  chief  I'xecu- 
tive  and  legislators  cannot  adequately  plan  State  programs  and  tinancial  .support. 
The  need  for  information  on  grants  has  been  recognized  in  all  States,  and  at 
least  46  of  them  have  established  offices  or  positions  of  Federal-State  coordinator, 
most  of  them  located  directly  in  the  Governor's  office.  A  formal  Federal  require¬ 
ment  for  the  Federal  agency  to  cooperate  with  the  States  in  providing  the  central 
administrative  units  with  information  on  Federal  grants  will  strengthen  State 
ability  to  develop  sound  program  and  financial  plans. 

Section  202  will  assist  States  in  good  treasury  management  by  allowing,  in 
c.ases  where  this  is  not  already  done,  the  commingling  of  all  funds  for  short-tc'rm 
investment  purposes. 

Section  20.3,  requiring  a  minimum  time  lapse  between  transfer  of  funds  from 
the  F.S.  Treasury  and  disbursement  by  the  State,  represents  sound  Treasury 
management  on  the  part  of  the  U.S.  Government.  This  section  does  not  recognize, 
however,  a  problem  that  the  States  have  with  reimbursable  grants,  such  as  those 
for  highway  ])rograms.  Most  States  receive  more  money  in  reimbursable  pro¬ 
grams  than  they  do  in  programs  funded  in  advance.  It  should  lie  possible  to 
include  <a  provision  for  immediate  reimbursement  based  on  normal  State 
expenditure  patterns  subject,  of  course,  to  Federal  audit,  to  assure  that  States 
do  not  have  to  lay  out  money  and  wait  a  considerable  length  of  time  before' 
reimbursement. 

Section  204  provides  for  waiver  of  the  single  State  agency  requirement  if  the 
State  presents  evidence  that  such  provision  prevents  the  establishment  of  the 
most  effective  and  efficient  organization  arrangements  within  the  State  govern¬ 
ment  *  *  This  provision  will  make  it  ea.sier  for  States  to  reorganize  functions 
for  improved  management.  For  example,  the  New  Mexico  Department  of  Finance 
and  Administration  administers  Federal  grants  flowing  through  to  public  schools 
and  the  Illinois  central  personnel  agency  engages  in  personnel  administration 
activities  for  health  agencies.  These  arrangements  were  established  by  the  two 
States  to  bring  about  administrative  improvements,  yet  they  may  run  counter  to 
th"  Federal  single  agency  requirement. 

The  section  could  lie  made  stronger  from  the  State  iinint  of  view  if  th('  burden 
were  placed  on  the  Federal  agency  to  find  something  improper  about  the  State 
adminisrative  arrangement  rather  than  require  the  State  to  defend  any  deviation 
from  the  single  agency  requirement.  Effective  administration  may  be  accom¬ 
plished  under  many  organizational  forms,  and  the  arrangements  set  up  by  the 
States  .should  ordinarily  not  be  challenged  by  the  Federal  agencies. 

Title  III,  allowing  Federal  agencies  to  provide  special  or  technical  services 
to  State  and  local  government  on  a  reimbursable  basis,  should  make  easier  the 
utilization  of  the  expertise  developed  in  the  Federal  agencies  in  many  programs 
in  which  States  need  help.  We  endorse  this  attempt  to  make  more  flexible  the 
working  out  of  personnel  interchanges  among  units  of  government. 

The  vast  expansion  of  Federal  grant  programs,  and  their  splintering  into  many 
categories — 480  at  a  recent  count — makes  review  and  coordination  devices  jiar- 
ticularly  necessary.  Titles  V  and  VI  are  addressed  to  this. 

Title  V,  requiring  congressional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid,  will  formalize 
a  procedure  that  Congress  in  the  normal  course  of  events  might  undertake 
anyway,  namely,  to  review  all  programs  periodically,  measure  them  against 
their  intent,  determine  to  what  degree  they  are  meeting  their  intent,  note  the 
I'elationship  among  the  various  programs  that  have  been  established  at  different 
times,  and  decide  if  alternate  arrangements  might  better  serve  national  goals  and 
objectives.  Coordination  among  programs  might  also  be  achieved. 

For  example,  when  four  programs  provide  aid  for  water  pollution  control,  some 
unifying  legislative  action  might  be  helpful. 

The  National  Association  of  State  Budget  Officers  in  1963  adopted  a  resolution 
endorsing  the  periodic  review'  of  Federal  grant  programs. 

Title  VI  provides  a  means  of  consolidating  grant-in-aid  iirograms.  Between 
I’residential  findings  under  this  title  and  congressional  findings  under  title  V, 
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considerable  strides  should  be  possible  to  assure  that  many  related  categorical 
grant  programs  are  correlated  through  the  use  of  simplified  administrative  pro¬ 
cedures  to  achieve  the  basic  goals  set  hy  Congress. 

In  this  connection  we  also  endorse  the  principles  of  II. R.  12631,  the  Joint 
Funding  Simplification  Act  of  1967.  This  act,  in  conjunction  with  titles  V  and 
VI  of  the  Intergovernmental  Cooiieration  Act,  will  provide  a  battery  of  means 
to  eiiminate  some  of  the  ill  effects  of  too  many  diver.se  categorical  grant  progi'ams. 

Amendment  No.  748,  as  prepared  for  companion  biil  S.  698,  providing  for 
improved  coordination  of  auditing,  should  he  beneficial  to  both  Federal  and 
State  agencies.  State  agencies  have  frequently  complained  of  long  delays  in 
Federal  audits.  This  amendment  should  make  possible  more  timely  audits, 
whether  done  by  State  or  Federal  auditors,  simply  through  reducing  the  number 
of  audits  any  Federal  program  auditor  is  required  to  perform.  It  should  also, 
where  necessary,  encourage  States  to  provide  adequate  and  timely  audits  so  that 
State  agencies  will  not  be  so  subject  to  later  Federal  audits. 

In  summary,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  endorse  the  basic  objectives  of  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Cooperation  Act  and  the  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  and 
urge  favorable  and  prompt  congressional  action. 
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Sen,  Muskie  introduced  and  discussed  S,  698  which 
was  referred  to  Senate  Government  Operations  Com¬ 
mittee,  Print  of  bill  as  introduced  and  remarks  of 
Sen.  Muskie, 

Sen,  Muskie  submitted  proposed  amendments. 

Senate  subcommittee  approved  S.  698, 

Rep,  Blatnik  introduced  H,  R.  18826  which  was 
referred  to  House  Government  Operations  Com¬ 
mittee,  Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

Senate  coimiittee  reported  S,  698  with  amendment, 

S,  Report  Print  of  bill  and  report. 

Senate  passed  S,  698  as  reported, 

S,  698  was  referred  to  House  Government  Operations 
Committee,  Print  of  bill  as  referred. 

House  committee  voted  to  report  H,  R,  18826, 

Hoi.ise  committee  reported  H.  R,  I8826  without 
amendment,  H,  Report  l8ii5«  Print  of  bill  and 
report , 

House  passed  S,  698  with  amendment  (substituted 
language  of  H,  R,  18826), 

H,  R,  18826  tabled  due  to  passage  of  S,  698, 

Senate  conferees  were  appointed  on  S,  698. 

House  conferees  were  appointed. 

House  received  conference  report,  H,  Rept,  193U* 

House  agreed  to  conference  report. 

Senate  agreed  to  conference  report. 

Approved:  Public  Law  90-577. 


He2iringst  Senate  committee  on  S,  698,  et  al. 
House  committee  on  H,  R,  I6718, 


INDEX  AND  SUMMARY  OF  S,  698 


Jan, 

26, 

1967 
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1968 
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1968 
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1968 
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1968 
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1968 
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1968 
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1968 
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1968 
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1968 
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1968 
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1968 
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1968 
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h, 

1968 
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16, 

1968 

Sen,  Muskie  introduced  and  discussed  S,  698  which 
was  referred  to  Senate  Government  Operations  Com¬ 
mittee,  Print  of  bill  as  introduced  and  remarks  of 
Sen,  Muskie, 

Sen,  Muskie  submitted  proposed  amendments. 

Senate  subcommittee  approved  S,  698, 

Rep,  Blatnik  introduced  H,  R,  I8826  which  was 
referred  to  House  Goverranent  Operations  Com¬ 
mittee,  Print  of  bill  as  introduced* 

Senate  committee  reported  S,  698  with  amendment, 

S,  Report  II4.56,  Print  of  bill  and  report* 

Senate  passed  S,  698  as  reported, 

S.  698  was  referred  to  House  Government  Operations 
Committee,  Print  of  bill  as  referred. 

House  committee  voted  to  report  H,  R.  I8826, 

House  committee  reported  H,  R,  I8826  without 
amendment,  H,  Report  18U5«  Print  of  bill  and 
report • 

House  passed  S,  698  with  amendment  (substituted 
language  of  H,  R,  18826), 

H,  R,  18826  tabled  due  to  passage  of  S.  698, 

Senate  conferees  were  appointed  on  S,  698, 

House  conferees  were  appointed. 

House  received  conference  report,  H,  Rept,  193U* 

House  agreed  to  conference  report. 

Senate  agreed  to  conference  report* 

Approved:  Public  Law  90-577* 


Hearings:  Senate  committee  on  S*  698,  et  al. 
House  committee  on  H,  R,  lo7l8. 
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Fl«as»  retoxvi  to 

Wvlsion  of  Legislative  Reporting 

Budget  and  Finance 


ootii  congress 

1st  Skssion" 


January*  26, 1!)67 

Mr.  Muskie  (for  liimself,  ]\[r.  Boggs,  Mr.  Ervin,  ]Mr.  Jackson,  Mr.  Long  of 
Missouri,  Mr.  McGovern,  Mr.  Moss,  and  INIr.  Mundt)  introduced  the  fol¬ 
lowing  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations 


To  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities 
among  the  levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the 
operation  of  our  federal  system  in  an  increasingly  complex 
society,  to  improve  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the 
States,  to  provide  for  periodic  congressional  review  of  Fed¬ 
eral  grants-in-aid,  to  pennit  provision  of  reimhursahle  tech¬ 
nical  services  to  State  and  local  government,  to  establish 
coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and  administration  of 
grants  and  loans  for  urban  development,  to  authorize  the 
consolidation  of  certain  grant-in-aid  programs,  to  provide 
for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban 
areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conformity  with  local  govern¬ 
ment  programs,  to  establish  a  uniform  relocation  assistance 
policy,  to  estal)lish  a  uniform  land  acquisition  policy  for 
Federal  and  federally  aided  programs,  and  for  other  purposes. 


IT 


1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  he  cited  as  the  ‘intergovernmental  Coopera- 

4  tion  Act  of  1967.” 

5  TITLE  I— DEEINITIOISTS 

6  When  used  in  this  Act — 

7  FEDERAL  AGENCY 

8  Sec.  101.  The  term  “Federal  agency”  means  any  de- 

9  partment^  agency,  or  instmmentality  in  the  executive  branch 

10  of  the  Government  and  any  wholly  owned  Government  cor- 

11  poration,  and  for  the  purposes  of  title  VIII,  the  Architect 

12  of  the  Capitoh 

13  STATE 

11  Sec.  102.  The  term  “State”  means  anv  of  the  several 

*/ 

I'l  States  of  the  United  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto 

16  Eico,  any  territory  or  possession  of  the  United  States,  or 

17  any  agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State,  but  does  not  in- 

18  chide  the  governments  of  the  political  subdivisions  of  the 

19  State.  Eor  the  purposes  of  title  VIII  and  title  IX  the  term 

20  ‘ 'State”  does  include  such  political  subdivisions. 

21  POLITICAL  SUBDIVISION  OR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

22  Sec.  103.  The  term  “political  subdivision”  or  “local 

23  government”  means  a  local  unit  of  government,  including 
21  specifically  a  county,  municipality,  city,  town,  township,  or 
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a  scliool  or  other  special  district  created  ])y  or  pursuant  to 
State  law. 

UNIT  OF  GENKEAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
Sec.  104.  '‘Unit  of  general  local  government”  means 
any  city,  county,  town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general- 
purpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State. 

SPECIAL-PURPOSE  UNIT  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
Sec.  105.  "Special-purpose  unit  of  local  government” 
means  any  special  district,  public-purpose  corporation,  or 
other  strictly  limited-purpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State, 
hut  shall  not  include  a  school  district. 

GRANT  OR  grant-in-aid 

Sec.  106.  The  term  "grant”  or  "grant-in-aid”  means 
money,  or  property  provided  in  lieu  of  money,  paid  or  fur¬ 
nished  Ijy  the  United  States  under  a  fixed  annual  or  aggre¬ 
gate  authorization — 

(A)  to  a  State;  or 

(B)  to  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State;  or 

(C)  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  State-administered 
plan  or  program  which  is  subject  to  approval  by  a 
Federal  agency; 

if  such  authorization  either  (i)  requires  the  States  or  political 
subdivisions  to  expend  non-Federal  funds  as  a  condition  for 
the  receipt  of  money  or  property  from  the  United  States; 
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or  (ii)  specifies  directly,  or  establishes  by  means  of  a 
formula,  the  amounts  which  may  be  paid  or  furnished  to 
States  or  political  subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be  allotted 
for  use  in  each  of  the  States  by  the  States,  political  sub¬ 
divisions,  or  other  beneficiaries.  The  term  does  not  include 
(1)  shared  revenues;  (2)  payments  of  taxes;  (3)  pay¬ 
ments  in  lieu  of  taxes;  (4)  loans  or  repayable  advances; 
(5)  surplus  property  or  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
furnished  as  such;  (6)  payments  under  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  contracts  or  grants  which  are  awarded  directly 
and  on  similar  temis  to  all  qualifying  organizations,  whether 
public  or  private;  or  (7)  payments  to  States  or  politicai 
subdivisions  as  full  reimbursement  for  the  costs  incurred 
in  paying  benefits  or  furnishing  services  to  persons  entitled 
thereto  under  Eederal  laws. 

FEDEEAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 
Sec.  107.  The  term  “Federal  financial  assistance”  does 
not  include  any  annual  payment  by  the  United  States  to  the 
District  of  Columbia  authorized  l)y  article  VI  of  the  District 
of  Colum1)ia  Eevenue  Act  of  1947  (D.C.  Code,  secs.  47- 
2501a  and  47-2501b) . 

specialized  oe  technical  seevices 
Sec.  108.  “Specialized  or  technical  services”  means 
special  statistical  and  other  studies  and  compilations,  de¬ 
velopment  projects,  technical  tests  and  evaluations,  techni- 
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cal  information,  training  activities,  surveys,  reports,  docu¬ 
ments,  and  any  other  similar  service  functions  which  the 
Secretary  of  any  department  or  the  administrative  head  of 
any  agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  authorized  by  law  to  perform. 

COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING 

Sec.  109.  ‘‘Comprehensive  planning,”  except  in  title 
VI,  includes  the  following,  to  the  extent  directly  related  to 
area  needs  or  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  government: 
(A)  preparation,  as  a  guide  for  long-range  development,  of 
general  physical  plans  with  respect  to  the  pattern  and  in¬ 
tensity  of  land  use  and  the  provision  of  public  facilities,  in¬ 
cluding  transportation  facilities;  (B)  programing  of  capi¬ 
tal  improvements  based  on  a  determination  of  relative 
urgency;  (C)  long-range  fiscal  plans  for  implementing  such 
plans  and  programs;  and  (D)  proposed  regulatory  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  measures  which  aid  in  achieving  coordination 
of  all  related  plans  of  the  departments  or  subdivisions  of  the 
governments  concerned  and  intergovernmental  coordination 
of  related  planned  activities  among  the  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernmental  agencies  concerned. 

URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

Sec.  110.  “Urban  development”  means  all  projects  or 
programs  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  development  of  open- 
space  land;  and  the  planning  and  constmction  of  hospitals. 
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personal  property  from  real  property  on  or  after  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  this  Act  as  a  result  of  the  accpiisition  or 
reasona])le  exi)ectation  of  ac(inisition  of  such  real  prop¬ 
erty,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal  or  State  agency: 
Promded,  That  this  shall  not  inclnde  the  owner  of  prop¬ 
erty  on  the  premises  of  another  under  a  lease  or  licensing 
arrangement  where  sncli  oviier  is  required  pursuant  to 
such  lease  or  license  to  move  such  property  at  his  own 
expense. 

BUSINESS 

Sec.  114.  The  term  “business”  means  any  lawful  activ¬ 
ity  conducted  primarily  (1)  for  the  purchase  and  resale  of 
products,  commodities,  or  any  other  personal  property;  (2) 
for  the  manufacture,  processing,  or  marketing  of  any  such 
property;  (3)  for  the  sale  of  services  to  the  public;  or  (4) 
by  a  nonprofit  organization.  Such  term  does  not  inclnde  the 
activity  of  an  investor  in  acquiring  or  holding  real  property 
for  resale  for  gain. 

FAEM  OPEEATION 

Sec.  115.  The  term  “farm  operation”  means  any  activ¬ 
ity  conducted  solely  or  primarily  for  the  production  of  one 
or  more  agricultural  products  or  commodities  for  sale  and 
home  use,  and  customarily  producing  such  products  or  com¬ 
modities  in  sufficient  (juantity  to  be  capable  of  contributing 
materially  to  the  operator’s  support. 
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FAE]\I  OPERATOR 

8ec.  116.  The  term  ‘‘farm  operator”  means  any  owner, 
part  owner,  tenant,  or  sliarecroj)per  who  operates  a  farm. 

FAMILY 

8ec.  117.  The  term  “family”  means  two  or  more  indi¬ 
viduals  living  together  in  the  same  dwelling  unit  who  are 
related  to  each  other  hy  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption. 

ELDERLY  INDIVIDUAL 

8ec.  118.  The  term  “elderly  individual”  means  a  per¬ 
son,  not  a  member  of  a  family,  who  is  sixty-two  years  of  age 
or  over. 

HANDICAPPED  INDIVIDUAL 

8ec.  119.  The  term  “handicapped  individual”  means 
a  person,  not  a  meml)er  of  a  famil}^  Avho  is  handicapped 
within  the  meaning  of  section  202  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1959. 

DISPLACED 

8ec.  120.  The  term  “displaced”,  when  used  in  relation 
to  any  person,  means  any  person  moved  or  to  be  moved 
from  real  ])roperty  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act 
as  a  result  of  the  accpiisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of 
acquisition  of  such  property  for  a  public  improvement  con¬ 
structed  or  developed  hy  or  with  funds  provided  in  whole 
or  in  part  hy  the  Federal  Goveniment. 

8.  698 - 2 
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OWNEE  AND  PERSON 

Sec.  121.  The  terms  “owner”  and  “person”  mean  any 
individual,  and  any  partnership,  coi’poration,  or  association. 
TITLE  II— IMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION  OE 
GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

FULL  INFORMATION  ON  FUNDS  RECEIVED 
Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  of  the  United 
States  Government  which  administers  a  program  of  grants- 
in-aid  to  any  of  the  State  governments  of  the  United  States 
shall,  upon  request,  notify  in  writing  the  Governor  or  other 
official  designated  by  him,  or  the  State  legislature,  of  the 
purpose  and  amounts  of  actual  grants-in-aid  to  the  State. 

DEPOSIT  OF  GRANTS-IN-AID 
Sec.  202.  No  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall  be  required 
by  Eederal  law  to  be  deposited  in  a  separate  bank  account 
apart  from  other  funds  administered  by  the  State.  All 
Eederal  grant-in-aid  funds  made  available  to  the  States 
shall  be  properly  accounted  for  as  Eederal  funds  in  the  ac¬ 
counts  of  the  State.  In  each  case  the  State  agency  con¬ 
cerned  shall  render  regular  authenticated  reports  to  the  ap¬ 
propriate  Eederal  agency  covering  the  status  and  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  funds,  the  liabilities  and  obligations  on  hand, 
and  such  other  facts  as  may  be  required  by  said  Eederal 
agency. 
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SCHEDULING  OP  PEUEEAL  TEANSPERS  TO  THE  STATES 
Sec.  203.  Heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
responsible  for  administering  grant-in-aid  programs  shall 
schedule  the  transfer  of  grant-in-aid  funds  consistent  with 
program  purposes  and  applicable  Treasury  regulations,  so 
as  to  minimize  the  time  elapsing  between  the  transfer  of 
such  funds  from  the  United  States  Treasury  and  the  dis¬ 
bursement  thereof  by  a  State,  whether  such  dishursement 
occurs  prior  to  or  subsequent  to  such  transfer  of  funds. 
States  shall  not  be  held  accountable  for  interest  earned  on 
grant-in-aid  funds,  pending  their  disbursement  for  program 
purposes. 

ELIGIBLE  STATE  AGENCY 

Sec.  204.  Notwithstanding  any  other  Federal  law  which 
provides  that  a  single  State  agency  or  multimember  board  or 
commission  must  be  established  or  designated  to  administer 
or  supervise  the  administration  of  any  grant-in-aid  program, 
the  head  of  any  Federal  department  or  agency  may,  upon 
request  of  the  Governor  or  other  appropriate  executive  or 
legislative  authority  of  the  State  responsible  for  detennining 
or  revising  the  organizational  structure  of  State  goveniment, 
waive  the  single  State  agency  or  multimember  board  or  com¬ 
mission  provision  upon  adequate  showing  that  such  provision 
prevents  the  establishment  of  the  most  effective  and  efficient 
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organization  arrangements  \Yitliin  the  State  government  and 
approve  other  State  administrative  structure  or  arrange¬ 
ments:  Provided,  That  the  head  of  the  Eederal  department 
or  agency  determines  that  the  objectives  of  the  Federal 
statute  authorizing  the  grant-in-aid  program  will  not  he 
endangered  by  the  use  of  such  other  State  stracture  or 
arrangements. 

TITLE  III— PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DEPART¬ 
MENTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO  PROVIDE  SPECIAL 
OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES  TO  STATE  AND 
LOCAL  UNITS  OF  GOVERNMENT 

STATEMENT  OE  PURPOSE 

Sec.  301.  It  is  the  purpose  of  tliis  title  to  encourage 
intergovernmental  cooperation  in  the  conduct  of  specialized 
or  technical  services  and  provision  of  facilities  essential  to 
the  administration  of  State  or  local  governmental  activities, 
many  of  which  are  nationwide  in  scope  and  financed  in  part 
by  Federal  funds;  to  enable  State  or  lo(*al  governments  to 
avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of  sjiecial  service  functions; 
and  to  authorize  all  departments  and  agencies  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  which  do  not  have 
such  authority  to  provide  specialized  or  technical  services  to 
State  and  local  governments. 
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AUTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 

18ec.  302.  The  Secretary  ef  any  (le})artineiit  or  the 
administrative  head  of  any  ag’eney  of  tlie  executive  branch 
of  the  Federal  Govermnent  is  authorized  within  his  dis¬ 
cretion,  upon  written  recpiest  from  a  State  or  political  sub¬ 
division  thereof,  to  provide  specialized  or  technical  services, 
upon  payment  to  the  department  or  agency  by  the  unit  of 
government  making  the  re(piest,  of  salaries  and  all  com¬ 
putable  overhead  and  indirect  costs  of  performing  such  serv¬ 
ices:  Provided,  however,  That  such  services  shall  include  only 
those  wdiich  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  through 
rules  and  regulations,  determines  may  be  provided  b}^  Fed¬ 
eral  departments  and  agencies.  Such  rules  and  regulations 
shall  lie  consistent  with  and  in  furtherance  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  policy  of  relying  on  the  private  enteqirise  system  to 
]>rovide  those  services  which  are  reasonably  and  expedi¬ 
tiously  available  through  ordinary  business  channels. 

REOIBIJRSEIMENT  OE  APPROPRIATION 

Sec.  303.  All  moneys  received  l)y  any  department  or 
agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government, 
or  any  bureau  or  other  administrative  division  thereof,  in 
payment  for  furnishing  specialized  or  technical  services  as 
authorized  under  section  302  shall  be  deposited  to  the  credit 
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of  the  principal  appropriation  from  which  the  cost  of  pro¬ 
viding  such  services  has  been  paid  or  is  to  Ije  charged,  or 
to  the  appropriation  cuiTently  available  for  the  cost  of 
similar  services. 

EEl*ORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  any  department  or  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  head  of  any  agency  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government  shall  furnish  annually  to  the 
respective  Committees  on  Government  Operations  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  a  summary  report  on 
the  scope  of  the  services  provided  under  the  administration 
of  this  title. 

RESERVATION  OP  EXISTING  AUTHORITY 
Sec.  305.  This  title  is  in  addition  to  and  does  not  super¬ 
sede  any  existing  authority  now  possessed  by  any  Federal 
department  or  agency  with  respect  to  furnishing  services, 
whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimbursable  basis,  to 
State  and  local  units  of  government. 

TITLE  IV— COORDINATED  INTERGOVERNMEN¬ 
TAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINISTRATION  OF 
GRANTS  FOR  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

DECLARATION  OP  URBAN  ASSISTANCE  POLICY 
Sec.  401.  (a)  The  economic  and  social  development 
of  the  Nation,  its  strength  in  world  affairs  and  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  satisfactory  levels  of  living  depend  in  large  degree 
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upon  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of  urban  communi¬ 
ties.  In  pursuit  of  this  basic  objective,  the  President  shall 
establish  rules  and  regulations  for  uniform  application  in  the 
foraiulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of  urban  development 
programs  and  projects  for  the  provision  of  federally  aided 
urban  facilities,  and  Federal  projects  having  a  significant 
impact  on  the  development  of  urban  and  urbanizing  com¬ 
munities.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  provide  for  full 
consideration  of  the  concurrent  achievement  of  the  following 
specific  objectives  of  urban  development,  and,  to  the  extent 
authorized  by  law,  reasoned  choices  shall  be  made  between 

such  objectives  when  they  conflict: 

( 1 )  Appropriate  land  uses  for  residential,  commer¬ 
cial,  industrial,  governmental,  institutional,  and  other 
purposes ; 

(2)  Wise  development  and  conservation  of  natural 
resources,  including  land,  water,  minerals,  wildlife,  and 
others ; 

(3)  Balanced  transportation  systems,  including 
highway,  air,  water,  pedestrian,  mass  transit,  and  othei 
modes  for  the  movement  of  people  and  goods; 

(4)  Adequate  outdoor  recreation  and  open  space; 

(5)  Protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural  beauty, 

historical,  and  scientific  interest; 

(6)  Properly  planned  community  facilities,  includ- 
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1  iiig-  utilities  tor  the  supply  of  power,  water,  and  coin- 

2  inuiiicatioiis,  for  the  safe  disposal  of  wastes,  and  for  other 

3  piii'poses; 

4  -  (7)'  Any  other  objective  through  which  urban  de- 
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velopnient  activities  can  contribute  to  the  economic, 

*4  3 

*  social,  and  cultural  development  of  the  Nation,  its 
strength  in  world  affairs,  and  the  achievement  of  en¬ 
hanced  levels  of  living;  and 

(8)  Concern  for  high  standards  of  design. 

(h)  All  viewpoints — national,  regional,  State,  and 

t 

local— shall,  to  the  extent  possible,  he  fully  considered  and 
12  taken  into  account  in  planning  urban  development  ])rogranis 
1^  arid  projects.  Eegional,  State,  and  local  government  oh- 
11  jectives  shall  he  considered  and  evaluated  within  a  frame- 

15  work  of  national  public  objectives,  and  available  projections 

16  of  future  national  conditions  and  needs  of  regions.  States,  and 

•  ^ 

1"^  localities  shall  1)e  considered  in  plan  formulation,  evaluation, 

18  and  review. 

19  (c)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  consistent  with 

20  national  objectives,  all  Federal  aid  for  urban  development 

21  jmrposes  shall  be  consistent  with  and  further  the  objectives  of 

22  State  and  local  government  comprehensive  planning  for 
22  urban  development.  Consideration  shall  he  given  to  all  de- 
21  velopmental  aspects  of  the  total  urban  community,  including 
25  hut  not  limited  to  housing,  transportation,  economic  develop- 
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inent,  natural  resources  development,  community  facilities, 
and  the  general  improvement  of  living  environments. 

(d)  Each  Federal  department  and  agency  administering 
an  urban  development  aid  program  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  consult  with  and  seek  advice  from  all  other 
significantly  affected  Federal  departments  and  agencies  in  an 
elTort  to  assure  fully  coordinated  programs. 

(e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  planning  required  by 
individual  Federal  programs  (such  as  highway  construction; 
urban  renewal,  and  open  space)  shall  he  coordinated  with 
and  made  part  of  comprehensive  local  and  areawide  urban 
development  planning. 

FAVORING  UNITS  OF  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  402.  Where  Federal  law  provides  that  both  special- 
purpose  units  of  local  government  and  units  of  general  local 
government  are  eligible  to  receive  loans  or  grants-in-aid  for 
urban  development,  heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agen¬ 
cies  shall,  in  the  absence  of  substantial  reasons  to  the  con¬ 
trary,  make  such  loans  or  grants-in-aid  for  urban  develop¬ 
ment  to  units  of  general  local  government  rather  than  to 
special-purpose  units  of  local  government. 

RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 

Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  such  other 
agency  as  may  he  designated  by  the  President  is  hereby 
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authorized  to  prescribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are 
deemed  appropriate  for  the  effective  administration  of  this 
title. 

TITLE  V— CONGRESSIONAL  REVIEW  OE  EEE- 
ERAL  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  STATES  AND  TO 
LOCAL  UNITS  OE  GOVERNMENT 

STATEMENT  OF  PUEPOSE 

Sec.  501.  It  is  the  purpose  and  intent  of  this  title  to 
establish  a  uniform  policy  and  procedure  whereby  programs 
for  grant-in-aid  assistance  from  the  Eederal  Government  to 
the  States  or  to  their  political  subdivisions  which  may  be 
enacted  hereafter  by  the  Congress  shall  be  made  the  subject 
of  sufficient  subsequent  review  by  the  Congress  to  insure 
that  (1)  the  effectiveness  of  grants-in-aid  as  instruments  of 
Eederal-State-local  cooperation  is  improved  and  enhanced; 
(2)  grant  programs  are  revised  and  redirected  as  necessary 
to  meet  new  conditions  arising  subsequent  to  their  original 
enactment;  and  (3)  grant  programs  are  terminated  when 
they  have  substantially  achieved  their  purpose.  It  is  fur¬ 
ther  the  purpose  and  intent  of  this  title  to  provide  for  con¬ 
tinuing  review  of  existing  Eederal  progi’ams  for  grant-in-aid 
assistance  to  the  States  or  their  political  subdivisions  by  the 
Comptroller  General  with  a  view  to  the  formulation  of  rec¬ 
ommendations  to  assist  the  Congress  in  making  changes  in 
reqoirements  and  procedures  applicable  to  such  programs  in 
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the  interest  of  ernninating  areas  of  conflict  and  duplication 


in  program  operations  and  acliieving  more  efficient,  effective, 


and  economical  administration  of  such  programs,  and  greater 
uniformity  in  the  operation  thereof. 

EXPIRATION  OF  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 
Sec.  502.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  in  the 
Ninety-first  or  any  subsequent  Congress  authorizes  the  mak¬ 
ing  of  grants-in-aid  to  two  or  more  States  or  to  political 
subdivisions  of  two  or  more  States  and  no  expiration  date 
for  such  authority  is  specified  by  law,  and  such  gi'ant  is  not 
specifically  exempted  from  the  provisions  of  this  title,  then 
the  authority  to  make  grants-in-aid  by  reason  of  such  Act 
to  States,  political  subdivisions,  and  other  beneficiaries  from 
funds  not  therefore  obligated  shall  expire  not  later  than 
June  30  of  the  fifth  calendar  year  which  begins  after  the 


effective  date  of  such  Act. 


COMMITTEE  STUDIES  OP  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  503.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  in  the 
Ninety-first  or  any  subsequent  Congress  authorizes  the  mak¬ 
ing  of  grants-in-aid  over  a  period  of  three  or  more  years  to 
two  or  more  States  or  to  political  subdivisions  of  two  or  more 
States,  then  during  the  period  beginning  not  later  than  twelve 
months  immediately  preceding  the  date  on  which  such  au¬ 
thority  is  to  expire,  the  committees  of  the  Senate  and  of  the 
House  to  which  legislation  extending  such  authority  would 
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be  referred  shall,  separately  or  jointly,  conduct  studies  of  the 
program  under  which  such  grants-in-aid  are  made  with  a 
view  to  ascertaining,  among  other  matters  of  concern  to  the 
committees,  the  following: 

(1)  The  extent  to  which  the  pui’poses  for  which  the 
grants-in-aid  are  authorized  have  been  met; 

(2)  The  extent  to  which  sucli  programs  can  be  car¬ 
ried  on  without  further  linancial  assistance  from  the 
United  States; 

( 3 )  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  purpose,  direc¬ 
tion,  or  administration  of  the  original  program,  or  in 
procedures  and  requirements  applicable  thereto,  to  con¬ 
form  to  recommendations  hy  the  Comptroller  General 
under  section  504,  should  be  made; 

(4)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  pui’pose,  direc¬ 
tion,  or  administration  of  the  original  program  should  be 
made  in  the  light  of  reports  and  recommendations  sub¬ 
mitted  on  request  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations ;  and 

(5)  The  extent  to  which  such  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  are  adequate  to  meet  the  growing  and  changing 
needs  which  they  were  designed  to  support. 

Each  such  committee  shall  report  the  results  of  its  investi- 
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gatioii  and  study  to  its  respective  House  not  later  than  one 
hundred  and  twenty  days  before  such  authority  is  due  to 
expire. 


STUDIES  BY  COMPTROLLEK  (JENERAE  OE  FEDERAL  GRANT- 

IX-ATD  I’ROGRAMS 

Sec.  504.  The  Comptroller  General  shall  make  con¬ 
tinuing  studies  of  presentH  existing  and  all  future  programs 
for  grant-in-aid  assistance  from  the  Federal  Government  to 
the  States  or  their  political  sulidivisions  concerning  the  extent 
to  which  programs  conflict  and  duplication  can  he  eliminated 
and  more  effective,  efficient,  economical,  and  uniform  admin¬ 
istration  of  such  programs  could  be  achieved  by  changing 
certain  requirements  and  procedures  applicable  thereto. 

In  reviewing  such  programs  the  Comptroller  General 
shall  consider,  among  other  relevant  matters,  the  equaliza¬ 
tion  formulas,  and  the  budgetary,  accounting,  reporting  and 
administrative  procedures  applicable  to  such  programs. 
Eeports  on  such  studies,  together  with  recommendations, 
shall  be  submitted  by  the  Comptroller  General  to  the  Con¬ 
gress.  Eeports  on  expiring  programs  should,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  he  submitted  in  the  year  prior  to  the  date  set  for 
their  expiration. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


oo 


STUDIES  BY  ADVISOEY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERN¬ 
MENTAL  RELxVTIONS 

Sec.  505.  Upon  recpiest  of  any  committee  referred  to  in 
section  503,  the  Advisoiy  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  (established  hy  Public  Law  86-380,  as  amended) 
shall,  during  the  same  period  referred  to  in  such  section, 
conduct  studies  of  the  intergovernmental  relations  aspects 
of  programs  which  are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  such 
section,  including  (1)  the  impact  of  such  programs,  if  any, 
on  the  structural  organization  of  State  and  local  governments 
and  on  Federal-State-local  fiscal  relations,  and  (2)  the  co¬ 
ordination  of  Federal  administration  of  such  programs  with 
State  and  local  administration  thereof,  and  shall  report  its 
findings  and  recommendations  to  such  committee. 

RECORDS  AND  AUDIT 

Sec.  506.  (a)  Each  State  or  political  subdivision 
thereof  receiving  assistance  under  ( 1 )  any  Act  of  Congress 
enacted  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  which  provides 
for  a  grant-in-aid  from  the  United  States  to  a  State  or  a 
political  subdivision  thereof,  or  (2)  any  new  gTant-in-aid 
agreement,  or  extension,  modification,  or  alteration  of  any 
existing  grant-in-aid  agreement  pursuant  to  existing  law 
shall  keep  such  records  as  the  Federal  agency  administering 
such  grant  may  prescribe,  in(;]uding  records  which  fully  dis¬ 
close  the  amount  and  disposition  hy  such  recipient  of  such 
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grant-in-aid,  tlie  total  cost  of  the  project  or  undertaking  in 
connection  with  which  such  grant-in-aid  is  given  or  used,  and 
the  amount  of  that  portion  of  the  cost  of  the  project  or  under¬ 
taking  supplied  b}'  other  sources,  and  such  other  records  as 
will  facilitate  an  effective  audit. 

(b)  The  head  of  the  Eederal  agency  affministering 
such  grant  and  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States, 
or  any  of  their  duly  authorized  representatives,  shall  have 
access  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  examination  to  any  books, 
documents,  papers,  and  records  of  such  recipients  that  are 
pertinent  to  the  grants  received. 

TITLE  VI— CONSOLIDATION  OF  GIIANT-IN-AID 

PLOGPvAMS 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  601.  (a)  The  President  shall  from  time  to  time 
examine  the  various  programs  of  grants-in-aid  provided 
by  law  and  shall  determine  what  consolidations  are  neces¬ 
sary  or  desirable — 

( 1 )  to  promote  the  better  execution  and  efficient 
management  of  individual  grant  progTams  within  the 
same  functional  area; 

(2)  to  provide  better  coordination  among  indi¬ 
vidual  grant  programs  within  the  same  functional  area; 
or 

(3)  to  promote  more  efficient  planning  and  use  by 
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the  recipients  of  grants  under  programs  within  the  same 
functional  area. 

(h)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  pidjlic  interest 
demands  the  carrying  out  of  the  purposes  of  subsection  (a) 
and  that  the  purposes  may  he  accomplished  in  great  measure 
by  proceeding  under  this  title,  and  can  he  accomplished 
more  speedily  thereby  than  by  the  enactment  of  specific 
legislation. 

PREPARATION  AND  TRANSMITTAL  OF  PLAN 
Sec.  602.  (a)  When  the  President,  after  investigation, 
finds  that  a  consolidation  of  individual  grant-in-aid  programs 
within  the  same  functional  area  is  necessary  or  desirable  to 
accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section 
601  (a) ,  he  shall  prepare  a  grant  consolidation  plan  for  the 
making  of  such  consolidation,  and  shall  transmit  such  plan 
(hearing  an  identification  number)  to  the  Congress,  together 
with  a  declaration  that  with  respect  to  each  individual  pro¬ 
gram  consolidated  under  such  plan,  he  has  found  that  the 
consolidation  is  necessary  or  desirable  to  accomplish  one  or 
more  of  the  purposes  set  forth  in  section  601  (a) .  Each 
such  consolidation  plan  so  transmitted — 

(1)  shall  place  responsibility  in  a  single  agency 
for  administration  of  the  consolidated  program,  and 

(2)  shall  specify  in  detail  the  formula  or  fonnulas 
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for  the  making  of  grants  under  the  consolidated  pro¬ 
gram,  and  shall  set  forth  the  dilTerences  between  such 
formula  or  formulas  and  the  fonnula  for  making  gTants 
under  each  of  the  individual  programs  consolidated  under 
such  plan. 

(h)  Each  grant  consolidation  plan  shall  provide  for 
only  one  consolidation  of  individual  grant  programs. 

(c)  The  President  shall  have  a  grant  consolidation  plan 
delivered  to  both  Houses  on  the  same  day  and  to  each 
House  Avhile  it  is  in  session. 

C:()NGRES8IONAL  CONSIDERATTON 

Sec.  ()()3.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  sub¬ 
section  (c) ,  a  grant  consolidation  plan  shall  become  effective 
at  the  end  of  the  first  period  of  ninety  calendar  days  of  con¬ 
tinuous  session  of  the  Congress  after  the  date  on  which  the 
plan  is  transmitted  to  it  unless,  between  the  date  of  trans¬ 
mittal  and  the  end  of  the  ninety-day  period,  either  House 
passes  a  resolution  stating  in  sul)stance  that  the  House  does 
not  favor  the  grant  consolidation  plan. 

(1))  For  purposes  of  subsection  (a)  — 

( 1 )  continuity  of  session  is  l)roken  only  l)y  an  ad¬ 
journment  of  the  Congress  sine  die,  and 

(2)  the  days  on  which  either  House  is  not  in  ses- 
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sion  because  of  an  adjoiirniiieiit  of  more  than  three  days 
to  a  day  certain  shall  be  excluded  in  the  computation  of 
the  ninety-day  period. 

(c)  Under  provisions  contained  in  a  grant  consolidation 
plan,  a  provision  of  such  plan  may  l)ecome  effective  at  a  time 
later  than  the  date  on  which  such  ])lan  becomes  effective 
under  subsection  (a). 

(d)  A  grant  consolidation  plan  which  becomes  effective 
shall  be  printed  (1)  in  the  Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same 
volume  as  the  pul)lic  laws  and  (2)  in  the  Uederal  Eegister. 

Sec.  604.  (a)  This  section  is  enacted  l)y  the  Congress^ — 

(1)  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking  power  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Eej^resentatives,  respectively, 
and  as  such  it  is  deemed  a  part  of  the  rules  of  each 
House,  respectively,  l)ut  a])])lical)lc  only  with  respect  to 
the  procedure  to  be  followed  in  that  House  in  the  case  of 
resolutions  descri])ed  in  su])section  (b)  ;  and  it  supersedes 
other  rules  only  to  the  extent  that  it  is  inconsistent  there¬ 
with;  and 

(2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitutional  rio'lit 
of  either  House  to  change  the  rules  (so  far  as  relating  to 
the  ])rocedm’e  of  that  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same 
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luainier  and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  ease  of  any 
other  rule  of  that  House. 

(b)  Tlie  provisions  of  sections  910  through  913  of  title 
5  of  tlie  United  States  Code  shall  apply  with  respect  to  a. 
grant  consolidation  j)lan  and,  for  such  purposes — 

(1)  all  references  in  such  sections  to  ‘‘reorganiza¬ 
tion  plan”  shall  be  treated  as  referring  to  “grant  con¬ 
solidation  plan”,  and 

(2)  all  references  in  such  sections  to  “resolution” 
shall  1)0  treated  as  referring  to  a  resolution  of  either 
House  of  the  Congress,  the  matter  after  the  resolving 
clause  of  which  is  as  follows:  “That  the 

does  not  favor  the  grant  consolidation  plan  numbered 
transmitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  President  on 
,  19  .”,  the  first  blank  therein  being  filled 

vuth  the  name  of  the  resolving  House  and  the  other 
blank  spaces  therein  being  appropriately  filled. 
EXPIEATION  DATE 

Sec.  605.  The  authority  of  the  President  under  section 
602  to  transmit  grant  consolidation  plans  shall  expire  three 
years  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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TITLE  VII— AC(^U181TTON,  TTSE,  AND  J)I8rOSI- 
TTON  OE  LAND  WITHIN  UHLAN  ALEA8  BY 
EEDEEAL  AGENCIES  IN  CONEOLMITY  WITH 
LAND  ITTILIZATION  PKOGLAMS  OE  AE- 


EECTED  LOCAL  GOVEKNMENT 


AMENDMENT  OF  FEDEKAL  PEOPEKTY  AND  ADMINISTEATIVE 

SEB\^CES  ACT 

Sec.  701.  The  Eederal  Property  and  Adiiiiiiistrative 
Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seep) , 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  as 
follows : 

“TITLE  VIII— UKBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 

“SirOET  TITLE 

“Sec.  801.  This  title  may  he  cited  as  the  ‘Eederal 
IJrhan  Land-Use  Act’. 

“declaeation  of  puepose  and  policy 

“Sec.  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  promote 
more  harnionions  interg-overnmental  relations  hy  prescribing 
imiform  policies  and  jeroeednres  whereby  the  Administrator 
shall  accpiire,  use,  and  dispose  of  land  in  urban  areas  in 
order  that  urban  land  transactions  entered  into  for  the 
General  Services  Administration  or  on  behalf  of  other  Eed¬ 
eral  agencies  shall  be  consistent  with  zoning  and  land-use 
practices  and  shall  be  made  to  the  greatest  extent  in  accord- 
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ance  with  planning  and  development  objectives  of  the  local 
governments  and  local  planning  agencies  concerned. 
‘‘disposal  of  urban  lands 
“Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  contem¬ 
plates  the  disposal  for  or  on  behalf  of  any  Federal  agency  of 
any  real  property  situated  within  an  urban  area,  he  shall, 
prior  to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give  reasonable  notice 
to  the  head  of  the  governing  body  of  the  unit  of  general  local 
government  having  jurisdiction  over  zoning  and  land-use 
regidation  m  the  geographical  area  within  which  the  land  or 
lands  are  located  in  order  to  afford  the  government  the  op¬ 
portunity  of  zoning  for  the  use  of  such  land  in  accordance 
with  local  comprehensive  planning. 

“(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest  practicable 
extent,  shall  furnish  to  all  prospective  purchasers  of  such  real 
property,  full  and  complete  infonnation  concerning — 

“  ( 1 )  current  zoning  regulations  and  prospective 
zoning  requirements  and  objectives  for  such  property 
when  it  is  unzoned; 

“  (2)  cuiTent  availabihty  to  such  property  of  streets, 
sidewalks,  sewers,  water,  street  lights,  and  other  service 
facilities  and  prospective  availability  of  such  services  if 
such  property  is  included  in  comprehensive  planning. 

S.  698 - 5 
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“acquisition  OE  change  of  use  of  EEAL  PEOPEETY 
“8ec.  804.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable,  prior  to  a 
commitment  to  acquire  any  real  property  situated  in  an  urban 
area,  the  Administrator  shall  notify  the  unit  of  general  local 
government  exercising  zoning  and  land-use  jurisdiction  over 
the  land  proposed  to  be  purchased  of  bis  intent  to  acquire 
such  land  and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property.  In  the  event 
that  the  Administrator  determines  that  such  advance  notice 
would  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  proposed  purchase,  he 
shall,  upon  conclusion  of  the  acquisition,  immediately  notify 
such  local  government  of  the  acquisition  and  the  proposed 
use  of  the  property. 

“(b)  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  any  real 
property  situated  in  an  urban  area  as  a  site  for  public  build¬ 
ing.  the  Administrator  shall,  to  the  extent  he  determines 
practicable — 

“  (1)  consider  all  objections  made  to  any  such  ac- 
(piisition  or  change  use  by  such  unit  of  government  upon 
the  gromid  that  the  proposed  acquisition  of  use  conflicts 
or  would  conflict  with  the  zoning  regulations  or  planning 
objectives  of  such  units;  and 

“  (2)  comply  with  and  conform  to  such  regulations 
of  the  unit  of  general  local  government  having  jurisdic¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  area  within  which  such  property 
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1  is  situated  and  the  planning  and  development  objectives 

2  of  such  local  government. 

3  “Sec.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in  sections  803 

4  and  804  may  be  waived  during  any  period  of  national  emer- 

5  gency  proclaimed  by  the  President. 

6  “definitioivs 

7  “Sec.  80(3.  As  used  in  this  title — 

8  “  (a)  ‘Unit  of  general  local  government’  means  any  city, 

9  county,  town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general-purpose  politi- 

10  cal  subdivision  of  a  State. 

11  “(b)  ‘Urban  area’ means— 

12  “  (1)  any  geographical  area  within  the  jurisdiction 

13  of  any  incorporated  city,  town,  borough,  village,  or  other 

14  unit  of  general  local  government,  except  county  or  par- 

15  ish,  having  a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more  in- 

16  habitants ; 

17  “(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area  within 

18  the  jurisdiction  of  any  county,  town,  township,  or  similar 

19  governmental  entity  which  contains  no  incorporated  unit 

20  of  general  local  govermnent  but  has  a  population  density 

21  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred  inhabi- 

22  tants  per  square  mile ;  and 

23  “  (3)  that  portion  of  any  geographical  area  having 

24  a  population  density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand 
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five  hundred  inhabitants  per  square  mile  and  situated 
adjacent  to  the  boundary  of  any  incorporated  unit  of 
general  local  government  which  has  a  population  of  ten 
thousand  or  more  inhabitants. 

''(c)  'Comprehensive  planning’  includes  the  following, 
to  the  extent  directly  related  to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general 
local  government: 

"  (1)  preparation,  as  a  guide  for  long-range  develop¬ 
ment,  of  general  physical  plans  with  respect  to  the  pat¬ 
tern  and  intensity  of  land  use  and  the  provision  of  public 
facihties  including  transportation  facilities,  together  with 
long-range  fiscal  plans  for  such  development; 

"  (2)  programing  of  capital  improvements  based  on 
a  determination  of  relative  urgency,  together  with  defini¬ 
tive  financing  plans  for  the  improvement  to  be  con¬ 
structed  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  program; 

"  (3)  coordination  of  all  related  plans  of  the  depart¬ 
ment  or  subdivisions  of  the  government  concerned; 

"(4)  intergovernmental  coordination  of  related 
planning  activities  among  the  State  and  local  govern¬ 
mental  agencies  concerned;  and 

"(5)  preparation  of  regulatory  and  administrative 


measures  in  support  of  the  foregoing.” 


TITLE  VIII— UNIEOKM  KELOCLVTION  ASSISTANCE 


2  DECLxVKATION  OF  POLICY 

3  Sec.  801.  The  purpose  of  this  Aet  is  to  estal)lish  a  uiii- 

4  form  poliey  for  the  fair  and  e(p\itahle  treatment  of  owners, 

5  tenants,  and  other  persons  displaeed  l)y  the  aeipiisition  of  real 

6  property  in  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs.  Such 

7  a  policy  shall  be  as  uniform  as  practicable  as  to  ( 1 )  reloca- 

8  tion  payments,  (2)  advisory  assistance,  (3)  assurance  of 

9  availability  of  standard  housing,  and  (4)  Federal  reimhurse- 

10  ment  for  relocation  payments  under  federally  assisted  pro- 

11  grams. 

12  PaET  a.— FeDEEAL  rEOGEAI\IS 

13  eelocation  payments 

11  Sec.  802.  (a)  If  the  head  of  any  Federal  agency  ac- 
15  quires  real  property  for  public  use  in  a  State,  he  shall  make 

10  fair  and  reasonable  relocation  payments  to  displaced  pei- 
1^  sons  in  accordance  with  the  regulations  established  by  the 

18  President  under  section  805  of  this  Act. 

19  (1))  If  any  displaced  person  who  moves  or  discon- 

20  tinues  his  business  elects  to  accept  the  payment  authorized 

21  bv  this  subsection  in  lieu  of  the  payment  authorized  for 

o' 

22  such  business  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  head 

23  of  such  Federal  agency  shall  make  a  fixed  relocation  payment 
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to  such  person  in  an  amount  e(nial  to  the  average  annual  net 
earnings  of  the  business,  or  $5,000,  whichever  is  the  lesser. 
No  payment  shall  he  made  under  this  snbsection  unless  the 
head  of  such  agenc}^  is  satisfied  that  the  business  (1)  cannot 
he  relocated  without  a  sul)stantial  loss  of  its  existing  patron¬ 
age,  and  (2)  is  not  part  of  a  commercial  enterprise  having 
at  least  one  other  estahlishment,  not  being  acquired  by  the 
United  States,  which  is  engaged  in  the  same  or  similar  busi¬ 
ness.  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  ‘‘average 
annual  net  earnings”  means  one-half  of  any  net  eaniings 
of  the  business,  before  Federal,  State,  and  local  income  taxes, 
during  the  two  taxable  years  immediately  preceding  the 
taxable  year  in  which  such  business  moves  from  the  real 
property  acquired  by  the  United  States  and  includes  any 
compensation  paid  by  the  business  to  the  owner,  his  spouse, 
or  his  dependent  children  during  such  two-year  penod.  Such 
earnings  and  compensation  shall  be  established  by  Federal 
income  tax  returns  filed  by  such  business  and  its  owner  and 
his  spouse  and  dependent  children  for  such  two  taxable  years. 

(c)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moved  from  a  dwelling 
elects  to  accept  the  payments  authorized  by  this  subsection 
in  lieu  of  the  pa,3nnents  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  for  moving  from  such  dwelling,  the  head  of  such 
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Federal  agency  shall  make  the  following  fixed  relocation 
payments  to  such  person: 

(1)  A  moving  expense  allowance,  detennined  ac¬ 
cording  to  a  schedule  established  l)y  the  head  of  such 
agency,  not  to  exceed  $200 ; 

(2)  A  dislocation  allowance  e(|ual  to  the  amount 
paid  under  paragrajdi  (1)  of  this  subsection  or  $100, 
whichever  is  the  lesser; 

(3)  An  additional  payment  of  $300  if  the  displaced 
person  purchases  a  dwelling  for  the  pur})ose  of  residence 
within  one  year  from  the  date  of  actual  displacement 
exce].)t  that  such  disi)laced  person  shall  only  he  eligible 
for  payment  under  this  subsection  when  the  dwelling 
purchased  is  situated  upon  real  estate  in  which  such 
person  acquires  fee  title,  life  estate,  ninety-nine-year 
lease,  or  other  type  of  long-term  lease  equivalent  to  fee 
ownership ;  and 

(d)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moves  or  discontinues 
a  farm  oi)eration  elects  to  acce])t  the  payment  authorized 
l)y  this  sul)section  in  lieu  of  the  i)ayment  authorized  for 
such  farm  operation  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the 
head  of  such  Federal  agency  shall  make  a  fixed  relocation 
payment  to  such  ])erson  in  the  amount  of  $1,000.  In  the 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


36 


case  where  the  entire  farm  operation  is  not  acquired  by  such 
Federal  agency,  the  payment  authorized  by  this  sul)section 
shall  l)e  made  only  if  the  head  of  such  agency  determines 
tliat  the  remainder  property  is  no  longer  an  economic  unit. 

(e)  (1)  In  addition  to  any  amount  under  subsections 
(a),  (])),  (c),  and  (d)  of  this  section,  the  head  of  such, 
Federal  agency  may  pay  to  or  on  behalf  of  any  displaced 
family,  displaced  elderly  individual,  or  displaced  handicapped 
individual,  monthly  payments  over  a  period  not  to  exceed 
twenty-four  months  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500  in  the 
first  twelve  montlis  and  $500  in  the  second  twelve  months 
to  assist  such  displaced  family  or  individual  to  secure  a  de¬ 
cent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling.  Sulqect  to  the  limitation 
imposed  by  tlie  prec'eding  sentence,  tlie  additional  payment 
shall  l)e  an  amount  whicli,  when  added  to  20  per  centum  of 
the  annual  income  of  the  displaced  individual  or  family  at 
the  time  of  displacement,  e(pials  the  average  annual  rental 
required  for  such  a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling  of 
modest  standards  adequate  in  size  to  accommodate  the  dis¬ 


placed  individual  or  family  in  areas  not  generally  less  desir¬ 
able  in  regard  to  puldic  utilities  and  public  and  commercial 
facilities:  Provided,  That  such  payment  shall  be  made  only 
to  an  individual  or  laniily  who  is  unable  to  secure  a  dwell¬ 


ing  unit  in  a  low-rent  housing  project  assisted  under  the 
United  States  TTousing  Act  of  1037,  or  under  a  State  or  local 
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program  found  by  tlio  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Devel¬ 
opment  to  have  the  same  general  purposes  as  the  Federal 
program  undei'  such  Act,  or  a  dwelling  unit  assisted  under 
section  101  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of 
1965. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
shall  make  the  determinations  under  this  suljsection  on  the 
amount  of  assistance  according  to  family  size,  family  or  in¬ 
dividual  income,  average  rents  required,  or  similar  consid¬ 
erations  for  all  agencies  making  such  payments. 

(3)  The  additional  payments  under  this  subsection  may 
be  paid  on  a  lump  sum  or  other  than  monthly  basis  in  cases 
in  which  the  small  size  of  the  payments  that  would  other¬ 
wise  be  required  do  not  warrant  a  number  of  separate  pay¬ 
ments  or  in  other  cases  in  which  other  than  monthly 
payments  are  determined  warranted  by  the  head  of  the 
Federal  agency. 

(4)  Flo  payment  received  under  this  subsection  shall 
be  considered  as  income  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  eligibility  or  the  extent  of  eligibility  of  any  person  for 
assistance  under  the  Social  Secuiity  Act  or  any  other  Fed¬ 
eral  act. 

(f)  All  functions  performed  under  this  section  shall 
be  subject  to  the  operation  of  the  Act  of  June  11,  1946 
(60  Stat.  237),  as  amended  (5  U.S.C.  1001-1011).  Any 
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displaced  person  adversely  affected  or  aggrieved  by  the 
operation  of  this  section  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act 
may  institute  in  the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  judicial  district  in  which  such  claimant  resides  or  in 
which  such  claim  first  arose  an  action  for  the  review  of  such 
determination.  Upon  the  filing  of  such  action,  such  comt 
shall  have  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  detennine  such  action  and 
to  enter  therein  such  judgment,  decree,  or  order  as  it  shall 
deem  appropriate  and  may  modify  such  determination  upon 
a  showing  that  such  detennination  was  arbitrary,  capricious, 
or  in  violation  of  standards  applicable  to  such  deteiminations 
in  similar  cases. 

EELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  PKOGEAMS 

Sec.  803.  (a)  If  the  head  of  any  Federal  agency 
acquires  real  property  for  public  use  in  a  State,  he  shall  pro¬ 
vide  a  relocation  assistance  program  for  displaced  persons 
which  shall  offer  the  sendees  described  in  subsection  (e) 
of  this  section.  If  the  head  of  such  agency  determines  that 
other  persons,  occupying  property  adjacent  to  the  real  prop¬ 
erty  acquired,  are  caused  substantial  economic  injury  because 
of  the  public  improvement  for  which  such  property  is 
acquired,  he  may  offer  such  persons  relocation  services  under 
such  program. 

(b)  Federal  agencies  administering  programs  which 
may  be  of  assistance  to  displaced  persons  covered  by  this 
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Act  shall  cooperate  to  the  maxinmiii  extent  feasible  with  the 
Federal  or  State  agency  causing  the  displacement  to  assure 
that  such  displaced  persons  receive  the  maximum  assistance 
available  to  them.  > /;i<  ..mi 

(c)  Each  relocation  assistance  program  required  by 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  include  such  measures, 
facilities,  or  services  as  may  be  necessary  or  appropriate  in 
order  (1)  to  deteianine  the  needs  of  displaced  families, 
individuals,  business  concerns,  and  farm  operators  for  re¬ 
location  assistance;  (2)  to  assure  that  within  a  reasonable 
period  of  time  prior  to  disi)lacement,  there  will  be  available, 
in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to  public 
utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities  and  at  rents 
or  prices  within  the  financial  means  of  the  famifies  and  in¬ 
dividuals  displaced,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings  equal 
in  number  to  the  number  of,  and  available  to,  such  displaced 
families  and  individuals  and  reasonably  accessible  to  their 
places  of  employment,  except  that  such  assurance  may  be 
waived  duiing  any  period  of  national  emergency  proclaimed 
by  the  President;  (3)  to  assist  owners  of  displaced  busi¬ 
nesses  and  displaced  farm  operators  in  obtaining  and  be¬ 
coming  established  in  suitable  ])usiness  locations  or  replace¬ 
ment  farms;  (4)  to  supply  information  concerning  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Housing  Administration  home  acquisition  program 
under  section  221  (d)  (2)  of  the  National  Housing  Act, 
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1  the  small  business  disaster  loan  progTam  under  section  7 

2  (b)  (d)  of  the  Small  Business  Act,  and  other  programs 

3  olfering  assistance  to  displaced  persons;  (5)  to  assist  in 

4  minimizing  hardships  to  displaced  persons  in  adjusting  to 

5  relocation;  and  (6)  to  assure,  to  the  greatest  extent  prac- 
h  ticahle,  the  coordination  of  relocation  activities  with  other 
7  project  activities  and  other  planned  or  proposed  govern- 
S  mental  actions  in  the  community  or  nearby  areas  which  may 
9  affect  the  carrying  out  of  the  relocation  program. 
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(d)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  7  (h)  of  the  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

‘^(3)  to  make  such  loans  (either  directly  or  in 
cooperation  with  hanks  or  other  lending  institutions 
through  agreements  to  participate  on  an  immediate  or 
deferred  basis)  as  the  Administration  may  determine  to 
he  necessary  or  ai)propriate  to  assist  any  small  hiisiness 
concern  in  continuing  in  business  at  its  existing  location, 
in  reestablishing  its  business,  in  purchasing  a  business, 
or  in  estahlishing  a  new  business,  if  the  Admiistration 
determines  that  such  concern  has  suffered  substantial 
economic  injury  as  the  result  of  its  displacement  by,  or 
location  in,  adjacent  to,  or  near,  a  federally  aided  urban 
renewal  project  or  highway  construction  program  or  any 
other  public  improvement  program  conducted  by  or 
with  funds  provided  in  whole  or  in  part  by  the  Federal 
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Government  or  by  the  States;  and  the  purpose  of  a 
loan  made  pursuant  to  such  project  or  program  may,  in 
the  discretion  of  the  Administration,  include  the  pur¬ 
chase  or  construction  of  other  premises  whether  or  not 
the  borrower  owned  the  premises  occupied  1)y  the 
business  and,” 

STATES  ACTING  AS  AGENTS  FOE  FEDEEAL  PEOGEAMS 
Sec.  804.  Whenever  real  property  is  ac(pured  by  a 
State  agency  for  a  Federal  public  improvement  project,  such 
acquisition  shall,  for  purposes  of  this  Act,  be  deemed  an 
acquisition  by  the  Federal  agency  having  authority  over 
such  project  and  such  Federal  agency  shall  make  relocation 
payments,  provide  relocation  assistance,  and  provide  assur¬ 
ance  of  availability  of  housing  as  required  in  the  case  of 
acquisitions  of  real  property  l)y  a  Federal  agency. 

AUTIIOEITY  OF  THE  PEESIDENT 

Sec.  805.  (a)  To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  this 
title,  the  President  is  authorized  to  make  such  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations  as  he  may  determine  to  be  necessary  to  assure — 

( 1 )  that  relocation  payments  authorized  by  section 
802  shall  be  fair  and  reasonable  and  as  unifoim  as 
practicable ; 

(2)  that  a  displaced  person  who  makes  proper 
application  for  a  relocation  payment  authorized  for  such 
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person  by  section  802(a)  sliall  l)e  reini])urse(I  for  or 
paid — 

(A)  his  actual  and  reasonable  expenses  in 
moving  himself,  his  family,  his  business,  farai  opera¬ 
tion,  or  other  personal  property,  and  in  the  case  of 
a  farm  operation,  for  his  actual  and  reasonable  ex¬ 
penses  in  searching  for  a  replacement  farm ; 

(B)  if  he  disposes  of  personal  property  on 
moving  his  business  or  farm  operation  and  replaces 
such  property  at  the  new  location,  an  amount  equal 
to  the  reasonable  expenses  that  would  have  been  re¬ 
quired  in  moving  such  personal  property  to  the  new 
location ;  and 

(0)  such  other  expenses  authorized  by  section 
802  (a)  as  may  be  provided  for  in  regulations  issued 
under  this  section; 

(3)  that  a  displaced  person  who  makes  proper 
application  for  a  relocation  pajmient  authorized  for  such 
person  by  this  title  shall  be  paid  promptly  after  a  move 
or,  in  certain  hardship  cases,  the  President  may,  by 
regulation,  authorize  advance  payment  of  certain  reloca¬ 
tion  costs; 

(4)  that  any  person  aggrieved  by  a  determination 
as  to  eligil)ilitv  for  a  relocation  payment  authorized  hy 
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this  title,  or  tlie  anioinit  of  a  payment,  may  have  his 
application  reviewed  by  the  head  of  the  ag’ency;  and 
(5)  that  a  displaced  person  shall  have  a  reasonable 
time  in  which  to  apply  for  a  relocation  payment  author¬ 
ized  by  this  title. 

(b)  The  President  may,  by  regulation,  establish  a  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  amount  of  a  relocation  payment  authorized  by 
section  802  (a)  with  due  consideration  for  the  declaration 
of  policy  in  this  title  and  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  and  section  807  (b) . 

(c)  In  order  to  prevent  unnecessary  expense  and  dupli¬ 
cation  of  functions,  and  to  promote  uniform  and  effective 
administration  of  relocation  assistance  programs  for  dis¬ 
placed  persons,  the  President  is  authorized  to  require  that 
any  Federal  agency  make  relocation  payments  or  provide 
relocation  services,  or  otherwise  carry  out  its  functions  under 
this  title,  by  utilizing  the  facilities,  personnel,  and  services 
of  any  other  Federal  agency,  or  by  entering  into  appropriate 
contracts  or  agreements  with  any  State  agency  having  an 
established  organization  for  conducting  relocation  assistance 
programs. 

(d)  The  President  may  make  such  other  rules  and 
regulations  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  title  as 
he  deems  necessary  or  appropriate  to  carry  out  this  title. 
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FUND  AVAILABILITY 

Sec.  806.  Funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  available  to 
any  Federal  agency  for  the  acquisition  of  real  property  or 
an}^  interest  therein  shall  be  available  also  for  obligation  and 
expenditure  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

Part  fh— Federally  Assisted  Programs 

RELOCATION  PAYMENTS  AND  ASSISTANCE;  ASSURANCE  OF 
AVAILABILITY  OF  HOUSING 

Sec.  807.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  on  and  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  no  grant  to,  or 
contract  or  agreement  with  a  State  agency,  under  which 
Federal  financial  assistance  will  be  available  to  pay  the  cost 
in  connection  with  the  acquisition  of  real  property  or  of  a 
public  improvement  for  wdiich  real  property  is  to  he  acquired 
or  as  tlie  result  of  which  displacement  will  otherwise  occur, 
may  he  approved  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  administration  of  such  Federal  financial 
assistance  unless  such  State  agency  has  entered  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  head  of  such  Federal  agency  to  provide  to 
displaced  persons  for  moves  from  such  real  property — 

(1)  fair  and  reasonable  relocation  payments  as 
described  in  section  802  (a)  of  this  title  and  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  established  liy  the  President  under 
section  805  of  this  title; 

(2)  fixed  relocation  payments  in  the  same  amounts 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


45 


and  under  the  same  terms  and  eonditions  as  are  required 
to  be  made  by  a  Federal  agency  by  subsections  802  (b) , 
(c) ,  (d),and  (e)  of  this  title; 

(3)  relocation  assistance  programs  offering  the 
services  described  in  section  803  (c)  of  this  title;  and 

(4)  a  feasible  method  for  the  temporary  relocation 
of  families  and  individuals  displaced  from  the  property 
acquired,  and  assurance  that  within  a  reasonable  period 
of  time  prior  to  displacement,  there  will  be  available  in 
areas  not  generally  less  desiral)le  in  regard  to  public 
utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities  and  at  rents 
or  prices  witliin  the  financial  means  of  the  families  and 
individuals  displaced,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings 
equal  in  number  to  the  numl)er  of  and  availaljle  to  such 
displaced  families  and  individuals  and  reasonably  ac¬ 


cessible  to  their  places  of  enqdoynient. 

(b)  The  cost  to  a  State  agency  i)roviding  the  payments 
md  services  described  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
may  be  included  as  part  of  the  cost  of  the  ])roject  for  which 
Federal  financial  assistance  is  availal)le  to  such  State  agency. 


ind  such  State  agency  shall  1)e  eligil)le  for  Federal  financial 
■issistance  with  respect  to  such  payments  and  services  in 
the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  with  lespect  to 
other  project  costs,  except  that  the  Federal  agency  providing 
such  assistance  shall  contribute  the  first  $25,000  of  the  cost 
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of  providing  a  relocation  payment  to  any  displaced  person. 
However,  no  State  agency  need  agree  to  make  any  reloca¬ 
tion  payment  in  excess  of  $25,000  to  any  displaced  person 
in  order  to  receive  the  assistance  authorized  by  the  sub¬ 
section. 

(c)  In  order  to  prevent  unnecessary  expenses  and  du¬ 
plication  of  functions,  and  to  promote  unifonn  and  effective 
administration  of  relocation  assistance  programs  for  dis¬ 
placed  persons,  any  agreement  by  a  State  agency  under  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section  shall  provide  that  such  agency 
may  make  relocation  payments  or  provide  relocation  assist¬ 
ance  or  otherwise  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  title  by 
utilizing  the  facilities,  personnel,  and  services  of  any  other 
State  agency  having  an  established  organization  for  conduct¬ 
ing  relocation  assistance  programs. 

(d)  Any  grant  to,  or  contract  or  agreement  with  a  State 
ao’cncv  executed  ))efore  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  under 
which  Federal  financial  assistance  is  available  to  pay  the 
cost  in  connection  with  the  ac(iuisition  of  real  property,  or 
of  the  improvement  for  which  such  property  is  acquired, 
'may  be  amended  to  include  an  agreement  as  described  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

(e)  If  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  determines  that  it 
is  necessary  for  the  expeditious  completion  of  a  public  im- 
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proveineiit  for  which  a  State  agency  has  entered  into  an 
agreenient,  as  described  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  to 
make  relocation  payments  to  displaced  persons,  or  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  funds  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  section 
905(h)  (1)  of  this  Act,  he  may  advance  the  Federal  share 
of  such  relocation  payments  and  an  amount  necessary  to 
make  the  required  payments  under  section  905(b)  (1)  to 
such  State  agency.  Upon  determination  by  the  head  of  such 
Federal  agency  that  any  part  of  the  funds  advanced  to  a 
State  agency  under  this  subsection  are  no  longer  required, 
the  amount  which  he  determines  not  to  be  required  shall  be 
repaid  upon  demand.  Any  sum  advanced  and  not  repaid  on 
demand  shall  be  deducted  from  sums  otherwise  available  to 
such  State  ao’encv  from  Federal  sources. 

O  »/ 

DISPLACEMENT  BY  CEKTAIN  PEOGEAMS  EECEIVING  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  UNDER  TITLE  I  OE  THE  HOUSING  ACT  OF  1949, 

AS  AMENDED 

Sec.  808.  A  person  who  moves  or  discontinues  his 
business,  or  moves  other  personal  property,  or  moves  from 
his  dwelling  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  as  a 
direct  result  of  any  project  or  program  which  receives 
Federal  financial  assistance  under  title  I  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  shall,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
title,  be  deemed  to  be  a  displaced  person. 
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SEVEEABILITY 

Sec.  809.  If  any  provision  of  this  title,  or  the  appli¬ 
cation  thereof  to  any  person  or  cirennistance  is  held  in¬ 
valid,  the  remainder  of  this  title  and  the  application  of 
the  provision  to  other  persons  or  circnmstances  shall  not 
be  affected  thereby. 

ACTS  repealed 

Sec.  810.  (a)  The  following  laws  and  parts  of  laws 
are  hereby  repealed: 

(1)  The  Act  entitled  ^‘An  Act  to  anthoiize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  reimburse  owners  of  lands  required  for 
development  under  his  jurisdiction  for  their  moving  expenses, 
and  for  other  purposes,”  approved  May  29,  1958  (43  U.S.C. 
1231-1234). 

(2)  Paragraph  14  of  section  203  (b)  of  the  h^ational 
xleronautics  and  Space  Act  of  1958  (42  U.S.C.  2473) . 

(3)  Section  2680  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

(4)  Section  133  of  title  23,  United  States  Code. 

(5)  Section  7  (b)  of  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation 
Act  of  1964  (49  U.S.C.  1606  (b)  ) . 

(6)  Section  105(c)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42 
U.S.C.  1455(c)  ). 

(7)  Section  114  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C. 
1465(a)-(d)  ). 

(8)  Paragraph  (8)  of  section  15  of  the  United  States 
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Housing  Act  of  1937  (42  H.S.C.  1415(8)),  except  the 
first  sentence  of  such  paragraph. 

(9)  Section  404  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  (42  U.S.C.  3071-3074) . 

(10)  Section  107  of  the  Demonstration  Cities  and 
]\retropolitan  Development  Act  of  1966. 

(b)  Any  rights  or  liabilities  now  existing  under  prior 
Acts  or  portions  thereof  shall  not  be  affected  by  the  repeal 
of  such  prior  Acts  or  portions  thereof  under  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section. 

TITLE  IX— UMEORM  LAND  ACQUISITION  POLICY 
Paet  A— Fedeeal  Peogeams 

UNIFOEM  POLICY  OX  LAXD  ACQUISITION  PEACTICES 

Sec.  901.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  the  acquisition 
of  real  property  by  amicable  agreements  with  owners,  to 
relieve  congestion  in  the  courts,  to  assure  consistent  treat¬ 
ment  for  owners  in  the  many  Federal  programs,  and  to 
promote  public  confidence  in  Federal  land  acquisition  prac¬ 
tices,  heads  of  Federal  agencies  shall,  consistent  with  pro¬ 
gram  requirements,  be  guided  by  the  following  policies: 

(1)  The  head  of  a  Federal  agency  should  make  every 
reasonable  effort  to  acquire  real  property  by  negotiated 
purchase. 

(2)  Peal  property  should  l)e  appraised  before  the 
initiation  of  negotiations,  and  the  owner  or  his  designated 
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representative  should  be  given  an  opportunity  to  accompany 
the  appraiser  during  his  inspection  of  the  property. 

(3)  Before  tlie  initiation  of  negotiations  for  property, 
the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  should  establish 
a  price  which  he  believes  to  l)e  a  fair  and  reasonable  con¬ 
sideration  therefor  and  should  make  a  prompt  offer  to  acquire 
the  property  for  the  full  amount  so  established. 

(4)  No  owner  should  be  required  to  surrender  posses¬ 
sion  of  real  property  before  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
concerned  pays  the  agreed  purchase  price,  or  deposits  with 
the  court,  in  accordance  with  section  1  of  the  Act  of  Febm- 
ary  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1421;  40  U.S.O.  258a),  for  the 
benefit  of  the  owner  an  amount  not  less  than  the  appraised 
fair  value  of  such  property  as  detennined  by  such  agency 
head,  or  the  amount  of  the  award  of  compensation  in  the 
condemnation  proceeding  for  such  property. 

(5)  The  construction  or  development  of  public  improve¬ 
ments  should  he  so  scheduled  that  no  person  lawfully  occupy¬ 
ing  real  property  will  he  required  to  move  from  a  dwelling, 
or  to  move  his  business  or  farm  operation  without  at  least 
ninety  days’  written  notice,  if  consistent  with  project  require¬ 
ments,  from  tlie  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned,  of  the 
date  by  which  such  move  is  required. 

(6)  If  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  does 
not  require  a  building,  structure,  or  other  improvement  ac- 
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qnired  as  a  part  of  tlic  real  property,  he  slioiild  offer  to 
penriit  its  owner  to  remove  it.  As  a  condition  of  removal, 
an  appropriate  agreement  should  he  required  whereby  the 
fair  value  of  such  building,  structure,  or  improvement  for 
removal  from  the  real  property,  as  determined  by  such  agen¬ 
cy  head,  will  be  deducted  from  the  compensation  otherwise 
to  be  paid  for  the  real  property,  however  such  compensation 
may  be  determined. 

(7)  If  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  permits  an  owner 
or  tenant  to  occupy  the  real  property  acquired  on  a  rental 
basis  for  a  short  term  or  for  a  period  subject  to  termination 
by  the  Government  on  short  notice,  the  amount  of  rent 
required  should  not  exceed  the  fair  rental  value  of  the  prop¬ 
erty  to  a  short-term  occupier. 

(8)  In  no  event  should  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency 
either  advance  the  time  of  condemnation,  or  defer  the  con¬ 
demnation  and  the  deposit  of  funds  in  court  for  the  use  of 
the  owner,  in  order  to  compel  an  agreement  on  the  price  to 
be  paid  for  the  ])roperty.  If  an  agency  head  cannot  reach 
an  agreement  with  the  owner,  after  negotiations  have  con¬ 
tinued  for  a  reasonable  time,  he  should  promptly  institute 
condemnation  proceedings  and,  at  the  same  time  or  as  soon 
thereafter  as  practicable,  file  a  declaration  of  taking  and 
deposit  funds  with  the  court  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of 
February  26,  1931  (46  Stat,  1421),  if  possession  is  re- 
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quired  prior  to  the  entiy  of  the  judgment  in  the  condemna¬ 
tion  proceeding. 

(9)  If  an  mterest  in  real  property  is  to  be  acquired  by 
exercise  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  the  head  of  the 
Federal  agency  concerned  should,  except  as  to  property 
to  be  acquired  under  section  25  of  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  Act  of  1933  (48  Stat.  70,  as  amended;  10  U.S.C. 
83 lx),  request  the  Attorney  General  to  institute  foraial 
condemnation  proceedings.  Vo  Federal  agency  head  should 
intentionally  make  it  necessary  for  an  owner  to  institute 
legal  proceedings  to  prove  the  fact  of  the  taking  of  his 
property. 

(10)  If  the  acquisition  of  only  part  of  a  property 
would  leave  its  owner  with  an  uneconomic  remnant,  the 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  should  acquire  the 
entire  property. 

(11)  In  determining  the  boundaries  of  a  proposed 
public  improvement,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  con¬ 
cerned  should  take  into  account  human  considerations,  in¬ 
cluding  the  economic  and  social  effects  of  such  determination 
on  the  owners  and  tenants  of  real  property  in  the  area,  in 
addition  to  engineering  and  other  factors. 

(1))  Tlie  provisions  of  this  section,  being  general 
])olicies  for  the  guidance  of  Federal  agencies,  shall  create 
no  rights  or  lial)ilities  not  othervsise  existing  or  availal)le. 
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nor  alTect  the  validity  of  any  property  acquisitions  by  pur¬ 
chase  or  condeinnation. 

COMPENSATION  FOE  PEOPEKTY  ACQUIEED 
Sec.  902.  If  the  head  of  any  Federal  agency  acquires 
real  property  for  public  use  in  any  State  or  the  District  of 
Columbia,  by  purchase  or  condemnation,  the  fair  market 
value  of  such  property  shall  lie  paid  as  compensation  therefor 
unless  it  is  the  intention  of  the  seller  to  convey  the  property 
for  less  than  fair  market  value. 

BUILDINGS,  STEUCTUEES,  AND  IMPEOVEMENTS 
Sec.  903.  (a)  IMotwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of 
law,  if  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  acquires  land  or  any  in¬ 
terest  in  land  for  public  use  in  a  State,  he  shall  acquire  a  like 
interest,  or  greater  interest,  in  all  buildings,  structures,  or 
other  improvements  comprising  part  of  the  real  property  so 
acquired  which  are  required  to  he  removed  from  the  land  or 
which,  in  the  opinion  of  such  agency  head,  will  he  adversely 
affected  by  such  public  use,  if  such  improvements  are  not 
required  to  he  removed. 

(b)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  ‘‘real  property” 
means  land,  or  any  interest  in  land,  and  (1)  any  building, 
structure,  or  other  improvement  imbedded  in  or  affixed  to 
land,  and  any  article  so  affixed  or  attached  to  such  building, 
structure,  or  improvement  as  to  he  an  essential  and  integral 
part  thereof;  (2)  any  article  affixed  or  attached  to  such  real 
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property  in  siicli  manner  tliat  it  cannot  be  removed  ^Yitllout 
material  injury  to  itself  or  the  real  property;  and  (3)  any 
article  so  designed,  constructed,  or  specially  adapted  for  the 
purpose  for  which  such  real  property  is  used  that  (A)  it  is 
an  essential  accessory  or  part  of  such  real  property,  (B)  it  is 
not  capable  of  use  elsewhere,  and  (C)  it  would  lose  sub¬ 
stantially  all  its  value  if  removed  from  the  real  property. 

(c)  For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  extent  of  the 
acquisition  of  real  property  and  the  valuation  thereof,  no 
building,  structure,  or  other  improvement  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  other  than  a  part  of  the  real  property  solely  because 
of  the  right  or  obligation  of  a  tenant,  as  against  the  owner  of 
any  other  interest  in  the  real  property,  to  remove  such 
building,  structure,  or  improvement  at  the  expiration  of  his 
term,  and  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  shall  pay  to  the 
tenant  the  fair  value  of  the  building,  structure,  or  improve¬ 
ment,  which  fair  value  shall  be  determined  by  such  agency 
head  as  the  greatest  of  (1)  the  contributive  value  of  the 
improvement  to  the  present  use  of  the  entirety,  ( 2 )  the  cur¬ 
rent  cost  of  reproduction  less  depreciation  of  the  improve¬ 
ment,  or  (3)  the  value  of  the  improvement  for  removal  from 
the  property. 
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EXPENSES  INCIDENTAL  TO  TKANSEER  OE  TITLE  TO  UNITED 


STATES 

Sec.  904.  (a)  The  head  of  a  Federal  agency,  not  later 
than  the  date  of  pa^nnent  of  the  purchase  price  or  the  date 
of  deposit  of  funds  to  satisfy  the  award  of  compensation  in  a 
condemnation  proceeding  to  acquire  real  property,  whichever 
is  the  earlier,  shall  reimburse  the  o^Mier,  to  the  extent  the 
head  of  such  agency  deems  fair  and  reasonable,  for  expenses 
necessarily  incurred  for — 

(1)  recording  fees,  transfer  taxes,  and  similar  ex¬ 
penses  in  conveying  such  real  property  to  the  United 
States ; 

(2)  penalty  costs  for  prepayment  of  mortgage  inci¬ 
dent  to  such  real  property ;  and 

(3)  the  pro  rata  portion  of  real  jiroperty  taxes 
allocable  to  a  period  sidjsequent  to  the  date  of  vesting 
title  or  the  effective  date  of  a  court  order  of  possession, 
whichever  is  the  earlier. 

(b)  The  determination  as  to  such  payments  by  the 
head  of  such  agency  shall  he  final  and  no  provision  of  this 
section  shall  be  construed  to  give  any  person  a  cause  of  action 
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ill  any  court,  nor  may  any  violation  of  this  section  be  raised 
as  a  defense  such  person  in  any  action. 

Paet  B.— Eedeealt.y  Assisted  Peograms 

REQUIREMENTS  FOR  APPROVAL  OF  CONTRACTS  OR  AGREE¬ 
MENTS  FOR  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 
Sec.  905.  (a)  Notwitbstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  on  and  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  no 
grant  to  or  contract  or  agreement  with  a  State  agency,  under 
which  Federal  financial  assistance  will  he  available  to  pay 
in  whole  or  in  part  the  cost  of  the  acquisition  of  real  property 
or  of  a  public  improvement  for  which  real  property  is  to  be 
acquired,  may  be  approved  by  the  head  of  the  Federal 
agency  responsible  for  the  administration  of  such  Federal 
financial  assistance  unless  such  State  agency  has  entered  into 
an  agreement  which  shall  provide — 

(1)  that  every  reasonable  effort  shall  he  made  to 
acquire  the  real  property  by  negotiated  purchase  ; 

(2)  that  the  construction  or  development  of  the 
public  improvement  will  be  so  scheduled  that,  to  the 
greatest  extent  practicable,  no  person  will  be  required 
to  move  from  a  home,  farm,  or  business  location  with¬ 
out  at  least  ninety  days’  written  notice,  if  consistent  with 
project  requirements,  from  such  State  agency  of  the 
date  by  which  the  move  is  required ;  and 

(3)  that  it  will  he  the  policy  of  the  head  of  the 
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State  agency,  before  initiating  negotiations  for  real  prop¬ 
erty,  to  establish  a  price  which  he  believes  to  be  a  fair 
and  reasonable  consideration  therefor,  and  to  make  a 
prompt  offer  to  acquire  the  j)roperty  for  the  full  amount 
so  established. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  on 
and  after  January  1,  1970,  no  grant  to,  or  contract  or  agree¬ 
ment  with  a  State  agency,  under  which  Federal  financial 
assistance  will  be  available  to  j)ay  in  whole  or  in  part  the 
cost  of  the  acquisition  of  real  property,  or  of  a  public  im¬ 
provement  for  which  real  property  is  to  be  acquired,  may 
be  approved  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  responsible 
for  the  administration  of  such  Federal  financial  assistance, 
unless  such  State  agency  has  entered  into  the  agreements 
described  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and  has  agreed— 
(1)  that  no  owner  will  be  required  to  surrender 
possession  of  real  property  before  the  head  of  the  State 
agency  (A)  pays  the  agreed  purchase  price,  (B)  makes 
available  to  the  owner,  by  court  deposit  or  otherwise, 
an  amount  not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  appraised 
fair  value  of  such  property,  as  approved  by  such  State 
agency  head,  without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the  owner 
to  contest  the  amount  of  compensation  due  for  the  prop¬ 
erty,  or  (0)  deposits  or  pays  the  final  award  of  com- 
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pensation  in  tlie  condemnation  proceeding  for  such 
property ; 

(2)  that  any  decrease  in  the  value  of  real  property 
prior  to  tlie  date  of  valuation  caused  by  the  puldic  im¬ 
provement  for  which  such  property  is  acquired,  or  by 
the  likelihood  that  the  property  would  be  acquired  for 
the  proposed  public  improvement,  other  than  that  due 
to  physical  deterioration  within  the  reasonable  control  of 
the  owner,  will  be  disregarded  in  determining  the  com¬ 
pensation  for  the  property;  and 

( 3 )  that  for  the  purposes  of  determining  the  extent 
of  the  acquisition  of  real  property  and  the  value  thereof, 
no  building,  structure,  or  other  improvement  will  be 
deemed  to  be  other  than  a  part  of  the  real  propertj^  solely 
because  of  the  right  or  obligation  of  a  tenant,  as  against 
the  owner  of  any  other  interest  in  the  real  property,  to 
remove  such  l)uilding,  structure,  or  improvement,  and 
that  an  amount  not  less  than  the  value  which  such  build¬ 
ing,  structure,  or  improvement  contributes  to  the  value 
of  the  real  property  acquired,  or  the  value  of  such  build¬ 
ing,  structure,  or  improvement  for  removal  from  the  real 
property,  wliichever  is  the  greater,  will  be  paid  to  the 
tenant  therefor. 


59 


PROVISIONS  REPEALED 

Sec.  906.  EfTective  on  January  1,  1970,  sections  401, 
402,  and  403  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of 
1965  are  hereby  repealed. 
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pumping  plants  and  appurtenant  facilities; 
s^ovided.  That  construction  of  the  Welser 
Silver  division  shall  not  be  undertaken  until 
tnW  Secretary  has  submitted  his  report  and 
finding  of  feasibility  on  this  division,  in¬ 
cluding  a  reevaluation  of  the  proposed  Good¬ 
rich  Dam,  to  the  President  and  to  the  Con¬ 
gress;  arill 

\  Bruneau  Division 

(d)  To  construct,  operate,  and  maintain 
the  Bruneau  ilivision.  Including  the  Wicka- 
honey  unit,  of^ie  project,  providing  a  sup¬ 
ply  of  Irrigation^ater  to  approximately  two 
hundred  and  fortV  thousand  acres  of  land. 
The  principal  featulses  of  the  division  shall 
consist  of  Grindston\^Butte  Dam  and  Res¬ 
ervoir  on  Deadman  Cr^k,  Clear  Lakes  Dam 
and  Reservoir  on  the  TBnake  River,  other 
diversion  dams,  reservoirs^^nals,  and  pump¬ 
ing  plants  and  appurtenant  facilities :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  construction  of  rte  Bruneau  di¬ 
vision  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  the 
Secretary  has  submitted  his  repwt  and  find¬ 
ing  of  feasibility  on  this  divisnm  to  the 
President  and  to  the  Congress.  \ 

Sec.  2.  The  authority  contained  inSsectlon 
1(d)  of  this  Act  shall  constitute  the  amhor- 
Ity  required  under  Public  Law  89-72  to^lt- 
late  the  feasibility  studies  of  the  Brunmu 
division  of  the  southwest  Idaho  water  d^ 
velopment  project  m  the  Snake  River  Basin's 
in  Twin  Falls,  Elmore,  and  Owyhee  Coun¬ 
ties,  Idaho,  Including  the  Wickahoney  unit. 

Sec.  3.  In  carrying  out  Investigations  un¬ 
der  the  authority  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary 
shall  expedite  completion  of  feasibility  re¬ 
ports  on  the  Garden  Valley,  Welser  River, 
and  Bruneau  divisions  of  the  southwest 
Idaho  water  development  project,  and  shall 
submit  the  feasibility  report  of  the  Garden 
Valley  division  to  the  Congress  by  January  1, 
1969.  The  exchange  of  water  in  connection 
with  the  operation  of  the  project  authorized 
by  this  Act  shall  in  no  way  jeopardize,  dlm- 
minish,  or  otherwise  alter  contractual  rights 
and  obligations  now  In  existence,  and  shall 
not  exceed  600,000  acre-feet  annually  from 
the  Payette  River  Basin. 

Sec.  4.  The  period  provided  in  subsection 
(d)  of  section  9  of  the  Reclamation  Project 
Act  of  1939,  as  amended,  for  repayment  of 
construction  costs  proi>erly  allocable  to  any 
block  of  lands  and  assigned  to  be  repaid 
by  the  irrigators  may  be  extended  to  fifty 
years,  exclusive  of  a  development  period, 
from  the  time  water  is  first  delivered  to  that 
block,  or  as  near  that  number  of  years  as  Is 
consistent  with  the  adoption  and  operation 
of  a  repayment  formula  as  therein  provided. 
Power  and  energy  for  operation  of  project 
pumping  and  other  electrical  facilities  shalL 
be  supplied  from  the  project  power  facility 
and  from  the  Federal  Columbia  River  p>os^r 
system  at  charges  to  the  water  users  ^ es¬ 
tablished  by  the  Secretary.  Costs  alh^cated 
to  irrigation  in  excess  of  the  amoun<:  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  the 

ability  of  the  irrigators  to  repay  within  a 
fifty-year  period  shall  be  retuimed  to  the 
reclamation  fund  from  revenufe  derived  by 
the  Secretary  from  the  disp^ition  of  power 
marketed  through  the  ^nneviiie  Power 
Administration.  / 

Sec.  5.  The  Secretary/'  is  authorized,  as 
part  of  the  project,  construct,  operate, 
and  maintain  or  othamise  provide  for  public 
outdoor  recreation yand  fish  and  wildlife  en¬ 
hancement  faciiiOes,  to  acquire  or  otherwise 
make  available  such  adjacent  lands  or  inter¬ 
ests  therein  sfs  are  necessary  for  public 
outdoor  recreation  or  fish  and  wildlife  use, 
and  to  pro^de  for  public  use  and  enjoyment 
of  projec^lands.  facilities,  and  water  areas 
in  a  manner  coordinated  with  the  other  proj¬ 
ect  pu^oses. 

Sect  6.  No  lands  may  be  acquired  for  any  of 
th^>urposes  herein  authorized  without  the 
cogent  of  the  owner  thereof  except  lands 
Jnat  are  within  three  hundred  feet  of  the 
f  maximum  fiowage  line  of  project  waters 
measured  horizontally  therefrom. 


Sec.  7.  In  order  to  maintain  the  local  tax 
base,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  make  avail¬ 
able  and  shall  sell  to  individuals  or  organi¬ 
zations  described  in  the  Small  Tracts  Act, 
as  amended  (52  Stat.  609;  found  in  43  U.S.C. 
682  a  et  seq.),  reserved  lands  of  the  United 
States  within  the  project  area  which  are 
chiefly  valuable  for  residence,  recreation, 
business,  or  community  activity  purposes. 
The  values  of  the  lands  made  available  under 
this  section  shall  equal  the  values  of  the 
lands  taken.  Determination  of  the  values  of 
the  lands  taken  and  the  lands  made  available 
in  lieu  thereof  shall  be  based  upon  values  as 
of  the  date  of  the  taking.  Private  owners 
whose  lands  have  been  taken  for  project 
purposes  shall  have  a  right  of  first  preference 
to  purchase  such  tracts.  Each  such  tract 
shall  not  exceed  five  acres,  and  no  person  or 
organization  shall  be  permitted  to  purchase 
more  than  one  such  tract  except  upon  a 
showing  of  good  faith  and  for  reasons  satis¬ 
factory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  Lands  avail¬ 
able  for  the  purpose  of  this  section  shall  be 
not  less  than  three  hundred  feet  above  proj¬ 
ect  waters  measured  horizontally  from  the 
maximum  fiowage  line  of  such  waters.  Sales 
of  such  tracts  shall  be  made  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Small  Tracts  Act, 
as  amended,  except  as  herein  modified.  / 
\  Sec.  8'.  The  interest  rate  used  for  purposiis 
oX  computing  Interest  during  construction 
anck  interest  on  the  unpaid  balance  oi'  the 
capiNl  costs  allocated  to  interest-bearing 
featUMis  of  the  project  shall  be  det«mlned 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  TreasuryyiM  of  the 
beginning,  of  the  fiscal  year  inywhlch  con¬ 
struction  Is  initiated,  on  the y«asls  of  the 
computed  ^(erage  interest  rafe  payable  by 
the  Treasury  >ipon  its  outsmnding  market- 
abie  public  o^gations,  ^ich  are  neither 
due  nor  callableVor  redemption  for  fifteen 
years  from  date  ol^ssi^ 

Sec.  9.  For  a  periM/bf  ten  years  from  the 
date  of  enactmenty^  this  Act,  no  water 
from  the  project  auth<Nzed  by  this  Act  shall 
be  delivered  to  ai^  wat^  users  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  on  new^  irrigateo'Jands  of  any  basic 
agricultural  ctnnmodity,  aXdefined  in  the 
AgriculturalyAct  of  1949,  or  Xjy  amendment 
thereof,  if/xhe  total  supply  ^  such  com¬ 
modity  for  the  marketing  year  na  which  the 
bulk  of  Jme  crop  would  normally 
is  in  ^cess  of  the  normal  supply  ^defined 
in  seAion  301(b)  (1)  of  the  Agricultural  Ad- 
jusifment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  tmless 
tire  Secretary  of  Agriculture  calls  for  ark  in¬ 
crease  in  production  of  such  commodit^Un 
'the  Interest  of  national  security.  \ 

Sec.  10.  The  Secretary  shall  construct,  op-^ 
erate,  and  maintain  the  southwest  Idaho 
water  development  project  in  accordance 
with  the  Federal  reclamation  laws  (Act  of 
June  17,  1902  (32  Stat.  388),  and  Acts 
amendatory  and  supplementary  thereto) , 
and  nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed 
as  affecting  or  intended  to  affect  or  to  in 
any  way  interfere  with  the  laws  of  the  State 
of  Idaho  relating  to  the  control,  appropria¬ 
tion,  use,  or  distribution  of  water  made 
available  by  the  project,  or  any  vested  right 
acquired  thereunder,  and  the  Secretary,  in 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  shall 
proceed  in  conformity  with  such  laws,  and 
nothing  in  this  Act  shall  in  any  way  affect 
any  right  of  the  State  or  of  the  Federal 
Government  or  of  any  landowner,  appro- 
priator,  or  user  of  water  in,  to,  or  from  the 
project. 

Sec.  11.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  are  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  12.  This  Act  shall  be  cited  as  the 
Southwest  Idaho  Water  Development  Proj¬ 
ect  Act  of  1967. 

The  house  joint  memorial  of  the 
Idaho  Legislatui'e,  presented  by  Mr. 
Church,  is  as  follows: 


House  Joint  Memorial  7  > 

Joint  memorial  to  the  Honorable  Senatons 
Frank  Church  and  Len  B.  Jordan  ^d 
the  Honorable  Representatives  Comptw  I. 
White  and  George  Hansen  / 

We,  your  memorialists,  the  Legisl^ure  of 
the  State  of  Idaho,  respectfully  Represent 
that ;  / 

Whereas  in  order  to  provide  wr  the  com¬ 
prehensive  development  of  tl^ Snake  River 
in  Idaho  for  the  purposes,  among  other,  of 
regulating  the  flow  of  the  isnake  River  and 
its  tributaries,  furnishing water  for  irriga¬ 
tion  and  for  municipal  j&nd  Industrial  pur¬ 
poses,  controlling  fioo^,  controlling  water 
quality,  producing  ^d  distributing  hydro¬ 
electric  power,  conserving  and  developing 
fish  and  wildlife  ^sources,  enhancing  out¬ 
door  recreation yopportunlties,  and  for  other 
purposes,  the  southwest  Idaho  water  devel¬ 
opment  projaft  is  being  projxised  to  promote 
the  develomnent,  whether  by  private  effort 
or  by  recl^nation  projects,  of  the  Mountain 
Home  djfvlsion,  the  Garden  Valley  division, 
the  Wefser  River  division,  and  the  Wicka- 
hone^and  Bruneau  division,  as  outlined  in 
the  /Bureau  of  Reclamation  proposal,  and 
ot^r  projects,  such  as  supplemental  water 
fM  the  Salmon  Falls  tracts,  that  might  fall 
Within  the  area;  and 

Whereas  our  congressional  delegation  has 
advised  us  that  united  support  from  the  State 
of  Idaho  is  necessary  to  their  efforts  in  our 
National  Capitol;  and 

Whereas  time  is  perhaps  short  for  the 
State  of  Idaho  to  start  using  her  waters: 
Now.  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  2d  extraordinary  session 
of  the  38th  session  of  the  Legislature  of  the 
State  of  Idaho,  now  in  session.  That  we,  the 
Legislature  of  the  State  of  Idaho,  do  whole¬ 
heartedly  endorse  the  concept  of  the  south¬ 
west  Idaho  water  development  project  as 
supported  by  the  entire  congressional  delega¬ 
tion  from  the  State  of  Idaho;  and  be  it 
further 

Resolved,  That  the  secretary  of  state  of  the 
State  of  Idaho  be,  and  he  hereby  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  forward  certified  copies 
of  this  memorial  to  Senators  Frank  Church 
and  Lien  B.  Jordan,  and  Representatives 
Compton  I.  White  and  George  Hansen,  con¬ 
gressional  delegates  for  the  State  of  Idaho. 

Passed  the  house  on  the  28th  day  of  Feb¬ 
ruary  1966. 

Pete  T.  Cenarrusa, 

Speaker  of  the  House 

of  Representatives. 

Passed  the  senate  on  the  2d  day  of  March 
1966. 

W.  E.  Drevlow, 

V  President  of  the  Senate. 

\  Attest : 

\  Dryden  M.  Hiler, 

\  Chief  Clerk  of  the  House 

\  of  Representatives. 

Mr.^ORDAN  of  Idaho.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  am  happy  to  join  with  my  dis- 
tinguisheoycolleague.  Senator  Church,  in 
introducin^egislation  to  authorize  the 
southwest  Idaho  water  development 
project.  \ 

This  multipuriwse  plan  envisions  de¬ 
velopment  affectine  a  15,500  square  mile 
area  in  which  some'feO.OOO  aci’es  are  now 
successfully  irrigateoNand  about  1,400,000 
additional  acres  have  characteristics 
suitable  for  irrigation.  Xrhe  project  wdll 
bring  about  one-half  minmn  acres  into 
productive  use  and  furnish  supplemental 
water  to  some  50,000  acres.  \ 

There  are  now  more  thak  200.000 
people  living  in  the  project  ar^  This 
number  should  double  when  the  project 
is  fully  developed.  But,  this  proj^t  is 
by  no  means  just  for  Idaho.  The 
production  from  the  lands  involved  v^l 
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^make  a  significant  positive  contribution 
to  our  total  economy. 

XTbe  development  of  land  and  water 
re^mrces  should  not  be  a  partisan  politi¬ 
cal  ^tter.  I  am  very  pleased  that  all 
the  Mepibers  of  the  Idaho  congressional 
delegatibn  are  joined  in  sponsoring  this 
project.  ^  represents  a  concrete  formu¬ 
lation  of  a  ^ion  of  the  extraordinary  po¬ 
tential  of  dCT^loping  the  arid  acres  of 
southwest  Idaho  which  has  been  held  by 
many  men  over  inany  long  years. 

Both  Houses  ofSthe  Idaho  Legislature 
have  memorialized^e  Congress  in  favor 
of  this  development.\The  Idaho  Water 
Resources  Board,  t^  Southwestern 
Idaho  Development  A^ociation,  the 
Idaho  Reclamation  Assocration,  and  nu¬ 
merous  other  organizationsVm  our  State 
have  endorsed  it.  Last  faliNthe  House 
Interior  Committee  held  brings  in 
Idaho  which  elicited  further  ex^ssions 
of  support  for  it.  In  fact,  it  IvSis  the 
nearly  unanimous  approval  of  theN^iti- 
zens  of  Idaho.  \ 

Wise  stewardship  in  the  managemer^ 
and  development  of  our  great  land  an^ 
water  resources  is  a  responsibility  to  the 
future  in  which  we  must  not  fail.  We 
are  all  aware  that  the  world’s  needs  for 
food  are  rapidly  outstripping  the  ability 
of  present  production  to  fulfill.  We  do 
not  need  to  look  far  ahead  to  see  that  in 
order  to  avert  a  crisis  of  staggering  pro¬ 
portions,  agricultural  output  must  in¬ 
crease. 

The  United  States  in  recent  times  has 
been  in  the  peculiar  position  of  having  to 
deal  with  problems  of  surplus.  The 
measure  we  introduce  here  today  con¬ 
tains  safeguards  for  the  short  run 
against  production  from  this  project  con¬ 
tributing  to  commodity  surpluses  in  this 
country.  But,  I  firmly  believe  that  the 
days  of  such  problems  are  numbered. 

I  believe  now  is  the  time  to  move  to 
combat  the  growing  problem  of  want 
from  which  ultimately  even  our  Nation 
may  not  be  exempt. 

The  southwest  Idaho  water  develop¬ 
ment  project  is  the  kind  of  broad-scale 
proposal  for  unlocking  the  potential  pro¬ 
ductivity  of  new  arable  lands  which  the 
times  require.  It  is  designed  to  fit  into 
our  total  comprehensive  plans  for  d^ 
velopment  in  the  Snake  River  Basin,  yit 
will  be  integrated  with  older  proj^ts 
such  as  the  Boise  project  as  well  a^with 
other  new  development  plans  suctt’as  the 
southeast  Idaho  development  project 
formulated  by  Congressmair  George 
Hansen  and  myself.  Our  g^  is  the  full 
development  of  the  Snakt^iver  Basin. 
And  I  feel  that  I  shouldypoint  out  that 
in  order  to  achieve  this  sfoal,  we  will  need 
to  put  to  beneficial  the  total  water 
resource  of  the  Snake  above  the  Weiser 
gage.  The  Geolo^al  Survey  has  esti¬ 
mated  that  imdetfull  possible  reclama¬ 
tion  developmei^  the  Snake  River  Basin 
will  be  a  regic^ of  water  shortage  rather 
than  one  of/sui-plus. 

The  sou^west  Idaho  water  develop¬ 
ment  project  represents  the  best  kind  of 
multipiCTose  planning.  Irrigation  is  a 
major/ consideration.  But  the  project 

Jso  provide  hydropower  generation, 
tion,  municipal  and  industrial  wa- 
PPly,  flood  control,  water  quality 
'1,  and  conservation  and  develop- 
of  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 


The  southwest  Idaho  water  develop¬ 
ment  project  is  an  investment  which  will 
be  more  than  repaid.  Irrigation  costs 
are  reimbursable.  The  feasibility  of  a 
reasonable  repayment  schedule  has  been 
considerably  enhanced  by  the  enactment 
of  a  Columbia  Basin  accounting  system 
which  permits  the  application  of  rev¬ 
enues  marketed  through  the  Bonneville 
Power  Administration  to  all  Pedral  proj¬ 
ects  in  the  Columbia  River  system  in 
the  United  States.  Further,  of  course, 
there  is  the  consideration  of  the  sizable 
long-term  returns  to  the  economy  which 
the  new  production  resulting  from  this 
project  will  bring. 

The  needs  for  water  resource  develop¬ 
ment  are  such  that  I  feel  we  must  move 
at  all  possible  speed  on  the  broadest  pos¬ 
sible  front  to  achieve  our  comprehen¬ 
sive  planning  objectives.  The  southwest 
Idaho  water  development  project  is  a 
major  step.  But  while  we  pursue  Fed¬ 
eral  development,  I  believe  we  must  also 
allow  private  development  to  proceed — 
and  to  proceed  rapidly.  Private  efforts 
have  already  brought  under  cultivation 
''fully  one-half  of  the  3  million  acres  noy/ 
o^ng  irrigated  in  southern  Idahro. 
Wnere  people  are  willing  to  expend  tneir 
owriStime  and  money  in  land  and  J^ter 
devel^ment  we  should  encoura^  such 
initiative.  y 

PreseiiW  over  1,000  applicadons  filed 
by  individ^ls  for  entry  on  ^sert  lands 
in  Idaho  ar^ending  in  tl^Department 
of  the  Ihteri{H\  The  S^retary  of  the 
Interior  recentl\rendei^  a  decision  and 
set  new  criteria  ^or  ^plications  which 
I  am  hopeful  will  h^e  the  effect  of  un¬ 
clogging  the  administrative  logjam 
which  has  delayed^he^’ocessing  of  these 
applications  for/ar  too  nmg. 

In  the  proR/r(sed  area  ^  the  Bruneau 
division  of  tne  southwestNidaho  water 
development  project  there  bs  consider¬ 
able  overUq)  with  lands  under  ^plication 
for  pri^e  entry.  I  believe  thacsho  con¬ 
flict  exist  here.  I  believe  \e  can 
perra/ft  private  enterprise  to  go  ^ead 
novdin  this  area.  \ 

/TTie  bill  we  are  placing  before  3^ 
^ntains  authority  for  the  initiation  oK 
feasibility  studies  on  the  Bruneau  divi¬ 
sion.  I  am  convinced  that  these  studies 
can  be  made  taking  into  account  the 
factor  of  private  development  going  for¬ 
ward  in  the  area  concerned.  I  have  set 
forth  my  views  in  this  regard  in  a  letter 
to  the  Secretai'y  of  the  Interior  which  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  be  included  in 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

December  20,  1966, 

Hon.  Stewart  L.  UdalLj 
Secretary  of  the  Interior, 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior. 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary:  In  my  letter  of  De¬ 
cember  5,  I  stated  that  desert  entries  in 
Idaho  should  be  allowed  based  on  their 
merits.  I  believe  this  should  apply  regard¬ 
less  of  whether  the  lands  applied  for  lie 
within  a  proposed  reclamation  unit. 

Persons  who  have  made  applications  have 
indicated  they  are  ready,  willing  and  able 
to  develop  these  lands  with  private  capital 
in  the  near  future.  They  will  utilize  water 
that  is  presently  unappropriated.  The  best 
way  to  protect  water  needed  in  Idaho  is  to 
put  it  to  beneficial  use.  I  can  see  no  reason 
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why  putting  this  land  under  cultivation, 
should  be  held  back  where  almost  Immedia^ 
development  is  possible.  / 

To  cite  the  situation  in  one  area,  tpere 
are  apparent  conflicts  between  some  2^ des¬ 
ert  entry  applications  and  the  Reposed 
Bruneau  Division  of  the  Southweire  Idaho 
Water  Development  Project.  In  nfy  opinion 
these  entries  should  be  allowedywhere  they 
classify  as  eligible,  without  dehiy.  Lands  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  Bruneau/ Division  have 
already  proven  their  produc^fvity.  They  will 
grow  foods  that  are  in  /ncreaslngly  great 
demand.  / 

The  allowance  of  guallfied  entries  will 
permit  each  entryma^i  to  farm  320  acres  or 
double  that  now  peBmitted  under  the  Recla¬ 
mation  Act.  Thiy'is  a  more  feasible  unit 
under  present  Am  conditions. 

Approval  of  ^trles,  no  matter  where  they 
are  located,  mred  not  Jeopardize  the  feasibil¬ 
ity  studies  o^ny  proposed  division.  What  is 
wanted  needed  is  progress  in  develop¬ 
ment  oiya  broad  front.  Feasibility  studies 
can  stiiy%o  forward  on  projected  units  taking 
into  /account  the  development  already 
accomplished.  If,  at  a  later  date,  it  appears 
th^  the  use  of  lands  for  private  devel- 
Qjmaent  has  reduced  the  feasibility  of  broad- 
4cB,le  federal  reclamation  in  a  region,  it 
may  be  jmssible  to  bring  in  additional  lands 
under  the  Small  Reclamation  Projects  Act 
which  is  specifically  designed  to  assist  own¬ 
ers  of  land  in  small  units. 

I  hope  you  will  move  forward  promptly 
in  processing  all  pending  desert  land  entry 
applications,  each  according  to  its  individ¬ 
ual  merits. 

Sincerely, 

Len  B.  Jordan, 

1/.5.  Senator. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  Idaho.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  in  conclusion,  let  me  reemphasize 
my  reasons  for  asking  this  body  to  give 
approval  for  the  southwest  Idaho  water 
development  project. 

The  project  offers  an  opportunity  to 
increase  the  irrigated  land  in  a  proven 
locality  with  unappropriated  water.  Its 
costs  are  largely  reimbursable. 

The  nonreimbursable  costs  will  repre¬ 
sent  only  a  small  fraction  of  the  divi¬ 
dends  from  new  productivity  which  the 
project  will  create,  not  only  for  the 
people  of  the  area  but  in  tax  receipts  to 
the  Federal  Treasury  as  well. 

The  undertaking  encompasses  multi- 
pui-pose  planning  providing  a  variety  of 
Vbenefits  in  addition  to  irrigation.  The 
people  of  Idaho  are  united  and  enthusi¬ 
astic  in  support  of  the  project. 

B\the  time  construction  of  this  pro¬ 
ject  be  completed,  a  world  faced 
with  a  deepening  food  crisis  will  wel¬ 
come  th^ew  production  the  project  will 
provide.  \ 

These  facte  should  demonstrate  the 
wisdom  of  aiwoving  the  legislation  we 
have  placed  ber^e  you.  We  are  ready 
to  move  ahead  this  development.  I 
believe  we  must  dX  so  now. 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERA-  i 

TION  ACT  OP  1967— JANUARY  26,  ; 

1967  \ 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  on  be-  ^ 
hjQf  of  myself  and  Senators  Jackson,  J 
Boggs,  Mundt,  and  Moss,  I  submit,  for  ^ 
appropriate  reference,  a  bill  entitled  the  i 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  ’ 
1967,  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  J 
and  coordination  of  activities  among  the  | 
levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  | 
the  operation  of  our  Federal  system  in  ^ 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


S953 


January  26,  1967 

an  increasingly  complex  society  to  im¬ 
prove  the  administration  of  grants-in- 
aid ;  to  provide  technical  services  to  State 
and  local  governments;  to  establish  a  co¬ 
ordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and 
administration  of  grants  and  loans  for 
urban  development:  to  authorize  the 
President  to  submit  to  the  Congi-ess  for 
its  consideration  plans  for  the  consolida¬ 
tion  of  Individual  categorical  grants 
within  broad  functional  areas;  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  conformity  in  Federal  acquisi¬ 
tion,  use,  and  development  of  urban  land 
with  local  government  programs ;  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  unifoim  relocation  assistance  to 
persons  and  businesses  affected  by  fed¬ 
erally  assisted  real  property  acquisition; 
and  to  provide  for  a  uniform  land  ac¬ 
quisition  policy  in  Federal  and  federally 
assisted  programs. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill 
remain  at  the  desk  for  10  days  to  permit 
other  Senators  <to  add  their  names  as 
cosponsors. 

Mr.  President,  developments  in  the 
past  year  have  demonstrated  a  growing 
concern  for  the  administration  of  Fed¬ 
eral  grant-in-aid  programs.  These  pro¬ 
grams,  which  have  been  described — and 
correctly,  I  think — as  the  most  important 
vehicle  of  intergovernmental  relations, 
now  number  around  220.  They  are  con¬ 
cerned  with,  and  critical  to,  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  resources  of  this  Nation. 
Their  growth  over  the  past  two  decades 
is  a  testament  to  their  acceptance  by  a 
vast  majority  of  the  American  people. 
Their  effects  on  the  development  of  our 
human  resources,  our  natural  resources, 
and  our  community  environment  are  in¬ 
estimable.  They  are  critical  to  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  our  Great  Society. 

However,  the  administration  of  this 
multitude  of  programs  has  severely  taxed 
the  resources  of  all  levels  of  government. 
And  the  proliferation  of  Federal  grants 
has  put  the  spotlight  on  the  federal  sys¬ 
tem — that  durable,  but  delicate  balance 
of  jurisdictions  and  powers  that  has 
evolved  throughout  our  history. 

Since  its  inception,  the  Subcommittee 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  has  car¬ 
ried  on  a  continuing  study  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  relationships  which  operate 
within  our  Federal  system.  In  the  89th 
Congress,  the  subcommittee  considered 
a  number  of  proposals  designed  to  re¬ 
solve  the  problems  associated  with  its 
findings.  Several  of  these  proposals  fo¬ 
cused  on  the  grant-in-aid  device.  Others 
Involved  the  problems  of  the  inequities 
of  property  acquisition  for  public  devel¬ 
opment  programs,  and  the  relocation  of 
persons  and  businesses  affected. 

The  Senate  approved  legislation  in 
both  of  these  areas  during  the  89th  Con¬ 
gress. 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERATION 

First,  the  Intergovernmental  Coopera¬ 
tion  Act  was  passed  by  the  Senate  on 
August  5,  1965.  This  proposal  was  de¬ 
signed  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation 
and  coordination  of  activities  between 
the  levels  of  Government  in  order  to  im¬ 
prove  the  operation  of  our  federal  sys¬ 
tem.  As  passed  by  the  Senate,  the  meas¬ 
ure  would — 

First.  Authorize  full  information  for 
the  Governors  on  grants  made  to  their 
States  and  would  provide  for  more  uni¬ 


form  administration  of  Federal  grant 
funds  to  the  States.  It  would  also  im¬ 
prove  the  scheduling  of  fund  transfers  to 
the  States  and  permit  the  States  to 
budget  Federal  grant  funds  in  much  the 
same  manner  as  they  budget  other  rev¬ 
enues  : 

Second.  Provide  for  Congressional  re¬ 
view  of  future  grant  programs  to  insure 
that  such  programs  are  re-examined  in 
a  systematic  fashion  and  reconsidered  in 
the  light  of  changing  conditions; 

Third.  Authorize  the  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  to  render  technical 
assistance  and  training  services  to  State 
and  local  governments  on  a  reimbursa¬ 
ble  basis: 

Fourth.  Establish  a  coordinated  inter¬ 
governmental  urban  assistance  policy,  by 
requiring  local  government  review  of  cer¬ 
tain  applications  for  Federal  aid  in  m-ban 
programs.  This  provision  would  serve  to 
strengthen  metropolitan  planning  ma¬ 
chinery  and  encourage  more  orderly 
metropolitan  growth;  and 

Fifth.  Prescribe  a  unifoim  policy  of 
procedure  for  urban  land  transactions 
and  use  undertaken  by  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration,  by  requiring  consis¬ 
tency  of  that  agency’s  policies  with  local 
zoning  regulations  and  development  ob¬ 
jectives.  , 

As  I  mentioned,  the  Senate  unani¬ 
mously  adopted  a  bill  which  contained 
these  five  provisions.  That  bill  had  been 
introduced  with  42  cosponsors,  and  had 
drawn  broad  support  from  many  sources, 
including  national  organizations  and 
public  officials  at  all  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment.  Unfortunately,  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  did  not  take  final  action  on 
this  measure. 

Therefore,  the  bill  I  am  Introducing 
today  contains,  in  titles  I  through  V  and 
title  vn,  the  measure  which  received  the 
unanimous  consent  of  the  Senate  in  the 
last  Congress.  This  is  a  proposal  of  ut¬ 
most  importance  in  the  improved  func¬ 
tioning  of  the  federal  system,  particularly 
as  grant-in-aid  programs  affect  that  sys¬ 
tem.  It  contains  all  the  provisions  of 
H.R.  17955  of  the  89th  Congress,  which 
the  House  Subcommittee  on  Executive 
and  Legislative  Reorganization  reported 
to  its  parent  committee  in  the  last  week 
of  the  89th  Congress.  It  also  includes 
title  V — the  Senate-approved  provision 
for  periodic  review  of  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  by  the  Congress,  which  the  House 
measure  omitted.  I  believe  this  pro¬ 
vision  is  a  sound  management  technique 
which  is  badly  needed  and  of  critical  im¬ 
portance  to  the  overall  grant  system. 

CONSOLIDATION  OF  CATEGORICAL  GRANT  PROGRAMS 

Title  VI  of  the  bill  I  am  introducing  to¬ 
day  contains  a  new  proposal  designed  to 
improve  the  management  of  grant-in- 
aid  programs.  Briefly,  it  would  author¬ 
ize  the  President  to  submit  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  plans  for  the  consolidation  of  indi¬ 
vidual  categorical  grants  within  broad 
functional  areas  and  to  effect  the  inter¬ 
agency  transfer  of  administrative  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  grant  programs,  subject 
to  the  type  of  congressional  veto  proviso 
that  governs  executive  reorganization 
plans.  This  proposal  would  involve  the 
submission  to  Congress  of  categorical 
grant  consolidation  plans,  including  such 
modifications  in  apportionment  formulas 


and  allocation  requirements  as  the  Presi¬ 
dent  deems  necessary.  The  Congress 
would  accept  the  plans  or  disapprove 
them  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  Reorganization  Act  of  1949. 

Mr.  President,  Federal  grants-in-aid 
are  unquestionably  essential  and  effec¬ 
tive  methods  of  financing  and  adminis¬ 
tering  essential  programs  to  achieve  na¬ 
tional  objectives.  But,  because  their 
number  and  variety  have  increased  so 
rapidly  in  recent  years,  the  need  for  co¬ 
ordination  in  their  administration  is  per¬ 
sistently  acute.  It  was  pointed  out,  in 
recent  hearings  before  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Intergovenunental  Relations,  that 
over  220  Federal  grants-in-aid  to  assist 
State  and  local  governments  are  now  ad¬ 
ministered  by  16  of  the  21  departments 
and  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government. 
We  have  50  different  programs  to  aid 
general  education;  57  programs  for  vo¬ 
cational  and  job  training;  35  programs 
involved  in  housing;  more  than  20  pro¬ 
grams  involving  transportation;  27  for 
utilities  and  services;  62  for  community 
facilities:  32  for  land  use;  28  for  I'ecre- 
ational  and  cultm’al  facilities. 

One  relatively  simple  example  of  the 
problems  which  a  number  of  similar 
categorical  grants  produce  may  be  found 
in  Federal  grant  programs  for  conunu- 
nity  water  supply,  sewers  and  sewage 
treatment  facilities.  Five  agencies  of 
the  Federal  Government  are  presently 
involved  in  administering  such  grants: 

First.  The  Farmers  Home  Administra¬ 
tion  in  the  Department  of  Agriculture; 

Second.  The  Department  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior’s  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control 
Administration; 

Third.  The  Economic  Development 
Administration  of  the  Department  of 
Commerce ; 

Fourth.  The  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  (for  communities  within 
that  Commission’s  jurisdiction) ;  and 

Fifth.  The  Land  and  Facilities  Devel¬ 
opment  Administration  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment. 

In  this  particular  group  of  aids,  the 
agencies  concerned  have  worked  out  ar¬ 
rangements  which  are  designed  to  mini¬ 
mize  administrative  confusion.  But  dur¬ 
ing  our  recent  subcommittee  hearings,  it 
became  evident  that  confusion  continues 
to  characterize  the  administration  of 
these  programs.  The  simple  form  101, 
by  which  local  officials  attempt  to  present 
their  case  for  Federal  aid,  cannot  be  filled 
out  until  the  local  official  has  carefully 
read — and  understood — four  pages  of 
closely  typed  instructions.  Judging 
from  a  number  of  examples  of  cases  of 
grant  applications  from  which  local  of¬ 
ficials  have  had  no  response — for  some¬ 
times  as  long  as  2  years — I  think  it  can 
safely  be  said  that  improvements  in  their 
administration  are  imperative.  This 
may  require  action  beyond  voluntaiy  co¬ 
operation  among  the  agencies  involved. 

Title  VI  of  my  proposed  bill  would  give 
the  President  the  authority  he  needs  to 
consolidate  these  programs — subject  to 
congressional  review — if  he  determines 
such  action  would  improve  their  admin¬ 
istration. 

Mr.  President,  this  proposed  title  has 
been  suggested  by  the  Advisoi-y  Commls- 
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Sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations.  It 
has  been  studied  carefully  by  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  experts,  and  I  believe  it  merits 
the  Senate’s  serious  consideration.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  Congress  itself  provided  a  prec¬ 
edent  for  such  a  consolidation  of  pi’o- 
grams  when  it  enacted  the  Comprehen¬ 
sive  Health  Planning  and  Public  Health 
Service  Amendments  of  1966.  I  hope  this 
proposal  will  be  seriously  considered  as 
a  means  to  more  effective  management 
of  these  important  grant  programs. 

UNIFORM  RELOCATION 

Mr.  President,  the  bill  I  am  intro¬ 
ducing  today  contains  two  other  impor¬ 
tant  titles.  The  first  of  these — title 
Vni — is  concerned  with  a  program  of 
uniform  relocation  assistance  for  those 
forced  to  relocate  as  a  result  of  the 
acquisition  of  real  property  for  Federal 
and  federally  aided  public  improvement 
programs. 

Title  vni  is  not  a  new  measure  in 
this  body.  I  introduced  it  as  S.  1681  in 
the  89th  Congress.  It  was  passed  unani¬ 
mously  by  the  Senate  in  July  1966  and 
subsequently  was  referred  to  the  House 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  where  no 
action  was  taken. 

Very  briefly,  this  title  would  provide 
a  policy  of  uniform  treatment  for  the 
thousands  of  individuals  who  are  affected 
every  year  by  such  Government  projects 
as  urban  renewal  and  highways. 

Mr.  President,  relocation  is  a  serious 
and  growing  problem  in  the  United 
States.  Federal  and  federally  aided  pro¬ 
grams  are  displacing  approximately 
111,000  families  and  individuals,  18,000 
businesses  and  nonprofit  organizations, 
and  4,000  farm  operators  each  year. 
The  pace  of  Federal  programs  indicates 
this  trend  will  continue.  Federally 
assisted  programs  alone — mostly  urban 
renewal  and  highway  programs — dis¬ 
place  about  96  percent  of  the  families 
and  individuals,  96  percent  of  the  busi¬ 
nesses,  and  34  percent  of  the  farms 
affected  by  land  acquisition. 

The  uniform  relocation  bill  passed  by 
the  Senate  in  the  last  Congress  was  the 
result  of  an  intensive  study  conducted 
by  the  House  Select  Subcommittee  on 
Real  Property  Acquisition  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee  and  by  the  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  in  cooperation  with  the  U.S.  Con¬ 
ference  of  Mayors,  as  well  as  by  our 
own  Subcommittee  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations. 

These  studies  revealed  serious  incon¬ 
sistencies  among  Federal  and  federally 
assisted  programs  with  respect  to  the 
amoimt  and  scope  of  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  and  advisory  assistance.  For  in¬ 
stance,  a  homeowner  whose  property  is 
taken  for  a  federally  aided  urban  re¬ 
newal  project  is  entitled  to  moving  costs 
up  to  $200.  His  neighbor,  whose  prop¬ 
erty  is  taken  for  a  federally  aided  high¬ 
way  program,  is  also  entitled  to  $20Q 
but  only  if  the  State  has  authorized  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  Federal  relocation  pro¬ 
gram.  Inconsistency  in  payments  for 
business  moving  expenses  is  even  greater. 
Here,  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
allows  such  expenses  only  up  to  $3,000, 
whereas  displacement  by  a  federally 
aided  urban  renewal  project  entitles  the 
businessman  up  to  $25,000  for  moving 
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costs.  Finally,  urban  renewal  provides 
fairly  comprehensive  advice  and  counsel¬ 
ing  to  business  and  individuals;  the  Fed¬ 
eral  highway  program  provides  no  such 
service. 

Among  other  findings  in  the  studies  to 
which  I  referred  is  the  fact  that  the 
single  greatest  problem  in  relocating 
families  and  individuals  is  the  shortage 
of  standard  housing  for  low-income 
groups.  Small  businesses — particularly 
those  owned  and  operated  by  the  elderly, 
such  as  “Mom  and  Pop’’  grocery  stores — 
are  major  casualties.  They  have  less 
capital,  find  it  more  difficult  to  secure 
outside  financing,  and  need  assistance  to 
supplement  their  energy  or  spirit  to  re¬ 
sume  business  in  a  new  location. 

Advisory  assistance  is  of  growing  im¬ 
portance  in  the  relocation  process.  The 
poor,  the  nonwhite,  the  elderly,  and  the 
small  business  people  all  need  intensive 
counseling  to  prepare  them  for,  and  to 
help  them  cany  out,  their  move. 

With  the  continued  growth  of  Govern¬ 
ment  property  acquisition,  there  has  been 
more,  and  more  concern  that  relocation 
programs  be  made  more  uniform,  and 
more  equitable.  Both  Presidents  Ken¬ 
nedy  and  Johnson  have  expressed  con¬ 
cern  over  the  human  costs  and  the  lack 
of  uniformity  in  relocation  of  both 
families  and  business. 

Title  VIII  of  the  bill  I  am  introducing 
would  establish  uniform  relocation  pay¬ 
ments,  and  advisory  assistance  programs 
for  those  displaced  by  Federal  and  fed¬ 
erally  assisted  programs.  Compliance 
with  these  relocation  requirements  would 
be  a  condition  in  Federal  grants  to  State 
and  local  governments.  The  bill  would 
impose  on  all  federally  assisted  programs 
the  present  urban  renewal  requirement 
that  no  property  acquisition  project  may 
proceed  until  there  is  assurance  of  avail¬ 
able  standard  housing  for  those  dis¬ 
placed. 

It  would  provide  full  Federal  reim¬ 
bursement  of  relocation  payments  up  to 
a  maximum  of  $25,000;  and  above  that. 
Federal  sharing  according  to  the  proj¬ 
ect’s  cost-sharing  formula.  Urban  re¬ 
newal  and  public  housing  now  pay  up 
to  $25,000,  fully  reimbursed  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  for  business  moving 
expenses.  The  Federal  highway  program 
now  allows  only  up  to  $3,000  for  busi¬ 
nesses  reimbursed  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  on  a  90-10  basis  for  interstate, 
and  50-50  for  primary-secondary  high¬ 
ways.  Today’s  measure  would  thus  make 
Federal  reimbursement  100  percent  up 
to  $25,000,  and  would  assure  that  reloca¬ 
tion  payments  will  be  made  by  those 
States  where  highway  displacees  are  not 
now  entitled  to  such  payments. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  the  features  of 
this  relocation  assistance  title  of  the  bill 
I  am  introducing  today,  which  were 
passed  unanimously  by  this  body  last 
summer,  are  of  utmost  importance  to  the 
welfare  of  those  who  are  adversely 
affected  by  Federal  and  federally  assisted 
programs. 

URBAN  LAND  ACQUISITION  POLICY 

The  final  title  of  this  legislation — title 
IX — provides  for  the  establishment  of  a 
uniform  policy  for  the  acquisition  of  real 
property  by  Federal  Government  agen¬ 
cies  and  by  State  agencies  using  Federal 
funds  for  public  improvement  programs. 


Mr.  President,  this  title  follows  the 
legislative  recommendation  introduced 
by  Senator  Sparkman  in  the  last  Con¬ 
gress  as  S.  1201.  His  original  proposal 
combined  both  a  relocation  assistance 
program  and  one  dealing  with  a  uniform 
acquisition  policy  for  real  estate  in  Fed¬ 
eral  and  federally  assisted  programs.  It 
is  the  latter  of  these  two  proposals  by 
Senator  Sparkman  that  is  Incorporated 
in  title  IX.  Hearings  were  held  on  this 
proposal  before  the  Subcommittee  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  in  late  June 
and  early  July  of  1965.  Title  IX  was 
drafted  to  include  most  of  the  recom¬ 
mendations  made  to  the  subcommittee 
by  the  Departments  of  Defense,  Com¬ 
merce,  and  Justice,  and  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget. 

As  I  mentioned  in  my  discussion  of  the 
need  for  imiform  relocation  assistance 
policy  in  Federal  and  federally  assisted 
programs,  growing  activity  in  develop¬ 
ment  programs  aided  by  Federal  fimds 
will  continue  to  affect  large  numbers  of 
property  owners  each  year. 

Studies,  particularly  the  one  conducted 
by  the  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real 
Property  Acquisition,  reveal  that  wide¬ 
spread  and  serious  inequities  are  found  ■■ 
in  the  acquisition  of  real  property  in 
public  development  programs.  The  se¬ 
lect  subcommittee’s  study  revealed  that, 
in  many  cases.  Federal  agencies  acquired 
land  at  less  than  the  agency-approved 
appraisals.  This  is  true  of  some  acquisi¬ 
tions  by  States  and  localities  using 
Federal  funds. 

In  some  jurisdictions,  it  was  foimd  that 
property  owners  are,  in  effect,  penalized  \ 
for  lowered  market  values  which  result  ] 
from  preliminary  announcement  of  a  s 
proposed  project;  in  other  instances,  the  ; 
public  is  compelled  to  pay  higher  prices  { 
for  properties  whose  values  are  increased 
by  announcements  of  a  proposed  project. 

Mr.  President,  title  IX  of  this  bill  ^ 
would  institute  a  uniform  policy  to  guide 
Federal  and  federally  aided  land  acquisi-  i 
tions.  This  is  a  matter  of  equity  which  ^ 
ought  to  be  an  overriding  consideration  1 
in  such  acquisitions.  .1 

I  should  say  that  this  title,  so  far,  has  1 
not  yet  been  formally  endorsed  by  the  " 
Senate  as  have  most  of  the  other  titles  } 
in  the  bill.  But  I  believe  it  is  of  utmost  ,  • 
importance  in  restoring  a  measure  of  as-  ^ 
surance  to  property  owners  faced  with 
acquisition  of  their  property  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernment.  They  should  be  able  to  expect 
equitable  treatment.  ; ' 

Mr.  President,  I  realize  that  the  bill  I  ; 
am  introducing  is  long  and,  at  first  ^ 
glance,  complicated.  But  as  I  have  said, 
most  of  its  provisions  have  already  been  t 
accepted — unanimously — by  this  body.  ^ 
Only  titles  VI  and  IX  are  new,  and  I  « 
hope  they  will  be  thoroughly  studied  by 
all  Members.  ;* 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con-  Si 
sent  that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  reprinted 
in  the  Record  at  this  point.  % 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill  | 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re-  M 
f erred;  and,  without  objection,  the  bill  § 
will  be  printed  in  the  Record,  and  held  S 
at  the  desk,  as  requested  by  the  Senator  K 
from  Maine.  g 

The  bill  (S.  698)  to  achieve  the  fullest  U 
cooperation  and  cooi'dlnation  of  activi-  S 
ties  among  the  levels  of  government  in 
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order  to  improve  the  operation  of  our 
federal  system  in  an  increasingly  com¬ 
plex  society,  to  improve  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  gi-ants-in-aid  to  the  States,  to 
provide  for  periodic  Congressional  re¬ 
view  of  Federal  grants-in-aid,  to  peimit 
provision  of  reimbursable  technical  serv¬ 
ices  to  State  and  local  government,  to 
establish  coordinated  intergovernmental 
policy  and  administration  of  grants  and 
loans  for  urban  development,  to  author¬ 
ize  the  administration  of  grants  and 
loans  for  urban  development,  to  author- 
.  ize  the  consolidation  of  certain  grant-in- 
aid  programs,  to  provide  for  the  acqui¬ 
sition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  with¬ 
in  urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies  in 
conformity  with  local  government  pro¬ 
grams,  to  establish  a  uniform  relocation 
assistance  policy,  to  establish  a  uniform 
land  acquisition  policy  for  Federal  and 
federally  aided  programs,  and  for  other 
pui-poses,  introduced  by  Mr.  Muskie  (for 
himself,  Mr.  Boggs,  Mr.  Jackson,  Mr. 
Mundt,  and  Mr.  Moss) ,  was  received, 
read  twice  by  its  title,  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations, 
and  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

s.  698 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this 
Act  be  cited  as  the  “Intergovernmental 
Cooperation  Act  of  1967.” 

title  I— DEIPINITIONS 

When  used  in  this  Act — 

FEDERAL  AGENCY 

Sec.  101.  The  term  “Federal  agency”  means 
any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government 
and  any  wholly  owned  Government  corpora¬ 
tion:  and  for  the  purposes  of  title  VIII.  the 
Architect  of  the  Capitol. 

STATE 

Sec.  102.  The  term  “State”  means  any  of 
the  several  States  of  the  United  States,  the 
District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  any  terri¬ 
tory  or  iK)ssession  of  the  United  States,  or 
any  agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State, 
but  does  not  include  the  governments  of 
the  political  subdivisions  of  the  State.  For 
the  purposes  of  title  VIII  and  title  IX  the 
term  “State”  does  include  such  political  sub¬ 
divisions. 

POLITICAL  SUBDIVISION  OR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  103.  The  term  “political  subdivision” 
or  “local  government”  means  a  local  unit  of 
government,  including  specifically  a  county, 
municipality,  city,  town,  township,  or  a 
school  or  other  sjiecial  district  created  by 
or  pursuant  to  State  law. 

UNIT  OP  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  104.  “Unit  of  general  local  govern¬ 
ment”  means  any  city,  county,  town,  parish, 
village,  or  other  general-purpose  political 
subdivision  of  a  State. 

SPECIAL-PURPOSE  UNIT  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  105.  “Special-purpose  unit  of  local 
government”  means  any  special  district, 
publlc-purfKjse  corporation,  or  other  strictly 
limited-purpose  political  subdivision  of  a 
State,  but  shall  not  include  a  school  district. 

GRANT  OR  GRANT-IN-AID 

Sec.  106.  The  term  “grant”  or  “grant-in- 
aid”  means  money,  or  property  provided  in 
lieu  of  money,  paid  or  furnished  by  the 
United  States  under  a  fixed  annual  or  aggre¬ 
gate  authorization — 

(A)  to  a  State;  or 

(B)  to  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State;  or 

(C)  .  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  State-admin¬ 
istered  plan  or  program  which  is  subject  to 
approval  by  a  Federal  agency; 


if  such  authorization  either  (i)  requires 
the  States  or  political  subdivisions  to  expend 
non-Federal  funds  as  a  condition  for  the 
receipt  of  money  or  property  from  the  United 
States;  or  (ii)  specifies  directly,  or  establishes 
by  means  of  a  formula,  the  amounts  which 
may  be  paid  or  furnished  to  States  or  politi¬ 
cal  subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be 
allotted  for  use  in  each  of  the  States  by  the 
States,  political  subdivisions,  or  other  bene¬ 
ficiaries.  The  term  does  not  Include  (1) 
shared  revenues;  (2)  payments  of  taxes:  (3) 
pa3rments  in  lieu  of  taxes;  (4)  loans  or  re¬ 
payable  advances:  (5)  surplus  property  or 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  furnished 
as  such;  (6)  payments  under  research  and 
development  contracts  or  grants  which  are 
awarded  directly  and  on  similar  terms  to  all 
qualifying  organizations,  whether  public  or 
private;  or  (7)  payments  to  States  or  politi¬ 
cal  subdivisions  as  full  reimbursement  for 
the  costs  incurred  in  paying  benefits  or  fur¬ 
nishing  services  to  persons  entitled  thereto 
under  Federal  laws. 

FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  107.  The  term  “Federal  financial  as¬ 
sistance”  does  not  include  any  annual  pay¬ 
ment  by  the  United  States  to  the  District  of 
Columbia  authorized  by  article  VI  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Revenue  Act  of  1947 
(D.C.  Code,  secs.  47-2501a  and  47-2501b). 

SPECIALIZED  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES 

Sec.  108.  “Specialized  or  technical  serv¬ 
ices”  means  special  statistical  and  other 
studies  and  compilations,  development  proj¬ 
ects,  technical  tests  and  evaluation,  tech¬ 
nical  information,  training  activities,  sur¬ 
veys,  reports,  documents,  and  any  other  simi¬ 
lar  service  functions  which  the  Secretary  of 
any  department  or  the  administrative  head 
of  any  agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Federal  Government  is  authorized  by  law 
to  perform. 

COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING 

Sec.  109.  “Comprehensive  planning,”  ex¬ 
cept  in  title  VI,  Includes  the  following,  to 
the  extent  directly  related  to  area  needs  or 
needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  government: 
(A)  preparation,  as  a  guide  for  long-range 
development,  of  general  physical  plans  with 
respect  to  the  pattern  and  Intensity  of  land 
use  and  the  provision  of  public  facilities,  in¬ 
cluding  transportation  facilities;  (B)  pro¬ 
graming  of  capital  improvements  based  on 
a  determination  of  relative  urgency:  (C) 
long-range  fiscal  plans  for  implementing 
such  plans  and  programs;  and  (D)  proposed 
regulatory  and  administrative  measures 
which  aid  in  achieving  coordination  of  all 
related  plans  of  the  departments  or  subdi¬ 
visions  of  the  governments  concerned  and 
intergovernmental  coordination  of  related 
planned  activities  among  the  State  and  local 
governmental  agencies  concerned. 

URBAN  DEVELOPMENT 

Sec.  110.  “Urban  development”  means  all 
projects  or  programs  for  the  acquisition,  use, 
and  development  of  open-space  land;  and 
the  planning  and  construction  of  hospitals, 
libraries,  airports,  water  supply  and  distribu¬ 
tion  facilities,  sewerage  facilities  and  waste 
treatment  works,  transportation  facilities, 
highways,  water  development  and  land  con¬ 
servation.  and  other  public  works  facilities. 

STATE  AGENCY 

Sec.  111.  For  the  purposes  of  titles  VIII 
and  IX,  the  term  “State  agency”  means  any 
agency  or  instrumentality  created  by  a  State, 
or  by  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State  or  by 
agreement  between  two  or  more  States  or  by 
two  or  more  political  subdivisions  of  a  State 
or  States. 

HEAD  OF  AGENCY 

Sec.  112.  The  term  “head  of  a  Federal 
agency”  or  “head  of  a  State  agency”  includes 
a  duly  designated  delegtae  of  such  agency 
head. 

DISPLACED  PERSON 

Sec.  113.  The  term  “displaced  person” 
means — 
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( 1 )  any  person  who  is  the  owner  of  a  busi¬ 
ness  which  moves  from  real  property  or  is 
discontinued  on  or  lifter  the  effective  date 
of  this  Act  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  or 
reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of  such 
real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Fed¬ 
eral  or  State  agency: 

(2)  any  person  who  is  the  farm  operator 
of  a  farm  operation  which  moves  from  real 
property  or  is  discontinued  on  or  after  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act  as  a  result  of  the 
acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of 
acquisition  of  such  real  property,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  by  a  Federal  or  State  agency; 

(3)  any  individual  who  is  the  head  of  a 
family  which  moves  from  real  property  oc¬ 
cupied  as  a  dwelling  on  or  after  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act,  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition 
or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of 
such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by 
a  Federal  or  State  agency,  or  which  moves 
from  such  dwelling  as  a  result  of  the  acqui¬ 
sition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisi¬ 
tion  by  such  Federal  or  State  agency  of 
other  real  property  on  which  such  family 
conducts  a  business  or  farm  operation; 

(4)  any  individual,  not  a  member  of  a 
family,  who  moves  from  real  property  occu¬ 
pied  as  a  dwelling  on  or  after  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act,  as  a  result  of  the  acqui¬ 
sition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  by  a  Federal  or  State  agency,  or  who 
moves  from  such  dwelling  as  a  result  of  the 
acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of 
acquisition  by  such  Federal  or  State  agency, 
of  other  real  property  on  which  such  indi¬ 
vidual  conducts  a  business  or  farm  opera¬ 
tion;  and 

(5)  any  individual,  not  described  in 
paragraph  (1),  (2),  (3),  or  (4)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  who  moves  his  personal  property  from 
real  property  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of 
this  Act  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  or  rea¬ 
sonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of  such 
real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Fed¬ 
eral  or  State  agency:  Provided,  That  this  shall 
not  include  the  owner  of  property  on  the 
premises  of  another  under  a  lease  or  licensing 
arrangement  where  such  owner  is  required 
pursuant  to  such  lease  or  license  to  move 
such  property  at  his  own  expense. 

BUSINESS 

Sec.  114.  The  term  “business”  means  any 
lawful  activity  conducted  primarily  (1)  for 
the  purchase  and  resale  of  products,  com¬ 
modities,  or  any  other  personal  property;  (2) 
for  the  manufacture,  processing,  or  market¬ 
ing  of  any  such  property;  (3)  for  the  sale  of 
services  to  the  public;  or  (4)  by  a  nonprofit 
organization.  Such  term  does  not  include 
the  activity  of  an  Investor  in  acquiring  or 
holding  real  property  for  resale  for  gain. 

FARM  OPERATION 

Sec  115.  The  term  “farm  operation”  means 
any  activity  conducted  solely  or  primarily 
for  the  production  of  one  or  more  agricul¬ 
tural  products  or  commodities  for  sale  and 
home  use,  and  customarily  producing  such 
products  or  commodities  in  sufficient  quan¬ 
tity  to  be  capable  of  contributing  materially 
to  the  operator’s  support. 

FARM  operator 

Sec.  116.  The  term  “farm  operator”  means 
any  owner,  part  owner,  tenant,  or  sharecrop¬ 
per  who  operates  a  farm. 

FAMILY 

Sec.  117.  The  term  “family”  means  two  or 
morj  individuals  living  together  in  the  same 
dwelling  unit  who  are  related  to  each  other 
by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption. 

ELDERLY  INDIVIDUAL 

Sec.  118.  The  term  “elderly  individual” 
means  a  person,  not  a  member  of  a  family, 
who  is  sixty-two  years  of  age  or  over. 

HANDICAPPED  INDIVIDUAL 

Sec.  119.  The  term  “handicapped  indi¬ 
vidual”  means  a  person,  not  a  member  of  a 
family,  who  is  handicapped  within  the  mean- 
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Ing  of  section  202  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1959. 

DISPLACED 

Sec.  120.  The  term  “displaced”,  when  used 
in  relation  to  any  person,  means  any  person 
moved  or  to  be  moved  from  real  property 
'  on  O-  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  as 
a  result  of  th*  acquisition  or  reasonable  ex¬ 
pectation  of  acquisition  of  such  property  for 
a  public  improvement  constructed  or  de¬ 
veloped  by  or  with  funds  provided  in  whole 
or  in  part  by  the  Federal  Government. 

OWNER  AND  PERSON 

Sec.  121.  The  terms  “owner”  and  “person” 
mean  any  individual,  and  any  partnership, 
corporation,  or  association. 

TITLE  II— IMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION 

OP  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

FULL  INFORMATION  OF  FUNDS  RECEIVED 

Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  of  the 
United  States  Government  which  administers 
a  program  of  grants-in-aid  to'  any  of  the 
State  governments  of  the  United  States  shall, 
upon  request,  notify  in  writing  the  Governor 
or  other  official  designated  by  him,  or  the 
State  legislature,  of  the  purpose  and  amounts 
of  actual  grants-in-aid  to  the  State. 

DEPOSIT  OF  GRANTS-IN-AID 

Sec.  202.  No  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall 
be  required  by  Federal  law  to  be  deposited 
in  a  separate  bank  account  apart  from  other 
funds  administered  by  the  State.  All  Fed¬ 
eral  grant-in-aid  funds  made  available  to 
the  States  shall  be  properly  accounted  for 
as  Federal  funds  in  the  accounts  of  the 
State.  In  each  case  the  State  agency  con¬ 
cerned  shall  render  regular  authenticated  re¬ 
ports  to  the  appropriate  Federal  agency 
covering  the  status  and  the  application  of 
the  funds,  the  liabilities  and  obligations  on 
hand,  and  such  other  facts  as  may  be  re¬ 
quired  by  said  Federal  agency. 

SCHEDULING  OF  FEDERAL  TRANSFERS  TO  THE 
STATES 

Sec.  203.  Heads  of  Federal  departments 
and  agencies  responsible  for  administering 
grant-in-aid  programs  shall  schedule  the 
transfer  of  grant-ln  aid  funds  consistent 
with  program  purposes  and  applicable 
Treasury  regulations,  so  as  to  minimize  the 
time  elapsing  between  the  transfer  of  such 
funds  from  the  United  States  Treasury  and 
the  disbursement  thereof  by  a  State,  wheth¬ 
er  such  disbursement  occurs  prior  to  or  sub¬ 
sequent  to  such  transfer  of  funds.  States 
shall  not  be  held  accountable  for  Interest 
earned  on  grant-in-aid  funds,  pending  their 
disbursement  for  program  purposes. 

ELIGIBLE  STATE  AGENCY 

Sec.  204.  Notwithstanding  any  other  Fed¬ 
eral  law  which  provides  that  a  single  State 
agency  or  multimember  board  or  commis¬ 
sion  must  be  established  or  designated  to 
administer  or  supervise  the  administration 
of  any  grant-in-aid  program,  the  head  of 
any  Federal  department  or  agency  may, 
upon  request  of  the  Governor  or  other  ap¬ 
propriate  executive  or  legislative  authority  of 
the  State  responsible  for  determining  or  re¬ 
vising  the  organizational  structure  of  State 
government,  waive  the  single  State  agency 
or  multimember  board  or  commission  provi¬ 
sion  upon  adequate  showing  that  such  pro¬ 
vision  prevents  the  establishment  of  the 
most  effective  and  efficient  organizational  ar¬ 
rangements  within  the  State  government 
and  approve  other  State  administrative 
structure  or  arrangements:  Provided,  That 
the  head  of  the  Federal  department  or  agency 
determines  that  the  objectives  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  statute  authorizing  the  grant-in-aid 
program  will  not  be  endangered  by  the  use 
of  such  other  State  structure  or  arrange¬ 
ments. 


TITLE  III— PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DE¬ 
PARTMENTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO  PRO¬ 
VIDE  SPECIAL  OR  TECHNICAL  SERV¬ 
ICES  TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  UNITS  OP 

GOVERNMENT 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  301.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
encourage  intergovernmental  cooperation  in 
the  conduct  of  specialized  or  technical  serv¬ 
ices  and  provision  of  facilities  essential  to 
the  administration  of  State  or  local  govern¬ 
mental  activities,  many  of  which  are  nation¬ 
wide  in  scope  and  financed  in  part  by  Fed¬ 
eral  funds;  to  enable  State  or  local  govern¬ 
ments  to  avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of 
special  service  functions;  and  to  authorize 
all  departments  and  agencies  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Federal  Government  which  do 
not  have  such  authority  to  provide  special¬ 
ized  or  technical  services  to  State  and  local 
governments. 

AUTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  any  department 
or  the  administrative  head  of  any  agency  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  authorized  within  his  discretion, 
upon  written  request  from  a  State  or  politi¬ 
cal  subdivision  thereof,  to  provide  special¬ 
ized  or  technical  services,  upon  payment  to 
the  department  or  agency  by  the  unit  of 
government  making  the  request,  of  salaries 
and  all  computable  overhead  and  indirect 
costs  of  performing  such  services;  Provided, 
however.  That  such  services  shall  include 
only  those  which  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  through  rules  and  regulations, 
determines  may  be  provided  by  Federal  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies.  Such  rules  and 
regulations  shall  be  consistent  with  and  in 
furtherance  of  the  Government’s  policy  of 
relying  on  the  private  enterprise  system  to 
provide  those  services  which  are  reasonably 
and  expeditiously  available  through  ordinary 
business  channels. 

REIMBURSEMENT  OP  APPROPRIATION 

Sec.  303.  All  moneys  received  by  any  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government,  or  any  bureau 
or  other  administrative  division  thereof,  in 
payment  for  furnishing  specialized  or  tech¬ 
nical  services  as  authorized  under  section 
302  shall  be  deposited  to  the  credit  of  the 
principal  appropriation  from  which  the  cost 
of  providing  such  services  has  been  paid  or 
is  to  be  charged,  or  to  the  appropriation 
currently  available  for  the  cost  of  similar 
services. 

REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  any  department 
or  the  administrative  head  of  any  agency  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  shall  furnish  annually  to  the  respec¬ 
tive  Committees  on  Government  Operations 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
a  summary  report  on  the  scope  of  the  serv¬ 
ices  provided  under  the  administration  of 
this  title. 

RESERVATION  OF  EXISTING  AUTHORITY 

Sec.  305.  This  title  is  in  addition  to  and 
does  not  supersede  any  existing  authority 
now  possessed  by  any  Federal  department 
or  agency  with  respect  to  furnishing  services, 
whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimburs¬ 
able  basis,  to  State  and  local  units  of  gov¬ 
ernment. 

TITLE  IV— COORDINATED  INTERGOV¬ 
ERNMENTAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINIS¬ 
TRATION  OF  GRANTS  FOR  URBAN 

development 

DECLARATION  OP  URBAN  ASSISTANCE  POLICY 

Sec.  401.  (a)  The  economic  and  social  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Nation,  its  strength  in 
world  affairs  and  the  achievement  of  satis¬ 
factory  levels  of  living  depend  in  large 


degree  upon  the  sound  and  orderly  develop¬ 
ment  of  urban  communities.  In  pursuit  of 
this  basic  objective,  the  President  shall 
establish  rules  and  regulations  for  uniform 
application  in  the  formulation,  evaluation, 
and  review  of  urban  development  programs 
and  projects  for  the  provision  of  federally 
aided  urban  facilities,  and  Federal  projects 
having  a  significant  impact  on  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  urban  and  urbanizing  communi¬ 
ties.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  pro¬ 
vide  for  full  consideration  of  the  concurrent 
achievement  of  the  following  specific  objec¬ 
tives  of  urban  development,  and,  to  the 
extent  authorized  by  law,  reasoned  choices 
shall  be  made  between  such  objectives  when 
they  conflict : 

(1)  Appropriate  land  uses  for  residential, 
commercial,  industrial,  governmental.  Insti¬ 
tutional,  and  other  purposes. 

(2)  Wise  development  and  conseravtion  of 
natural  resources.  Including  land,  water,  min¬ 
erals,  wildlife,  and  others; 

(3)  Balanced  transportation  systems,  in¬ 
cluding  highway,  air,  water,  pedestrian,  mass 
transit,  and  other  modes  for  the  movement 
of  people  and  goods; 

(4)  Adequate  outdoor  recreation  and  open 
space; 

(5)  Protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural 
beauty,  historical  and  scientific  interest; 

(6)  Properly  planned  community  facili¬ 
ties,  including  utilities  for  the  supply  of 
power,  water,  and  communications,  for  the 
safe  disposal  of  wastes,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses; 

(7)  Any  other  objective  through  which  ur¬ 
ban  development  activities  can  contribute  to 
the  economic,  social,  and  cultural  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Nation,  its  strength  in  world 
affairs,  and  the  achievement  of  enhanced 
levels  of  living;  and 

(8)  Concern  for  high  standards  of  design. 

(b)  All  viewpoints — national,  regional. 

State,  and  local — shall,  to  the  extent  possible, 
be  fully  considered  and  taken  into  account 
in  planning  urban  development  programs  and 
projects.  Regional,  State,  and  local  govern¬ 
ment  objectives  shall  be  considered  and  , 
evaluated  within  a  framework  of  national 
public  objectives,  and  available  projections  • 
of  future  national  conditions  and  needs  of 
regions.  States,  and  localities  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  plan  formulation,  evaluation,  and 
review.  i 

(c)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  con-  ' 
sistent  with  national  objectives,  all  Federal  ^ 
aid  for  urban  development  purposes  shall  be  * 
consistent  with  and  further  the  objectives  ^ 
of  State  and  local  government  comprehen¬ 
sive  planning  for  urban  development.  Con-  i 
sideration  shall  be  given  to  all  developmental  * 
aspects  of  the  total  urban  community,  in¬ 
cluding  but  not  limited  to  housing,  transpor-  .  '■ 
tation,  economic  development,  natural  i 
resources  development,  community  facilities,  ■< 
and  the  general  Improvement  of  living  - 
environments. 

(d)  Each  Federal  department  and  agency  ? 
administering  an  urban  development  aid  r 
program  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  prac- 
ticable,  consult  with  and  seek  advice  from 

all  other  significantly  affected  Federal  de-  k 
partments  and  agencies  in  an  effort  to  as-  I 
sure  fully  coordinated  programs.  J 

(e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  plan-  % 
ning  required  by  individual  Federal  pro- 
grams  (such  as  highway  contruction,  urban  >*  1 
renewal,  and  open  space)  shall  be  coordinated  i- 
with  and  made  part  of  comprehensive  local  £ 
and  areawide  mban  development  planning.  ♦ 

FAVORING  UNITS  OP  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  ^ 

Sec.  402.  Where  Federal  law  provides  that  S 
both  special-purpose  units  of  local  govern-  ? 
ment  and  units  of  general  local  government  9 
are  eligible  to  receive  loans  or  grants-in-aid  « 
for  urban  development,  heads  of  Federal  de-  5 
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parments  and  agencies  shall,  In  the  absence 
of  substantial  reasons  to  the  contrary,  make 
such  loans  or  grants-in-aid  for  urban  de¬ 
velopment  to  units  of  general  local  govern¬ 
ment  rather  than  to  special-purpose  units  of 
local  government. 

RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 

Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or 
such  other  agency  as  may  be  designated  by 
the  President  is  hereby  authorized  to  pre¬ 
scribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are 
deemed  appropriate  for  the  effective  ad¬ 
ministration  of  this  title. 

TITLE  V— CONGRESSIONAL  REVIEW  OP 

FEDERAL  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  STATES 

AND  TO  LOCAL  UNITS  OF  GOVERNMENT 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  501.  It  is  the  purpose  and  intent  of 
this  title  to  establish  a  uniform  policy  and 
procedure  whereby  programs  for  grant-in- 
aid  assistance  from  the  Federal  Government 
to  the  States  or  to  their  political  subdivi¬ 
sions  which  may  be  enacted  hereafter  by 
the  Congress  shall  be  made  the  subject  of 
sufficient  subsequent  review  by  the  Congress 
to  insure  that  ( I )  the  effectiveness  of  grants- 
in-aid  as  instruments  of  Pederal-State-local 
cooperation  is  improved  and  enhanced;  (2) 
grant  programs  are  revised  and  redirected 
as  necessary  to  meet  new  conditions  arising 
subsequent  to  their  original  enactment;  and 

(3)  grant  programs  are  terminated  when 
they  have  substantially  achieved  th»,ir  pur¬ 
pose.  It  is  further  the  purpose  and  intent 
of  this  title  to  provide  for  continuing  review 
of  existing  Federal  programs  for  grant-in-aid 
assistance  to  the  States  or  their  political 
subdivisions  by  the  Comptroller  General 
with  a  view  to  the  formulation  of  recom¬ 
mendations  to  assist  the  Congress  in  making 
changes  in  requirements  and  procedLires 
applicable  to  such  programs  in  the  interest 
of  eliminating  areas  of  conflict  and  dupli¬ 
cation  in  program  operations  and  achieving 
more  efficient,  effective,  and  economical  ad¬ 
ministration  of  such  programs,  and  greater 
uniformity  in  the  operation  thereof. 

EXPIRATION  OF  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  502.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  en¬ 
acted  in  the  Ninety-first  or  any  subsequent 
Congress  authorizes  the  making  of  grants- 
in-aid  to  two  or  more  States  or  to  political 
subdivisions  of  two  or  more  States  and  no 
expiration  date  for  such  authority  is  speci¬ 
fied  by  law,  and  such  grant  is  not  specifically 
exempted  from  the  provisions  of  this  title, 
then  the  authority  to  make  grants-in-aid  by 
reason  of  such  Act  to  States,  political  sub¬ 
divisions,  and  other  beneficiaries  from  funds 
not  therefore  obligated  shall  expire  not  later 
than  June  30  of  the  fifth  calendar  year  which 
begins  after  the  effective  date  of  such  Act. 

COMMITTEE  STUDIES  OF  GRANT-IN-AID 
PROGRAMS 

Sec.  503.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  en¬ 
acted  in  the  Ninety-first  or  any  subsequent 
Congress  authorizes  the  making  of  grants- 
in-aid  over  «  period  of  three  or  more  years 
to  two  or  more  States  or  to  political  sub¬ 
divisions  of  two  or  more  States,  then  during 
the  period  beginning  not  later  than  twelve 
months  immediately  preceding  the  date  on 
which  such  authority  is  to  expire,  the  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  to 
which  legislation  extending  such  authority 
would  be  referred  shall,  separately  or  jointly, 
conduct  studies  of  the  program  under  which 
such  grants-in-aid  are  made  with  a  view  to 
ascertaining,  among  other  matters  of  con¬ 
cern  to  the  committees,  the  following: 

(1)  The  extent  to  which  the  puiposes  for 
which  the  grants-in-aid  are  authorized  have 
been  met; 

(2)  The  extent  to  which  such  programs 
can  be  carried  on  without  further  financial 
assistance  from  the  United  States; 

(3)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  pur¬ 
pose,  direction,  or  administration  of  the  orig¬ 
inal  program,  or  in  procedures  and  require¬ 


ment  applicable  thereto,  to  conform  to 
recommendations  by  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  under  section  504,  should  be  made; 

(4)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  pur¬ 
pose,  direction,  or  administration  of  the 
original  program  should  be  made  in  the  light 
of  reports  and  recommendations  submitted 
on  request  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations;  and 

(5)  The  extent  to  which  such  grant-in-aid 
programs  are  adequate  to  meet  the  growing 
and  changing  needs  which  they  were  de¬ 
signed  to  support. 

Each  such  committee  shall  report  the  re¬ 
sults  of  its  investigation  and  study  to  its 
respective  House  not  later  than  one  hundred 
and  twenty  days  before  such  authority  is 
due  to  expire. 

STUDIES  BY  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  OF  FEDERAL 
GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  504.  The  Comptroller  General  shall 
make  continuing  studies  of  presently  existing 
and  all  future  programs  for  grant-in-aid 
assistance  from  the  Federal  Government  to 
the  States  or  their  political  subdivisions  con¬ 
cerning  the  extent  to  which  programs  con¬ 
flict  and  duplication  can  be  eliminated  and 
more  effective,  efficient,  economical,  and  uni¬ 
form  administration  of  such  programs  could 
be  achieved  by  changing  certain  requirements 
and  procedures  applicable  thereto. 

In  reviewing  such  programs  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  shall  consider,  among  other 
relevant  matters,  the  equalization  formulas, 
and  the  budgetary,  accounting,  reporting, 
and  administrative  procedures  applicable  to 
such  programs.  Reports  on  such  studies, 
together  with  recommendations,  shall  be 
submitted  by  the  Comptroller  General  to  the 
Congress.  Reports  on  expiring  programs 
should,  to  the  extent  practicable,  be  sub¬ 
mitted  in  the  year  prior  to  the  date  set  for 
their  expiration. 

STUDIES  BY  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

•Sec.  505.  Upon  request  of  any  committee 
referred  to  in  section  503,  the  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
(established  by  Public  Law  86-380  as 
amended)  shall,  during  the  same  period  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  such  section,  conduct  studies  of 
the  intergovernmental  relations  aspects  of 
programs  which  are  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  such  section,  including  (1)  the  impact  of 
such  prolgrams,  if  any,  on  the  structural  or¬ 
ganization  of  State  and  local  governments 
and  on  Federal-State-looal  fiscal  relations, 
and  (2)  the  coordination  of  Federal  adminis¬ 
tration  of  such  programs  with  State  and  local 
administration  thereof,  and  shall  report  its 
findings  and  recommendations  to  such 
committee. 

RECORDS  AND  AUDIT 

Sec.  506.  (a)  Each  State  or  political  sub¬ 
division  thereof  receiving  assistance  under 

(1)  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  after  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act  which  provides  for  a 
grant-in-aid  from  the  United  States  to  a 
State  or  a  political  subdivision  thereof,  or  (2) 
any  new  grant-in-aid  agreement,  or  exten¬ 
sion,  modification,  or  alteration  of  any  exist¬ 
ing  grant-in-aid  agreement  pursuant  to  ex¬ 
isting  law  shall  keep  such  records  as  the  Fed¬ 
eral  agency  administering  such  grant  may 
prescribe,  including  records  which  fully  dis¬ 
close  the  amount  and  disposition  by  such 
recipient  of  such  grant-in-aid,  the  total  cost 
of  the  project  or  undertaking  in  connection 
with  which  such  grant-in-aid  is  given  or 
used,  and  the  amount  of  that  portion  of  the 
cost  of  the  project  or  undertaking  supplied 
by  other  sources,  and  such  other  records  as 
wilt  facilitate  an  effective  audit. 

(b)  The  head  of  the  Federal  agency  ad¬ 
ministering  such  grant  and  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States,  or  any  of  their 
duly  authorized  representatives,  shall  have 
access  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  examina¬ 
tion  to  any  books,  documents,  papers,  and 
records  of  such  recipients  that  are  pertinent 
to  the  grants  received. 


TITLE  VI— CONSOLIDATION  OF 
GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  601.  (a)  The  President  shall  from  time 
to  time  examine  the  various  programs  of 
grants-in-aid  provided  by  law  and  shall  de¬ 
termine  what  consolidations  are  necessary  or 
desirable — 

(1)  to  promote  the  better  execution  and 
efficient  management  of  Individual  grant 
programs  within  the  same  functional  area; 

(2)  to  provide  better  coordination  among 
individual  grant  programs  within  the  same 
functional  area;  or 

(3 )  to  promote  more  efficient  planning  and 
use  by  the  recipients  of  grants  under  pro¬ 
grams  within  the  same  functional  area. 

(b)  The  Congress  declares  that  the  public 
interest  demands  the  carrying  out  of  the 
purposes  of  subsection  (a)  and  that  the 
purposes  may  be  accomplished  in  great  meas¬ 
ure  by  proceeding  under  this  title,  and  can 
be  accomplished  more  speedily  thereby  than 
by  the  enactment  of  specific  legislation. 

PREPARATION  AND  TRANSMITTAL  OF  PLAN 

Sec.  602.  (a)  When  the  Presdent,  after  in¬ 
vestigation,  finds  that  a  consolidation  of 
individual  grant-in-aid  programs  within  the 
same  functional  area  is  necessary  or  desirable 
to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  purposes 
set  forth  in  section  601(a),  he  shall  prepare 
a  grant  consolidation  plan  for  the  making  of 
such  consolidation,  and  shall  transmit  such 
plan  (bearing  an  identification  number)  to 
the  Congress,  together  with  a  declaration 
that  with  respect  to  each  individual  pro¬ 
gram  consolidated  under  such  plan,  he  has 
found  that  the  consolidation  is  necessary  or 
desirable  to  accomplish  one  or  more  of  the 
purposes  set  forth  in  section  601(a).  Each 
such  consolidation  plan  so  transmitted — 

(1)  shall  place  responsibility  in  a  single 
agency  for  administration  of  the  consolidated 
program,  and 

(2)  shall  specify  in  detail  the  formula  or 
formulas  for  the  making  of  grants  under 
the  consolidated  program,  and  shall  set  forth 
the  differences  between  such  formula  or 
formulas  and  the  formula  for  making  grants 
under  each  of  the  individual  programs  con¬ 
solidated  under  such  plan, 

(b)  Each  grant  consolidation  plan  shall 
provide  for  only  one  consolidation  of  indi¬ 
vidual  grant  programs. 

(c)  The  President  shall  have  a  grant  con¬ 
solidation  plan  delivered  to  both  Houses  on 
the  same  day  and  to  each  House  while  it  is 
in  session. 

CONGRESSIONAL  CONSIDERATION 

Sec.  603.  (a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided 
in  subsection  (c) ,  a  grant  consolidation  plan 
shall  become  effective  at  the  end  of  the  first 
period  of  ninety  calendar  days  of  continuous 
session  of  the  Congress  after  the  date  on 
which  the  plan  is  transmitted  to  it  unless, 
between  the  date  of  transmittal  and  the  end 
of  the  ninety-day  period,  either  House  passes 
a  resolution  stating  in  substance  that  the 
House  does  not  favor  the  grant  consolidation 
plan. 

(b)  For  purposes  of  subsection  (a)  — 

(1)  continuity  of  session  is  broken  only 
by  an  adjournment  of  the  Congress  sine  die, 
and 

(2)  the  days  on  which  either  House  is  not 
in  session  because  of  an  adjournment  of 
more  than  three  days  to  a  day  certain  shall 
be  excluded  in  the  computation  of  the 
ninety-day  period. 

(c)  Under  provisions  contained  in  a  grant 
consolidation  plan,  a  provision  of  such  plan 
may  become  effective  at  a  time  later  than  the 
date  on  which  such  plan  becomes  effective 
under  subsection  (a) . 

(d)  A  grant  consolidation  plan  which  be¬ 
comes  effective  shall  be  printed  (1)  in  the 
Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same  volume  as  the 
public  laws  and  (2)  in  the  Federal  Register. 

Sec.  604.  (a)  This  section  is  enacted  by  the 
Congress — 
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(1)  as  an  exercise  of  the  rulemaking 
power  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  respectively,  and  as  such  it  is 
deemed  a  part  of  the  rules  of  each  House, 
respectively,  but  applicable  only  vrith  re¬ 
spect  to  the  procedure  to  be  followed  in  that 
^ouse  in  the  case  of  resolutions  described 
in  subsection  (b);  and  it  supersedes  other 
rules  only  to  the  extent  that  it  is  incon¬ 
sistent  therewith:  and 

(2)  with  full  recognition  of  the  constitu¬ 
tional  right  of  either  House  to  change  the 
rules  (so  far  as  relating  to  the  procedure  of 
that  House)  at  any  time,  in  the  same  manner 
and  to  the  same  extent  as  in  the  case  of  any 
other  rule  of  that  House. 

(b)  The  provisions  of  sections  910  through 
913  of  title  5  of  the  United  States  Code  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  a  grant  consolidation 
plan  and,  for  such  purposes — 

(1)  all  references  in  such  sections  to  ‘‘re¬ 
organization  plan”  shall  be  treated  as.  re¬ 
ferring  to  ‘‘grant  consolidation  plan”,  and 

(2)  all  references  in  such  sections  to 
"resolution”  shall  be  treated  as  referring  to 
a  resolution  of  either  House  of  the  Con¬ 
gress,  the  matter  after  the  resolving  clause 

of  which  is  as  follows :  "That  the _ does 

not  favor  the  grant  consolidated  plan  num¬ 
bered  _ transmitted  to  the  Congress  by 

the  President  on  _ 19-_.”,  the  first 

blank  therein  being  filled  with  the  name  of 
the  resolving  House  and  the  other  blank 
spaces  therein  being  appropriately  filled. 

EXPIRATION  DATE 

Sec.  605.  The  authority  of  the  President 
under  section  602  to  transmit  grant  con¬ 
solidation  plans  shall  expire  three  years  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
■nTLE  VII— ACQUISITION,  USE,  AND  DIS¬ 
POSITION  OP  LAND  WITHIN  URBAN 

AREAS  BY  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  IN  CON¬ 
FORMITY  WITH  LAND  UTILIZATION 

PROGRAMS  OP  AFFECTED  LOCAL  GOV¬ 
ERNMENT 

AMENDMENT  OF  FEDERAL  PROPERTY  AND  ADMIN¬ 
ISTRATIVE  SERVICES  ACT 

Sec.  701.  The  Federal  Property  and  Admin¬ 
istrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.) ,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  as  follows : 
"TITLE  VIII— URBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 

“SHORT  TITLE 

“Sec.  801.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Federal  Urban  Land-Use  Act’. 

"DECLARATION  OP  PURPOSE  AND  POLICY 

"Sec.  802.  It  Is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
promote  more  harmonious  intergovernmental 
relations  by  prescribing  uniform  policies  and 
procedures  whereby  the  Administrator  shall 
acquire,  use,  and  dispose  of  land  in  urban 
areas  in  order  that  urban  land  transactions 
entered  into  for  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  or  on  behalf  of  other  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  shall  be  consistent  with  zoning  and 
land-use  practices  and  shall  be  made  to  the 
greatest  extent  in  accordance  with  planning 
and  development  objectives  of  the  local  gov¬ 
ernments  and  local  planning  agencies  con¬ 
cerned. 

“disposal  op  urban  LANDS 

“Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator 
contemplates  the  disposal  for  or  on  behalf 
of  any  Federal  agency  of  any  real  property 
situated  within  an  urban  area,  he  shall,  prior 
to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give  reason¬ 
able  notice  to  the  head  of  the  governing 
body  of  the  unit  of  general  local  government 
having  jurisdiction  over  zoning  and  land- 
use  regulation  in  the  geographical  area  with¬ 
in  which  the  land  or  lands  are  located  in 
order  to  afford  the  government  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  zoning  for  the  use  of  such  land  in 
accordance  with  local  comprehensive  plan¬ 
ning. 

“(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest 
practical  extent,  shall  furnish  to  all  prospec¬ 
tive  purchasers  of  such  real  property,  full 
and  complete  information  concerning — 


"(1)  current  zoning  regulations  and  pros¬ 
pective  zoning  requirements  and  objectives 
for  such  property  when  it  is  unzoned;  and 

"(2)  current  availability  to  such  property 
of  streets,  sidewalks,  sewers,  water,  street 
lights,  and  other  service  facilities  and  pro¬ 
spective  availability  of  such  services  if  such 
property  is  included  in  comprehensive  plan¬ 
ning. 

"ACQUISITION  OR  CHANGE  OP  USE  OP  REAL 
PROPERTY 

"Sec.  804.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable, 
prior  to  a  commitment  to  acquire  any  real 
property  situated  in  an  urban  area,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  shall  notify  the  unit  of  general 
local  government  exercising  zoning  and  land- 
use  jurisdiction  over  the  land  proposed  to  be 
purchased  of  his  Intent  to  acquire  such 
land  and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property. 
In  the  event  that  the  Administrator  deter¬ 
mines  that  such  advance  notice  would  have 
an  adverse  impact  on  the  proposed  purchase, 
he  shall,  upon  conclusion  of  the  acquisition, 
immediately  notify  such  local  government  of 
the  acquisition  and  the  proposed  use  of  the 
property. 

“(b)  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use  of 
any  real  profierty  situated  in  an  urban  area 
as  a  site  for  public  building,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  shall,  to  the  extent  he  determines  prac¬ 
ticable — 

“(1)  consider  all  objections  made  to  any 
such  acquisition  or  change  use  by  such  imit 
of  government  upon  the  ground  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  acquisition  of  use  confiicts  or  would 
conflict  with  the  zoning  regulations  or  plan¬ 
ning  objectives  of  such  units;  and 

“(2)  comply  with  and  conform  to  such 
regulations  of  the  unit  of  general  local  gov¬ 
ernment  having  Jurisdiction  with  respect  to 
the  area  within  which  such  property  is 
situated  and  the  planning  and  development 
objectives  of  such  local  government. 

“Sec.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in 
sections  803  and  804  may  be  waived  during 
any  period  of  national  emergency  proclaimed 
by  the  President. 

"DEFINITIONS 

"Sec.  806.  As  used  in  this  title — 

“(a)  ‘Unit  of  general  local  government’ 
means  any  city,  county,  town,  parish,  village, 
or  other  general-purpose  political  subdivision 
of  a  State. 

“(b)  ‘Urban  area’  means — 

“(1)  any  geographical  area  within  the  jur¬ 
isdiction  of  any  incorporated  city,  town,  bor¬ 
ough,  village,  or  other  unit  of  general  local 
government,  except  county  or  parish,  having 
a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more  in¬ 
habitants; 

“(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  county,  town, 
township,  or  similar  governmental  entity 
which  contains  no  incorporated  unit  of  gen¬ 
eral  local  government  but  has  a  population 
density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand 
five  hundred  inhabitants  per  square  mile; 
and 

“(3)  that  portion  of  any  geographical  area 
having  a  population  density  equal  to  or  ex¬ 
ceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred  inhabit¬ 
ants  per  square  mile  and  situated  adjacent 
to  the  boundary  of  any  incorporated  unit  of 
general  local  government  which  has  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  ten  thousand  or  more  Inhabitants. 

"(c)  ‘Comprehensive  planning’  Includes 
the  following,  to  the  extent  directly  related 
to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  gov¬ 
ernment; 

"(1)  preparation,  as  a  guide  for  long-range 
development,  of  general  physical  plans  with 
respect  to  the  pattern  and  intensity  of  land 
use  and  the  provision  of  public  facilities  in¬ 
cluding  transportation  facilities,  together 
with  long-range  fiscal  plans  for  such  devel¬ 
opment; 

"(2)  programing  of  capital  improvements 
based  on  a  determination  of  relative  urgency, 
together  with  definitive  financing  plans  for 
the  Improvement  to  be  constructed  in  the 
earlier  years  of  the  program; 


“(3)  coordination  of  all  related  plans  of 
the  department  or  subdivisions  of  the  gov¬ 
ernment  concerned; 

“(4)  Intergovernmental  coordination  of 
related  planning  activities  among  the  State 
and  local  governmental  agencies  concerned; 
and 

"(6)  preparation  of  regulatory  and  admin¬ 
istrative  measures  in  support  of  the  fore¬ 
going.” 

TITLE  VIII— UNIFORM  RELOCATION 
ASSISTANCE 


DECLARATION  OP  POLICY 

Sec.  801.  The  purpose  of  this  Act  is  to 
establish  a  uniform  policy  for  the  fair  and 
equitable  treatment  of  owners,  tenants,  and 
other  persons  displaced  by  the  acquisition  of 
real  property  in  Federal  and  federally  as¬ 
sisted  programs.  Such  a  policy  shall  be  as 
uniform  as  practicable  as  to  (1)  relocation 
pajrments,  (2)  advisory  assistance,  (3)  as¬ 
surance  of  availability  of  standard  housing, 
and  (4)  Federal  reimbursement  for  reloca¬ 
tion  payments  under  federally  assisted  pro¬ 
grams. 

Part  A. — ^Federal  Programs 


RELOCATION  PAYMENTS 


Sec.  802.  (a)  If  the  head  of  any  Federal 
agency  acquires  real  property  for  public  use 
in  a  State,  he  shall  make  fair  and  reasonable 
relocation  payments  to  displaced  persons  In 
accordance  with  the  regulations  established 
by  the  President  under  section  805  of  this 
Act. 


(b)  If  Emy  displaced  person  who  moves  or 
discontinue  his  business  elects  to  accept  the 
payment  authorized  by  this  subsection  In 
lieu  of  the  payment  authorized  for  such  busi¬ 
ness  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the 
head  of  such  Federal  agency  shall  make  a 
fixed  relocation  payment  to  such  person  In 
an  amount  equal  to  the  average  annual  net 
earnings  of  the  business,  or  $5,000,  which¬ 
ever  is  the  lesser.  No  payment  shall  be  made 
under  this  subsection  unless  the  head  of 
such  agency  is  satisfied  that  the  business  ( 1 ) 
cannot  be  relocated  without  a  substantial 
loss  of  its  existing  patronage,  and  (2)  is  not 
part  of  a  commercial  enterprise  having  at  * 
least  one  other  establishment,  not  being  ac-  ^ 
qulred  by  the  United  States,  which  Is  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  same  or  similar  business.  For 
piup)Oses  of  this  subsection,  the  term  “aver¬ 
age  annual  net  earnings”  means  one-half  of 
any  net  earnings  of  the  business,  before 
Federal,  State,  and  local  income  taxes,  dur¬ 
ing  the  two  taxable  years  Immediately  pre¬ 
ceding  the  taxable  year  in  which  such  busi¬ 
ness  moves  from  the  real  property  acquired  ■■ 
by  the  United  States  and  includes  any  com-  j 
pensation  paid  by  the  business  to  the  owner,  * 
his  spouse,  or  his  dependent  children  during 
such  two-year  period.  Such  earnings  and 
compensation  shall  be  established  by  Federal- 
income  tax  returns  filed  by  such  business  ' 
and  Its  owner  and  his  spouse  and  dependent  ‘ 
children  for  such  two  taxable  years. 

(c)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moved 
from  a  dwelling  elects  to  accept  the  payments 
authorized  by  this  subsection  in  lieu  of  the  . 
payments  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section  for  moving  from  such  dwelling,  ' 
the  head  of  such  Federal  agency  shall  make  ‘ 
the  following  fixed  relocation  payments  to  > 
such  person : 


(1)  A  moving  expense  allowance,  deter-  i 
mined  according  to  a  schedule  established  by 
the  head  of  such  agency,  not  to  exceed  $200; 


(2)  A  dislocation  allowance  equal  to  the  *' 
amount  paid  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection  or  $100,  whichever  is  the  lesser;  ' 


(3)  An  additional  payment  of  $300  if  the?’, 
displaced  person  purchases  a  dwelling  for  4 
the  purpose  of  residence  within  one  year  from  /- 
the  date  of  actual  displacement  except  that 
such  displaced  person  shall  only  be  eligible 
for  payment  under  this  subsection  when 
the  dwelling  purchased  is  situated  upon  real 
estate  in  which  such  person  acquires  fee 
title,  life  estate,  ninety-nine-year  lease,  or. 
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other  type  of  long-term  lease  equivalent  to 
fee  ownership;  and 

(d)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moves 
or  discontinues  a  farm  operation  elects  to 
accept  the  payment  authorized  by  this  sub¬ 
section  In  lieu  of  the  payment  authorized 
for  such  farm  operation  by  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section,  the  head  of  such  Federal  agency 
shall  make  a  fixed  relocation  payment  to  such 
person  in  the  amount  of  $1,000.  In  the  case 
where  the  entire  farm  operation  Is  not  ac¬ 
quired  by  such  Federal  agency,  the  payment 
authorized  by  this  subsection  shall  be  made 
only  if  the  head  of  such  agency  determines 
that  the  remainder  property  Is  no  longer  an 
economic  unit. 

(e)  (1)  In  addition  to  any  amount  under 
subsections  (a),  (b),  (c),  and  (d)  of  this 
section,  the  head  of  such  Federad  agency 
may  pay  to  or  on  behalf  of  any  displaced 
family,  displaced  elderly  individual,  or  dis¬ 
placed  handicapped  Individual,  monthly  pay¬ 
ments  over  a  period  not  to  exceed  twenty- 
four  months  In  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$500  In  the  first  twelve  months  and  $500  In 
the  second  twelve  months  to  assist  such  dis¬ 
placed  family  or  Individual  to  secure  a  de¬ 
cent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling.  Subject  to 
the  limitation  Imposed  by  the  preceding 
sentence,  the  additional  payment  shall  be 
an  amount  which,  when  added  to  20  per 
centum  of  the  annual  Income  of  the  dis¬ 
placed  individual  or  family  at  the  time  of 
displacement,  equals  the  average  annual 
rental  required  for  such  a  decent,  safe,  and 
samtary  dwelling  of  modest  standards  ade¬ 
quate  In  size  to  accommodate  the  displaced 
Individual  or  family  In  areas  not  generally 
less  desirable  In  regard  to  public  utilities  and 
public  and  commercial  facilities:  Provided, 
That  such  payment  shall  be  made  only  to  an 
individual  or  family  who  is  unable  to  secure 
a  dwelling  unit  In  a  low-rental  housing  proj¬ 
ect  assisted  under  the  United  States  Housing 
Act  of  1937,  or  under  a  State  or  local  program 
found  by  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  to  have  the  same  general  pur¬ 
poses  as  the  Federal  program  under  such 
Act,  or  a  dwelling  unit  assisted  under  section 
101  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Act  of  1965. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  shall  make  the  determinations 
under  this  subsection  on  the  amount  of  as¬ 
sistance  according  to  family  size,  family  or 
Individual  Income,  average  rents  required, 
or  similar  considerations  for  all  agencies 
making  such  payments. 

(3)  The  additional  payments  under  this 
subsection  may  be  paid  on  a  lump  sum  or 
other  than  monthly  basis  in  cases  in  which 
the  small  size  of  the  payments  that  would 
otherwise  be  required  do  not  warrant  a  num¬ 
ber  of  separate  payments  or  In  other  cases  in 
which  other  than  monthly  payments  are  de¬ 
termined  warranted  by  the  head  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  agency. 

(4)  No  payment  received  under  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  considered  as  income  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  the  eligibility  or  the 
extent  of  eligibility  of  any  person  for  assist¬ 
ance  under  the  Social  Security  Act  or  any 
other  Federal  act. 

(f)  All  functions  performed  under  this 
section  shall  be  subject  to  the  operation  of 
the  Act  of  June  11,  1946  (60  Stat.  237),  as 
amended  (5  U.S.C.  1001-1011).  Any  dis¬ 
placed  person  adversely  affected  or  aggrieved 
by  the  operation  of  this  section  after  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act  may  Institute  In 
the  district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
judicial  district  in  which  such  claimant  re¬ 
sides  or  In  which  such  claim  first  arose  an 
action  for  the  review  of  such  determination. 
Upon  the  filing  of  such  action,  such  court 
shall  have  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  deter¬ 
mine  such  action  and  to  enter  therein  such 
judgment,  decree,  or  order  as  it  shall  deem 
appropriate  and  may  modify  such  deter¬ 
mination  upon  a  showing  that  such  deter¬ 
mination  was  arbitrary,  capricious,  or  in  vio¬ 


lation  of  standards  applicable  to  such  deter¬ 
minations  in  similar  cases. 

RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  803.  (a)  If  the  head  of  any  Federal 
agency  acquires  real  property  for  public  use 
In  a  State,  he  shall  provide  a  relocation  as¬ 
sistance  program  for  displaced  persons  which 
shall  offer  the  services  described  In  subsec¬ 
tion  (c)  of  this  section.  If  the  head  of  such 
agency  determines  that  other  persons,  oc¬ 
cupying  property  adjacent  to  the  real  prop¬ 
erty  acquired,  are  caused  substantial  eco¬ 
nomic  injury  because  of  the  public  improve¬ 
ment  for  which  such  property  is  acquired, 
he  may  offer  such  persons  relocation  services 
under  such  program. 

(b)  Federal  agencies  administering  pro¬ 
grams  which  may  be  of  assistance  to  dis¬ 
placed  persons  covered  by  this  Act  shall  co¬ 
operate  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible  with 
the  Federal  or  State  agency  causing  the  dis¬ 
placement  to  assure  that  such  displaced  per¬ 
sons  receive  the  maximum  assistance  avail¬ 
able  to  them. 

(c)  Each  relocation  assistance  program  re¬ 
quired  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
include  such  measures,  facilities,  or  services 
as  may  be  necessary  or  appropriate  in  order 

( 1 )  to  determine  the  needs  of  displaced  fam¬ 
ilies,  individuals,  business  concerns,  and  farm 
operators  for  relocation  assistance;  (2)  to 
assure  that  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time  prior  to  displacement,  there  will  be 
available,  in  areas  not  generally  less  desira¬ 
ble  in  regard  to  public  utilities  and  public 
and  commercial  facilities  and  at  rents  or 
prices  within  the  financial  means  of  the  fam¬ 
ilies  and  Individuals  displaced,  decent,  safe, 
and  sanitary  dwellings  equal  in  number  to 
the  number  of,  and  available  to.  such  dis¬ 
placed  families  and  individuals  and  reason¬ 
ably  accessible  to  their  places  of  employ¬ 
ment,  except  that  such  assurance  may  be 
waived  during  any  period  of  national  emer¬ 
gency  proclaimed  by  the  President;  (3)  to 
assist  owners  of  displaced  businesses  and  dis¬ 
placed  farm  operators  in  obtaining  and  be¬ 
coming  established  in  suitable  business  loca¬ 
tions  or  replacement  farms;  (4)  to  supply 
information  concerning  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration  home  acquisition  program 
under  section  221(d)(2)  of  the  National 
Housing  Act,  the  small  business  disaster  loan 
program  under  section  7(b)  (3)  of  the  Small 
Business  Act,  and  other  programs  offering 
assistance  to  displaced  persons;  (5)  to  assist 
in  minimizing  hardships  to  displaced  persons 
in  adjusting  to  relocation;  and  (6)  to  assure, 
to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  the  coordi¬ 
nation  of  relocation  activities  with  other 
project  activities  and  other  planned  or  pro¬ 
posed  governmental  actions  in  the  com¬ 
munity  or  nearby  areas  which  may  affect  the 
carr3riLng  out  of  the  relocation  program. 

(d)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  7(b)  of  the 
Small  Business  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"(3)  to  make  such  loans  (either  directly 
or  in  cooperation  with  banks  or  other  lend¬ 
ing  institutions  through  agreements  to  par¬ 
ticipate  on  an  immediate  or  deferred  basis) 
as  the  Administration  may  determine  to  be 
necessary  or  appropriate  to  assist  any  small 
business  concern  in  continuing  In  business  at 
its  existing  location,  in  reestablishing  its 
business,  in  purchasing  a  business,  or  in  es¬ 
tablishing  a  new  business,  if  the  Administra¬ 
tion  determines  that  such  concern  has  suffer¬ 
ed  substantial  economic  injury  as  the  result 
of  Its  displacement  by,  or  location  in,  adja¬ 
cent  to,  or  near,  a  federally  aided  urban  re¬ 
newal  project  or  highway  construction  pro¬ 
gram  or  any  other  public  improvement  pro¬ 
gram  conducted  by  or  with  funds  provided  in 
whole  or  in  part  by  the  Federal  Government 
or  by  the  States;  and  the  purpose  of  a  loan 
made  pursuant  to  such  project  or  program 
may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Administration, 
Include  the  purchase  or  construction  of  other 
premises  whether  or  not  the  borrower  owned 
the  premises  occupied  by  the  business  and,” 


states  acting  as  agents  for  federal 

PROGRAMS 

Sec.  804.  Whenever  real  property  is  ac- 
qmred  by  a  State  agency  for  a  Federal  pub¬ 
lic  Improvement  project>  such  acquisition 
shall,  for  purposes  of  this  Act,  be  deemed  an 
acquisition  by  the  Federal  agency  having  au¬ 
thority  over  such  project  and  such  Federal 
agency  shall  make  relocation  payments,  pro¬ 
vide  relocation  assistance,  and  provide  assur¬ 
ance  of  availability  of  housing  as  required 
in  the  case  of  acquisitions  of  real  property  by 
a  Federal  agency. 

authority  of  the  president 

Sec.  805.  (a)  To  carry  Into  effect  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  title,  the  President  is  authorized 
to  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  may 
determine  to  be  necessary  to  assure: 

(1)  That  relocation  payments  authorized 
by  section  802  shall  be  fair  and  reasonable 
and  as  uniform  as  practicable; 

(2)  That  a  displaced  person  who  makes 
proper  application  for  a  relocation  payment 
authorized  for  such  person  by  section  802(a) 
shall  be  reimbursed  for  or  paid — 

(A)  his  actual  and  reasonable  expenses  in 
moving  himself,  his  family,  his  business,  farm 
operation,  or  other  personal  property,  and  in 
the  case  of  a  farm  operation,  for  his  actual 
and  reasonable  expenses  in  searching  for  a 
replacement  farm; 

(B)  if  he  disposes  of  personal  property  on 
moving  his  business  or  farm  operation  and 
replaces  such  property  at  the  new  location, 
an  amount  equal  to  the  reasonable  expenses 
that  would  have  been  required  In  moving 
such  personal  property  to  the  new  location; 
and 

(C)  such  other  expenses  authorized  by 
section  802(a)  as  may  be  provided  for  in 
regulations  issued  under  this  section; 

(3)  That  a  dlspl  ced  person  who  makes 
proper  application  for  a  relocation  payment 
authorized  for  such  person  by  this  title  shall 
be  paid  promptly  after  a  move  or,  in  certain 
hardship  cases,  the  President  may,  by  regula¬ 
tion  authorize  advance  payment  of  certain 
relocation  costs; 

(4)  That  any  person  aggrieved  by  a  deter¬ 
mination  as  to  eligibility  for  a  relocation 
payment  authorized  by  this  title,  or  the 
amount  of  a  payment,  may  have  his  applica¬ 
tion  reviewed  by  the  head  of  the  agency;  and 

(5)  That  a  displaced  person  shall  have  a 
reasonable  time  in  which  to  apply  for  a  re¬ 
location  payment  authorized  by  this  title. 

(b)  The  President  may.  by  regulation,  es¬ 
tablish  a  limitation  on  the  amount  of  a 
relocation  payment  authorized  by  section 
802(a)  with  due  consideration  for  the  decla¬ 
ration  of  policy  In  this  title  and  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and 
section  807(b). 

(c)  In  order  to  prevent  unnecessary  ex¬ 
pense  and  duplication  of  functions,  and  to 
promote  uniform  and  effective  administra¬ 
tion  of  relocation  assistance  programs  for 
displaced  persons,  the  President  is  authorized 
to  require  that  any  Federal  agency  make  re¬ 
location  payments  or  provide  relocation  serv¬ 
ices,  or  otherwise  carry  out  Its  functions 
under  this  title,  by  utilizing  the  facilities, 
personnel,  and  services  of  any  other  Federal 
agency,  or  by  entering  into  appropriate  con¬ 
tracts  or  agreements  with  any  State  agency 
having  an  established  organization  lor  con¬ 
ducting  relocation  assistance  programs. 

(d)  The  President  may  make  such  other 
rules  and  regulations  consistent  with  the 
provisions  of  this  title  as  he  deems  necessary 
or  appropriate  to  carry  out  this  title. 

FUND  availability 

Sec.  806.  Funds  appropriated  or  otherwise 
available  to  any  Federal  agency  for  the 
acquisition  of  real  property  or  any  Interest 
therein  shall  be  available  also  for  obligation 
and  expenditure  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  title. 
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Past  B. — PsajERALLY  Assisted  Programs 

RELOCATION  PAYMENTS  AND  ASSISTANCE;  ASSUR¬ 
ANCE  OP  AVAILABILITY  OF  HOUSING 

Sec.  807.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  on  and  after  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act,  no  grant  to,  or  contract  or 
agreement  with  a  State  agency,  under  which 
Federal  financial  assistance  will  be  avail¬ 
able  to  pay  the  cost  In  connection  with  the 
acquisition  of  real  property  or  of  a  public 
improvement  for  which  real  property  is  to 
be  acquired  or  as  the  result  of  which  dis¬ 
placement  will  otherwise  occur,  may  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
respKinsible  for  the  administration  of  such 
Federal  financial  assistance  unless  such  State 
agency  has  entered  into  an  agreement  with 
the  head  of  such  Federal  agency  to  provide 
to  displaced  persons  for  moves  from  such 
real  property — 

(1)  fair  and  reasonable  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  as  described  in  section  802(a)  of  this 
title  and  in  accordance  with  regulations 
established  by  the  President  under  section 
805  of  this  title; 

(2)  fixed  relocation  payments  in  the  same 
amounts  and  under  the  same  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  as  are  required  to  be  made  by  a  Fed¬ 
eral  agency  by  subsection  802  (b),  (c),  (d), 
and  (e)  of  this  title; 

(3)  relocation  assistance  programs  offer¬ 
ing  the  services  described  in  section  803(c)  of 
this  title;  and 

(4)  a  feasible  method  for  the  temporary 
relocation  of  families  and  individuals  dis¬ 
placed  from  the  property  acquired,  and  as¬ 
surance  that  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time  prior  to  displacement,  there  will  be 
available  in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable 
in  regard  to  public  utilities  and  public  and 
commercial  facilities  and  at  rents  or  prices 
within  the  financial  means  of  the  families 
and  individuals  displaced,  decent,  safe,  and 
sanitary  dwellings  equal  in  number  to  the 
number  of  and  available  to  such  displaced 
families  and  individuals  and  reasonably  ac¬ 
cessible  to  their  places  of  employment. 

(b)  The  cost  to  a  State  agency  providing 
the  payments  and  services  described  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section  may  be  included 
as  part  of  the  cost  of  the  project  for  which 
Federal  financial  assistance  is  available  to 
such  State  agency,  and  such  State  agency 
shall  be  eligible  for  Federal  financial  assist¬ 
ance  with  respect  to  such  payments  and 
services  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same 
extent  as  with  respect  to  other  project  costs, 
except  that  the  Federal  agency  providing 
such  assistance  shall  contribute  the  first 
$25,000  of  the  cost  of  providing  a  relocation 
payment  to  any  displaced  person.  However, 
no  State  agency  need  agree  to  make  any  re¬ 
location  payment  in  excess  of  $25,000  to  any 
displaced  person  in  order  to  receive  the  as¬ 
sistance  authorized  by  the  subsection. 

(c)  In  order  to  prevent  unnecessary  ex¬ 
penses  and  duplication  of  functions,  and  to 
promote  uniform  and  effective  administra¬ 
tion  of  relocation  assistance  programs  for 
displaced  persons,  any  agreement  by  a  State 
agency  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
shall  provide  that  such  agency  may  make  re¬ 
location  payments  or  provide  relocation  as¬ 
sistance  or  otherwise  carry  out  its  functions 
under  this  title  by  utilizing  the  facilities, 
personnel,  and  services  of  any  other  State 
agency  having  an  established  organization 
for  conducting  relocation  assistance  pro¬ 
grams. 

(d)  Any  grant  to,  or  contract  or  agreement 
with  a  State  agency  executed  before  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  this  Act,  under  which  Fed¬ 
eral  financial  assistance  is  available  to  pay 
the  cost  in  connection  with  the  acquisition 
of  real  property,  or  of  the  Improvement  for 
which  such  property  is  acquired,  may  be 
amended  to  include  an  agreement  as  de¬ 
scribed  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

(e)  If  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  deter¬ 
mines  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  expeditious 
completion  of  a  public  Improvement  for 
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which  a  State  agency  has  entered  Into  an 
agreement,  as  described  in  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section,  to  make  relocation  payments  to 
displaced  persons,  or  to  provide  the  funds 
necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  sec¬ 
tion  905(b)(1)  of  this  Act,  he  may  advance 
the  Federal  share  of  such  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  and  an  amount  necessary  to  make 
the  required  payments  under  section 
905(b)(1)  to  such  State  agency.  Upon 
determination  by  the  head  of  such  Federal 
agency  that  any  part  of  the  funds  advanced 
to  a  State  agency  under  this  subsection  are 
no  longer  required,  the  amount  which  he 
determines  not  to  be  required  shall  be  repaid 
upMon  demand.  Any  sum  advanced  and  not 
repaid  on  demand  shall  be  deducted  from 
sums  otherwise  available  to  usch  State 
agency  from  Federal  sources. 

DISPLACEMENT  BY  CERTAIN  PROGRAMS  RECEIVING 

ASSISTANCE  UNDER  TITLE  I  OF  THE  HOUSING 

ACT  OF  1949,  AS  AMENDED 

Sec.  808.  A  person  who  moves  or  discon¬ 
tinues  his  business,  or  moves  other  personal 
property,  or  moves  from  his  dwelling  on  or 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  as  a 
direct  result  of  any  project  or  program  which 
receives  Federal  financial  assistance  under 
title  I  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  shall,  for  the  purposes  of  this  title, 
be  deemed  to  be  a  displaced  person. 

SEVERABILITY 

Sec.  809.  If  any  provision  of  this  title,  or 
the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or 
circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder 
of  this  title  and  the  application  of  the  pro¬ 
vision  to  other  persons  or  circumstances 
shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

ACTS  REPEALED 

Sec.  810.  (a)  Tlie  following  laws  and  parts 
of  laws  are  hereby  repealed: 

(1)  The  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  reimburse 
owners  of  lands  required  for  development 
under  his  jurisdiction  for  their  moving  ex¬ 
penses,  and  for  other  purposes,”  approved 
May  29,  1958  (43  U.S.C.  1231-1234) . 

(2)  Paragraph  14  of  section  203(b)  of  the 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Act  of  1958 
(42  U.S.C.  2473). 

(3)  Section  2680  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code. 

(4)  Section  133  of  title  23.  United  States 
Code. 

(5)  Section  7(b)  of  the  Urban  Mass  Trans¬ 
portation  Act  of  1964  (49  U.S.C.  1606(b) ). 

(6)  Section  105(c)  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1949  (42  U.S.C,  1455(c)  ). 

(7)  Section  114  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949 
(42  U.S.C.  1465(a)-(d)). 

(8)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  15  of  the 
United  States  Housing  Act  of  1937  (42  U.S.C. 
1415(8)),  except  the  first  sentence  of  such 
paragraph. 

(9)  Section  404  of  the  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act  of  1965  (42  U.S.C.  3071- 
3074) . 

(10)  Section  107  of  the  Demonstration 
Cities  and  Metropolitan  Development  Act  of 
1966. 

(b)  Any  rights  or  liabilities  now  existing 
under  prior  Acts  or  portions  thereof  shall  not 
be  affected  by  the  repeal  of  such  prior  Acts 
or  portions  thereof  under  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section. 

TITLE  IX. — UNIFORM  LAND  ACQUISITION 
POLICY 

Part  A. — Federal  Programs 

UNIFORM  POLICY  ON  LAND  ACQUISITION 
PRACTICES 

Sec.  901.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  the 
acquisition  of  real  property  by  amicable 
agreements  with  owners,  to  relieve  conges¬ 
tion  in  the  courts,  to  assure  consistent  treat¬ 
ment  for  owners  in  the  many  Federal  pro¬ 
grams,  and  to  promote  public  confidence  in 
Federal  land  acquisition  practices,  heads  of 
Federal  agencies  shall,  consistent  with  pro¬ 
gram  requirements,  be  guided  by  the  follow¬ 
ing  policies: 


(1)  The  head  of  a  Federal  agency  should 
make  every  reasonable  effort  to  acquire  real 
property  by  negotiated  purchase. 

(2)  Real  property  should  be  appraised  be¬ 
fore  the  initiation  of  negotiations,  and  the 
owner  or  his  designated  representative  should 
be  given  an  opportunity  to  accompany  the 
appraiser  during  his  inspection  of  the 
property. 

(3)  Before  the  initiation  of  negotiations 
for  property,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
concerned  should  establish  a  price  which  he 
believes  to  be  a  fair  and  reasonable  consid¬ 
eration  therefor  and  should  make  a  prompt 
offer  to  acquire  the  property  for  the  full 
amount  so  established. 

(4)  No  owner  should  be  required  to  sur¬ 
render  possession  of  real  property  before  the 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  pays 
the  agreed  purchase  price,  or  deposits  with 
the  court,  in  accordance  with  section  1  of 
the  Act  of  February  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1421; 
40  U.S.C.  258a) ,  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner 
an  amount  not  less  than  the  appraised  fair 
value  of  such  property  as  determined  by 
such  agency  head,  or  the  amount  of  the 
award  of  compensation  in  the  condemnation 
proceeding  for  such  property. 

(5)  The  construction  or  development  of 
public  improvements  should  be  so  scheduled 
that  no  person  lawfully  occupying  real  prop¬ 
erty  will  be  required  to  move  from  a  dwelling, 
or  to  move  his  business  or  farm  operation 
without  at  least  ninety  days’  written  notice, 
if  consistent  with  project  requirements,  from 
the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned, 
of  the  date  by  which  such  move  is  required. 

(6)  If  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  con¬ 
cerned  does  not  require  a  building,  structure, 
or  other  improvement  acquired  as  a  part  of 
the  real  property,  he  should  offer  to  permit 
its  owner  to  remove  it.  As  a  condition  of 
removal,  an  appropriate  agreement  should 
be  required  whereby  the  fair  value  of  such 
building,  structure,  or  improvement  for  re¬ 
moval  from  the  real  property,  as  determined 
by  such  agency  head,  will  be  deducted  from 
the  compensation  otherwise  to  be  paid  for 
the  real  property,  however  such  compensa¬ 
tion  may  be  determined. 

(7)  If  the  head  of  a -Federal  agency  per¬ 
mits  an  owner  or  tenant  to  occupy  the  real 
property  acquired  on  a  rental  basis  for  a  short 
term  or  for  a  period  subject  to  termination 
by  the  Government  on  short  notice,  the 
amount  of  rent  required  should  not  exceed 
the  fair  rental  value  of  the  property  to  a 
short-term  occupier. 

(8)  In  no  event  should  the  head  of  a  Fed¬ 
eral  agency  either  advance  the  time  of  con¬ 
demnation,  or  defer  the  condemnation  and 
the  deposit  of  funds  in  court  for  the  use  of 
the  owner,  in  order  to  compel  an  agreement 
on  the  price  to  be  paid  for  the  property. 
If  an  agency  head  cannot  reach  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  owner,  after  negotiations  have 
continued  for  a  reasonable  time,  he  should 
promptly  institute  condemnation  proceedings 
and,  at  the  same  time  or  as  soon  thereafter 
as  practicable,  file  a  declaration  of  taking 
and  deposit  funds  with  the  court  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  Act  of  February  26,  1931  (46 
Stat.  1421),  if  piossession  is  required  prior  to 
the  entry  of  the  judgment  in  the  condemna¬ 
tion  proceedings. 

(9)  If  an  Interest  in  real  property  is  to  be 
acquired  by  exercise  of  the  power  of  eminent 
domain,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  con¬ 
cerned  should,  except  as  to  property  to  be 
acquired  under  section  25  of  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  Act  of  1933  (48  Stat.  70,  as 
amended:  16  U.S.C.  831x),  request  the  At¬ 
torney  General  to  institute  formal  condemna¬ 
tion  proceedings.  No  Federal  agency  head 
should  intentionally  make  it  necessary  for 
an  owner  to  institute  legal  proceedings  to 
prove  the  fact  of  the  taking  of  his  prop¬ 
erty. 

(10)  If  the  acquisition  of  only  part  of  a  V 

property  would  leave  Its  owner  with  an  un-  ' 
economic  remnant,  the  head  of  the  Federal  . 
agency  concerned  should  acquire  the  entire 
property.  \ 
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(11)  In  determining  the  boundaries  of  a 
proposed  public  improvement,  the  head  of  the 
Federal  agency  concerned  should  take  into 
account  human  considerations,  including  the 
economic  and  social  effects  of  such  determi¬ 
nation  on  the  owners  and  tenants  of  real 
property  in  the  area,  in  addition  to  engineer¬ 
ing  and  other  factors. 

(b)  Tile  provisions  of  this  section,  being 
general  policies  for  the  guidance  of  Federal 
agencies,  shall  create  no  rights  or  liabilities 
not  otherwise  existing  or  available,  nor  affect 
the  validity  of  any  property  acquisitions  by 
purchase  or  condemnation. 

COMPENSATION  FOR  PROPERTY  ACQUIRED 

Sec.  902.  If  the  head  of  any  Federal  agency 
acquires  real  property  for  public  use  in  any 
State  or  the  District  of  Columbia,  by  pur¬ 
chase  or  condemnation,  the  fair  market  value 
of  such  property  shaU  be  paid  as  compensa¬ 
tion  therefor  unless  it  is  the  Intention  of  the 
seller  to  convey  the  property  for  less  than 
fair  market  value. 

BUILDINGS,  structures,  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 

Sec.  903.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provisions  of  law,  if  the  head  of  a  Federal 
agency  acquires  land  or  any  Interest  in  land 
for  public  use  in  a  State,  he  shall  acquire  a 
like  interest,  or  greater  Interest,  in  all  build¬ 
ings,  structures,  or  other  improvements  com¬ 
prising  i)art  of  the  real  property  so  acquired 
which  are  required  to  be  removed  from  the 
land  or  which,  in  the  opinion  of  such  agency 
head,  will  be  adversely  affected  by  such  pub¬ 
lic  use,  of  such  improvements  are  not  re¬ 
quired  to  be  removed. 

(b)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  “real- 
property”  means  land,  or  any  interest  in 
land,  and  (1)  any  building,  structure,  or 
other  Improvement  imbedded  in  or  affixed 
to  land,  and  any  article  so  affixed  or  attached 
to  such  building,  structure,  or  Improvement 
as  to  be  an  essential  and  integral  part  there¬ 
of;  (2)  any  artloal  affixed  or  attached  to  such 
real  property  in  such  manner  that  it  can¬ 
not  be  removed  without  material  Injury  to 
itself  or  the  real  property;  and  (3)  any  article 
so  designed,  constructed,  or  specially  adapted 
to  the  purpose  for  which  such  real  property 
is  used  that  (A)  it  is  an  essential  accessory 
or  part  of  such  real  property  (B)  it  is  not 
capable  of  use  elsewhere,  and  (C)  it  would 
lose  substantially  all  its  value  if  removed 
from  the  real  property. 

(c)  For  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
extent  of  the  acquisition  of  real  property 
and  the  valuation  thereof,  no  building, 
structure,  or  other  improvement  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  other  than  a  part  of  the  real 
property  solely  because  of  the  right  or  obli¬ 
gation  of  a  tenant,  as  against  the  owner  of 
any  other  interest  in  the  real  property,  to 
remove  such  building,  structure,  or  improve¬ 
ment  at  the  expiration  of  his  term,  and  the 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  shall  pay  to  the 
tenant  the  fair  value  of  building,  structure, 
or  Improvement,  which  fair  value  shall  be 
determined  by  such  agency  head  as  the 
greatest  of  (1)  the  contributive  value  of  the 
improvement  to  the  present  use  of  the  en¬ 
tirety,  (2)  the  current  cost  of  reproduction 
less  depreciation  of  the  improvement,  or 
(3)  the  value  of  the  improvement  for  re¬ 
moval  from  the  property. 

EXPENSES  incidental  TO  TRANSFER  OF  TITLE  TO 
UNITED  STATES 

Sec.  904.  (a)  The  head  of  a  Federal  agency, 
not  later  than  the  date  of  payment  of  the 
purchase  price  or  the  date  of  deposit  of  funds 
to  satisfy  the  award  of  compensation  in  a 
condemnation  proceeding  to  acquire  real 
property,  whichever  is  the  earlier,  shall  re¬ 
imburse  the  owner,  to  the  extent  the  head  of 
such  agency  deems  fair  and  reasonable,  for 
expenses  necessarily  Incurred  for — 

(1)  recording  fees,  transfer  taxes,  and 
similar  expenses  in  conveying  such  real  prop¬ 
erty  to  the  United  States; 

(2)  penalty  costs  for  prepayment  of  mort¬ 
gage  incident  to  such  real  property;  and 


(3)  the  pro  rata  jiortlon  of  real  property 
taxes  allocable  to  a  period  subsequent  to  the 
date  of  vesting  title  or  the  effective  date  of  a 
court  order  of  possession,  whichever  is  the 
earlier. 

(b)  The  determination  as  to  such  pay¬ 
ments  by  the  head  of  such  agency  shall  be 
fl.nal  and  no  provision  of  this  section  shall  be 
construed  to  give  any  person  a  cause  of  ac¬ 
tion  in  any  court,  nor  may  any  violation  of 
this  section  be  raised  as  a  defense  by  such 
person  in  any  action. 

Part  B. — Federally  Assisted  Programs 

REQUIREMENTS  FOR  APPROVAL  OF  CONTRACTS  OR 

agreements  FOR  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE 

Sec.  905.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  on  and  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act  no  grant  to  or  contract 
or  agreement  with  a  State  agency,  under 
which  Federal  financial  assistance  will  be 
available  to  pay  in  whole  or  in  part  the  cost 
of  the  acquisition  of  real  property  or  of  a 
public  Improvement  for  which  real  property 
is  to  be  acquired,  may  be  approved  by  the 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  responsible  for 
the  administration  of  such  Federal  financial 
assistance  unless  such  State  agency  has  en¬ 
tered  into  an  agreement  which  shall  pro¬ 
vide — 

(1)  that  every  reasonable  effort  shall  be 
made  to  acquire  the  real  property  by  nego¬ 
tiated  purchase; 

(2)  that  the  construction  or  development 
of  the  public  improvement  will  be  so  sched¬ 
uled  that,  to  the'greatest  extent  practicable, 
no  person  will  be  required  to  move  from  a 
home,  farm,  or  business  location  without  at 
least  ninety  days’  written  notice,  if  consist¬ 
ent  with  project  requirements,  from  such 
State  agency  of  the  date  by  which  the  move 
is  required;  and 

(3)  that  it  will  be  the  policy  of  the  head 
of  the  State  agency,  before  initiating  nego¬ 
tiations  for  real  property,  to  establish  a 
price  which  he  believes  to  be  a  fair  and 
reasonable  consideration  therefor,  and  to 
make  a  prompt  offer  to  acquire  the  property 
for  the  full  amount  so  established. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  on  and  after  January  1,  1970,  no  grant 
to,  or  contract  or  agreement  with  a  State 
agency,  under  which  Federal  financial  as¬ 
sistance  will  be  available  to  pay  in  whole  or 
in  part  the  cost  of  the  acquisition  of  real 
property,  or  of  a  public  Improvement  for 
which  real  property  is  to  be  acquired,  may 
be  approved  by  the  head  of  the  Federal 
agency  responsible  for  the  administration  of 
such  Federal  financial  assistance,  unless  such 
State  agency  has  entered  into  the  agree¬ 
ments  described  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  and  has  agreed — ■ 

(1)  that  no  owner  will  be  required  to  sur¬ 
render  possession  of  real  property  before  the 
head  of  the  State  agency  (A)  pays  the  agreed 
purchase  price,  (B)  makes  available  to  the 
owner,  by  court  deposit  or  otherwise,  an 
amount  not  less  than  seventy-five  percent  of 
the  appraised  fair  value  of  such  property, 
as  approved  by  such  State  agency  head,  with¬ 
out  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the  owner  to 
contest  the  amount  of  compensation  due  for 
the  property,  or  (C)  deposits  or  pays  the  final 
award  of  compensation  in  the  condemnation 
proceeding  for  such  property; 

(2)  that  any  decrease  in  the  value  of  real 
property  prior  to  the  date  of  valuation  caused 
by  the  public  Improvement  for  which  such 
property  is  acquired,  or  by  the  likelihood  that 
the  property  would  be  acquired  for  the  pro¬ 
posed  public  Improvement,  other  than  that 
due  to  physical  deterioration  within  the  rea¬ 
sonable  control  of  the  owner,  will  be  disre¬ 
garded  in  determining  the  compensation  for 
the  property;  and 

(3)  that  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  extent  of  the  acquisition  of  real  property 
and  the  value  thereof,  no  building,  structure, 
or  other  improvement  will  be  deemed  to  be 
other  than  a  part  of  the  real  property  solely 


because  of  the  right  or  obligation  of  a  tenant, 
as  against  the  owner  of  any  other  interest  in 
the  real  property,  to  remove  such  building, 
structure,  or  Improvement,  and  that  an 
amount  not  less  than  the  value  which  such 
building,  structure,  or  improvement  con¬ 
tributes  to  the  value  of  the  real  property 
acquired,  or  the  value  of  such  building, 
structure,  or  improvement  for  removal  from 
the  real  property,  whichever  is  the  greater, 
will  be  paid  to  the  tenant  therefor. 

PROVISIONS  REPEALED 

Sec.  906.  Effective  on  January  1,  1970,  sec¬ 
tions  401,  402,  and  403  of  the  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Act  of  1965  are  hereby 
repealed. 


THE  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  PER¬ 
SONNEL  ACT  OF  1967 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  myself  and  Senators  Brewster, 
Clark,  Gruening,  Hart,  Jackson,  Ken¬ 
nedy  of  New  York,  McGee,  Metcalf,  Nel¬ 
son,  and  Randolph,  I  would  like  to  in¬ 
troduce,  for  appropriate  reference,  the 
Intergovernmental  Personnel  Act  of  1967, 
to  strengthen  intergovernmental  coop¬ 
eration  and  the  administration  of  grant- 
in-aid  programs,  to  extend  State  and 
local  merit  systems  to  additional  pro¬ 
grams  financed  by  Federal  funds,  to  pro¬ 
vide  grants  for  improvement  of  State 
and  local  personnel  administration,  to 
authorize  Federal  assistance  in  training 
State  and  local  employees,  to  provide 
grants  to  State  and  local  governments 
for  training  of  their  employees,  to  au¬ 
thorize  interstate  compacts  for  personnel 
and  training  activities,  to  facilitate  the 
interchange  of  Federal,  State,  and  local 
personnel,  and  for  other  purposes. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill 
remain  at  the  desk  for  10  days  to  per¬ 
mit  other  Senators  to  add  their  names 
as  cosponsors. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  for  over 
3  years  the  Subcommittee  on  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Relations,  which  I  chair,  has 
been  studying  the  problems  of  American 
federalism  in  its  effort  to  meet  the  public 
demands  of  our  rapidly  increasing  popu¬ 
lation.  One  serious  crisis  area  that  we 
have  found  involves  government  man¬ 
power  at  State  and  local  levels.  There 

t  enough  competent  and  profes- 
iople  employed  at  these  levels  to 
te  and  implement  effective 
:  and  public  development  pro- 
A  tight  professional  and  tech- 
or  market  and  an  extraordinary 
lack  of  ^rsonnel,  training,  and  recruit¬ 
ment  sysrems,  which  discourage  good 
people  froii^choosing  a  career  in  State 
and  local  gov^nments,  all  compound  the 
problem.  \ 

I  am  more  thKn  ever  convinced  that 
the  success  of  out  Great  Society  pro¬ 
grams — and  indeedNperhaps  the  future 
of  American  federalisni — largely  depends 
upon  whether  we  recog^ze  and  overcome 
the  crisis  in  governmemal  manpower. 
Thus  far,  we  have  acted  ^  though  this 
crisis  does  not  exist.  \ 

During  the  past  five  sessic^  of  Con¬ 
gress  we  have  developed  the  ^ost  im¬ 
pressive  package  of  Federal  legislation 
since  the  New  Deal  to  attack  pwerty. 
Ignorance,  imeven  economic  de’mop- 
ment,  discrimination,  and  urban  bli^t 
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\  and  sprawl.  We  have  appropriated  more 
^oney  for  aid  to  State  and  local  govern- 
mi^nts  than  in  all  the  previous  Congresses 
in  ^r  history. 

Bu't  the  success  of  these  programs  is 
only  ^  good  as  the  people  who  carry 
them  oitt^in  the  fastest,  most  effective 
way  poss^le.  The  ultimate  burden  is 
and  local  administrators, 
le  firing  line  of  the  Great 
smust  be  given  every  en- 
assistance  to  do  their 


St^ 


They 


on  the 
They  are 
Society. 

couragement  an> 
work  well. 

The  proposed  InWgovernmental  Per¬ 
sonnel  Act  of  1967  is  designed  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  first  comprehensive  Federal  aid 
program  for  improving  and  strengthen¬ 
ing  State  and  local  ^ministration. 
With  some  additions,  the  bul  is  the  same 
as  S.  3408,  which  I  introduced  in  the 
last  session  and  on  which  heaitags  were 
held  last  August.  It  focuses  four 
prime  problems  in  the  manpoweX,area : 
merit  system  requirements:  personnel 
management:  in-service  training  In¬ 
grams:  and  interchange  of  Federi 
State,  and  local  employees. 

TITLE  I - MERIT  SYSTEMS  IN  FEDERALLY 

AIDED  PROGRAMS 

Title  I  authorizes  the  President,  as 
he  deems  practicable,  to  require  as  a  con¬ 
dition  for  receiving  funds  under  Federal 
grant-in-aid  programs  that  State  and 
local  administrative  personnel  be  em¬ 
ployed  imder  a  merit  system  meeting 
Federal  standards. 

This  title  also  authorizes  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  appoint  an  “advisoi’y  council” 
composed  of  representatives  of  the  var¬ 
ious  levels  of  government  to  study  and 
recommend  the  appropriate  personnel 
standards  and  to  identify  those  programs 
to  which  merit  systems  should  be  ex¬ 
tended. 

The  title  further  requires  that  the 
President  take  such  recommendations  of 
the  coimcil  into  consideration  in  estab¬ 
lishing  the  merit  system  requirements. 

This  injection  of  the  role  of  an  ad¬ 
visory  council  to  help  the  President  work 
out  merit  system  standards  came  from 
the  hearings,  where  many  knowledge¬ 
able  witnesses  expressed  the  view  that 
there  should  be  the  greatest  possible  rep¬ 
resentation  of  views  from  the  State  and 
local  levels  in  determining  merit  con-^ 
ditions  which  must  be  met. 

Ti\ere  is  realiy  nothing  new  or  revoj' 
tionary  in  this  title.  Such  requiremrats 
have  been  in  effect  since  1939,  whe^ they 
were  added  to  such  programs  a;^ld  age 
assistance,  medical  assistance/ for  the 
aged,  unemployment  compen/ition,  aid 
and  services  to  needy  famili^  with  chil¬ 
dren,  and  others.  In  remit  years,  the 
requirement  has  been  included  in  the 
Older  Americans  Act  ^ 1965,  health  in¬ 
surance  for  the  ag^,  and  medicare. 
Presently,  some  24/programs  out  of  a 
total  of  approxim^ly  220  now  carry  the 
merit  system  reg/irement.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Health^  Education,  and  Welfare 
administers  narost  of  these  programs,  but 
grants  und^  the  civil  defense  program 
are  also  c^ered  by  it.  In  1964,  the  La¬ 
bor  Department’s  Appropriation  Act  ap¬ 
plied  the  requirement  to  the  Federal  Em¬ 
ployment  Service. 

le  Federal  Government,  nearly  all 
th^  experts  in  the  field,  and  26  States 
(Cognize  a  relationship  between  abstract¬ 


ing  and  retaining  competent  public  per¬ 
sonnel,  and  the  presence  of  a  viable, 
functioning  merit  system.  Title  I  is 
rooted  in  this  relationship,  as  the  follow¬ 
ing  comment  of  a  secretary  of  internal 
affairs  of  a  Middle  Atlantic  State  in¬ 
dicates: 

...  I  believe  it  is  generally  conceded  that 
in  programs  where  this  principle  is  already 
applied  ...  it  has  had  a  salutary  effect  on 
State  and  local  administration.  I  can  see  no 
objection  to  this  provision,  especially  since 
it  is  provided  that  the  Federal  Government 
shall  exercise  no  authority  over  the  selection, 
tenure,  or  compensation  of  individuals  em¬ 
ployed  in  accordance  with  such  an  arrange¬ 
ment.  .  .  . 

Existing  Federal  efforts  to  encourage 
merit  systems,  however,  have  not  been 
sufficiently  adequate,  since  they  are 
geared  laregly  to  the  needs  of  certain 
grant  programs  and  certain  categories  of 
specialized  personnel  administering 
them.  State  and  local  efforts  have  been 
equally  piecemeal  and  shortsighted.  The 
professional  needs  of  the  public  service  at 
these  levels  are  simply  not  being  met. 
The  record  shows  that,  of  a  total  of  2 
illion  State  employees  in  1965,  less  than 
aNmillion  were  under  a  merit  system. 
In^  States,  only  50  percent  of  full-tim! 
employees  were  covered,  and  in  12  StaU„, 
cover^e  was  minimal.  This  is  only  a 
quantitative  picture ;  the  qualitativ/side 
is  much  tbss  known. 

Estimat^for  local  personnel  Are  even 
more  unimp^ssive.  A  readin/  of  vari¬ 
ous  surveys  suggests,  howev^  that  the 
majority  of  muni^cipalities  ^d  nearly  all 
of  our  counties  are  dominated  by  old- 
style  patronage  p^ti<^ or  an  equally 
old-style  civil  serviGysystem  that  em¬ 
phasizes  rigid  requi/^ents,  job  secu¬ 
rity,  and  the  polic^  function. 

The  Municipal  Ittanpo;^  Commission, 
and  more  recently  the  C^nmittee  for 
Economic  Dyelopment,  attempted  to 
come  to  grips  with  this  pro^m.  The 
Commissiop/-ecommended,  amo'Hg  other 
things,  tl 

The  ^ief  executive  should  be  liven 
clear -^t  responsibility  for  piersonn^ 
mini/ration. 

e  independent  civil  service  commis' 
si0h,  where  it  exists,  should  be  abolished 
(r  limited  to  an  advisory  ftmction. 

The  appointment  and  advancement  of 
public  personnel  should  be  based  exclu¬ 
sively  on  merit  principles. 

Unfortunately,  most  local  jurisdictions 
have  made  little  progress  in  blending 
these  merit  and  modem  management 
themes  into  a  functioning,  politically 
feasible,  and  effective  personnel  system. 

One  of  the  recommendations  advanced 
by  the  Committee  for  Economic  Devel¬ 
opment  in  its  recent  and  widely  publicized 
report,  “Modernizing  Local  Govern¬ 
ment,”  is  a  case  in  point.  The  report 
reads: 

Personnel  practices  based  on  merit  and 
professional  competence  should  replace  the 
personal  or  partisan  “spoils  system”  found  in 
most  counties  and  many  other  local  units. 

Specialized  skills  are  increasingly  essen¬ 
tial  to  solution  of  most  governmental  prob¬ 
lems,  whether  in  highway  engineering,  pub¬ 
lic  health  and  sanitation,  police  and  fire  pro¬ 
tection,  education,  pollution  control,  slum 
clearance,  public  finance,  or  in  management 
of  such.  Skills  require  training  and  experi¬ 
ence,  as  well  as  innate  ability.  Persons  with 
high  skills  must  be  recruited,  developed,  and 
utilized  effectively.  This  is  unlikely  to  oc¬ 


cur  'in  a  climate  of  petty  partisanship,  lo^ 
salves  and  confused  authority. 

The  record  shows  that  the  impact  op 
the  Federal  legislation  requiring  meiu 
standards  has  been  the  primary  facto^n 
sustaining  the  career  principle  in  r^rly 
half  the  States  and  in  many  locSties. 
Moreover,  the  administration  cff  these 
requirements  has  been  carried/out  with 
a  minimum  of  discomfort  ajm  political 
controversy. 

For  these  reasons,  I  b^eve  that  re¬ 
quirements  establishing  a’system  of  pub¬ 
lic  employment — operating  under  public 
rules  and  based  on  ^mpetitive  exami¬ 
nations,  tenure  contingent  upon  success¬ 
ful  performance^  and  promotion  on 
evaluated  capacj/y  and  service — should 
be  extended  to'  more  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams,  such  a/ this  title  provides.  There 
are,  admitt^ly,  problems  inherent  in  at¬ 
tempting  apply  merit  system  require¬ 
ments  am-oss  the  board,  but  I  feel  that 
the  lan/uage  now  worked  out  in  title  I 
will  sfve  the  President  sufficient  flexl- 
bilw  and  an  opportunity  to  be  advised 
b^he  States  and  localities  as  to  the  best 
mys  of  resolving  these  problems  before 
[,hey  are  encountered. 

TITLE  II - GRANTS  FOR  STATE  AND  LOCAL 

PERSONNEL  ADMINISTRATION 

Title  II  authorizes  matching  grants  to 
State  and  local  governments  to  help 
strengthen  their  personnel  management 
systems.  In  order  to  upgrade  the  core 
management  personnel  function  at  State 
and  local  levels,  we  must  first  strengthen 
the  professional  capabilities  of  those  who 
recruit,  examine,  and  develop  position 
classification  systems  and  pay  scales  on 
an  agency-wide  basis.  Project  grants 
are  authorized  to  cover  a  wide  variety 
of  activities — including  the  improvement 
of  one  or  more  of  the  traditional  per¬ 
sonnel  fimctions,  the  upgrading  of  per¬ 
sonnel  agencies,  manpower  planning,  or 
the  initiation  of  pilot  projects  geared  to 
meeting  special  urban  needs. 

To  be  approved,  a  State- program  must 
Include  designation  of  a  State  agency 
for  its  administration,  provision  for  a 
merit  system  and  for  State  matching 
funds,  and  a  description  of  the  plan  for 
^proving  State  personnel  management. 

ich  a  program  might  include  expansion 
ofV  State’s  present  merit  system:  plans 
to  meet  the  manpower  needs  in  new  or 
expaiming  State  programs:  improvement 
in  recnfitment,  examination,  classifica¬ 
tion,  anX,^.pay  plans;  development  of 
auxiliary  i^es  of  jobs  to  supplement 
professionalS^taff  in  short  supply;  re¬ 
search  andN^emonstration  projects: 
and  interdepaAmental  and  intergovern¬ 
mental  coopera^n  in  personnel  ad¬ 
ministration. 

Other  sections  of^^is  title  would  ex¬ 
tend  grant  program^for  improvement 
of  personnel  administr^on  to  local  gov¬ 
ernments,  both  metropolitan  and  non¬ 
metropolitan.  As  I  said  rather,  metro¬ 
politan  governments  are  facing  new  and 
acute  problems  with  limited  resources  in 
personnel  administration;  and,  to  a 
lesser  degree,  this  is  true  of  thote  local 
governments  experiencing  rapid  gjmwth 
as  a  result  of  their  proximity  to  alrWifiy- 
urbanized  areas. 

The  Secretary  of  Health,  Educatio 
and  Welfare  is  assigned  the  responsibil-^ 
ity  for  administering  this  program. 
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Electrification.  "A  request  for  $500,000  was  included  in  the  budget  to 
initiate  a  national  energy  study  at  the  direction  of  the  President.  TV 
phasic  purpose  of  such  a  study  would  be  to  appraise  Government  policies 
id  programs  for  all  forms  of  energy--coal ,  oil,  gas,  hydro-electri^  and 
nuclear- -which  are  becoming  progressively  interchangeable  and  corap^itive, 
The  Committee  recognizes  that  the  Government  must  be  assured yChat  its 
energV  policies  are  rational  and  reasonably  consistent,  Qualif^d  experts 
on  the^taff  of  the  Office  of  Science  and  Technology  and  in  v^ious  depart¬ 
ments  arui  agencies  of  the  Government  should  seek  the  coopera^on  of  industry 
to  bring  ^gether  information  currently  available,  and  per^ps/SSsi^Jff  the 
goals  of  tVi^study  at  substantial  savings.  Accordingly,  ;funds  for  thisstudy 
are  denied  b;Xthe  Committee  at  this  time." 

Assessments ,  ^H^st  year  the  Committee  expressed  its  (displeasure  with  a 
proposal  of  the  Commission  to  finance  the  cost  of  ibs  interagency  board 
program  by  reimbur^ments  and  charges  to  agencies  ^dnd  departments  instead 
of  by  direct  appropriation.  The  Committee  recogn^es  the  merits  of  the 
program,  but  is  of  tnte  opinion  that  the  centralized  activities  should  cost 
less,  not  more,  than  the  agency  boards  replacea.  The  boards  are  now 
funded  by  direct  appropriations.  The  Commit^e  notes  that  a  number  of 
other  activities  promoted'^y  the  Commission/are  being  financed  by  charges 
and  reimbursements  from  ageiioies  and  depa^ments.  Section  307  of  the  bill 
specifically  prohibits  the  use  of  funds  -cor  certain  interdepartmental 
boards,  commissions,  counci 1 s, Ncommi t ta^s ,  or  similar  groups  which  do  not 
have  prior  and  specific  Congres^onal/approval ," 


TAXATION;  EXPENDITURES.  The  "Dai^  Digest"  states  that  the  conferees  on 
m  H,  R.  15414,  the  tax  and  expend^ure-^ntrol  bill,  "announced  that  agree¬ 
ment  had  been  reached  to  impo^  a  10-p^cent  surcharge  on  income  taxes,  and 
to  reduce  Federal  expend! tur^  by  $6  billion."  p.  D410 


3.  OIG.  Received  a  GAO  reporj 
Inspector  General,  USDA, 


on  a  review  of  ac 
p.  H3516 

SENATE 


:ivities  of  the  Office  of  the 


:  4,  EMPLOYMENT.  The  L^or  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  ^ported  an  original 
Jj  '-  V  bill,  S.  3465,  ty  further  promote  equal  employment  o^ortunities  of  American 
I  .^workers  (S.  Re^  1111).  pp.  S5154-5 


5.  FOREIGN  TRAD^  Sen.  Percy  inserted  several  editorials  anal 
cal  situatin''  confronting  the  U.  S,  balance  of  trade,  pp, 


zing  the  "criti- 

,  cai  situation"  conirontine  the  U.  b,  balance  or  traoe.  pp,\S5165-8 

”6,' TRANSFORATION.  The  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendments',  R,  15190, 
to  arn^d  the  act  providing  for  an  investigation  to  determine  a  Vite  for  a 
E  sea-lavel  canal  connecting  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Oceans  (S,  Rej^t.  1112) 

I  ;•  p.  /5154 

/ Sen.  Harris  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S,  3410,  to  establish  an^^vi- 
ory  commission  to  make  a  study  and  report  with  respect  to  freight  races 
for  farm  products,  p.  S5156 

INTER- AMERICAN  DEVELOPMENT  BANK.  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  voted  to 
reo<rrt  (but  did  not  actually  report)  H,  R.  15364,  to  provide  for  increased 
participation  by  the  U,  S.  in  the  In ter- American  Development  Bank,  p.  D407 
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8.  CROP  INSURANCE,  Sen.  Nelson  praised  the  Federal  crop  insurance  program 
\  Wis.  p.  S5162 


^  FARMERS  HOME  AEMINI STRATION,  Sen,  Gruening  praised  FHA's  role  in  devel  ' 
\  opment  of  rural  Alaska,  pp.  S5162-3 


10.  TAi^TION.  Sen.  Harris  inserted  an  Okla.  Legislature  resolution  ifrging  the 
continuation  of  the  tax-exempt  status  of  industrial  revenue  bonds,  p, 
S516^ 


SenXCurtis  Inserted  the  minority  report  of  the  Municip^  Industrial 
Finance  Xommlttee,  which  details  matters  that  support  his^mendment  to 
prevent  tl^^  Treasury  Department's  ruling  to  eliminate  t^  tax  exemption 
on  industrial- type  revenue  bonds  from  taking  effect,  pp.  S5179-80 


11.  WILDERNESS.  Seifv,.  Bayh  inserted  a  speech  regarding  Sp^th  American  "heart¬ 
lands,"  which  ein^asized  that  the  agricultural,  li^strlal,  and  commercial 
development  of  thesU.  S,  was  largely  dependent  op/an  inflow  of  foreign 
capital,  pp.  S5180' 


12, 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERATION.  Sen,  Muskie  inserted  amendments  intended 
to  be  proposed  by  him  to  S.  698,  the  intergovernmental  cooperation  bill, 
to  encourage  simplification  and  improved  coordination  of  accounting, 
auditing,  and  financial  reporting  requirements  of  Federal  assistance  pro¬ 
grams.  pp.  S5156-7 


I 


extensioK  of/ remarks 


13.  trade.  Rep.  Curtis  inserted  a  sp^cfKby  the  president  of  the  International 
Economic  Policy  Ass'n  in  which st^d  that  the  U.  S.  must  balance  the 
budget  to  maintain  the  value  ^  the  do^ar,  and  eliminate  other- than- tariff 
barriers  in  foreign  countries^that  impedV  U.  S.  exports,  pp.  E3903-5 


14.  RURAL  LIFE;  FHA.  Sen.  McGovern  paid  tributeN:o  Msgr.  Louis  Miller  as  "cham¬ 
pion  of  the  American  farprfer",  and  inserted  an^HA  memorandum  expressing 
sorrow  at  his  death,  no.  E3906-7 


15.  POTATOES,  Rep,  Hathaway  stated  that  the  potato  divbxsion  and  purchase  pro¬ 
grams  established  /  this  Department  in  Jan.  "have  ^complished  their  ob¬ 
jectives,"  p.  £3^13 


16.  RURAL-URBAN  BAyiNCE.  Rep.  Stephens  inserted  Secretary  Fryman's  speech 

before  the  A^'n  County  Commissioners  of  Ga.  "directed  tov^d  the  problem 
of  rural-u^^an  imbalance  and  the  need  for  regional  planning  a  means  to 
resolve  tMs  problem."  pp.  E3915-7 


17.  EMPLOYM^T.  Rep.  Scheuer  inserted  a  partial  transcript  of  hearing  on  the 
propo^d  equal  employment  opportunity  bill.  pp.  E3928-30  \ 

"  5p.  Conyers  inserted  an  analysis  of  the  proposed  bill.  pp.  E39^-61 


18.  POyERTY.  Rep.  Ashbrook  criticized  the  poverty  program  and  inserted  an  a^i- 
^le,  "How  Poverty  Program  Throws  Away  Dollars."  pp.  E3969-71 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  received  and  the  bill  will 
placed  on  the  calendar;  and,  without 
jwection,  the  report  will  be  printed,  as 
remested  by  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvHjila. 

REPQRT  ON  DISPOSITION  OF 
SCUTIVE  PAPERS 

Mr.  MON^ONEY  from  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  tb^ Disposition  of  Papers  in 
the  ExecutiveNcepartments,  to  which 
was  referred  for  lamination  and  recom¬ 
mendation  a  list  ^records,  transmitted 
to  the  Senate  by  tn^Acting  Archivist  of 
the  United  States,  d^d  April  26,  1968, 
that  appeared  to  ha^  no  permanent 
value  or  historical  intel•^t,  submitted  a 
report  thereon,  pursuant  ^  law. 


BILLS  INTRODUCE! 

Bills  were  introduced,  read  ^h,e  first 
time,  and,  by  unanimous  consent  the 
second  time,  and  referred  as  follow: 

By  Mr.  BIBLE '(by  request)  ; 

S.  3456.  A  bill  to  provide  tbat  the  prosec 
tion  of  the  offenses  of  disorderly  conduct  and' 
lewd,  indecent,  or  obscene  acts  shall  be  con¬ 
ducted  in  the  name  of  and  for  the  benefit  of 
the  District  of  Columbia:  to  the  Committee 
on  the  District  of  Columbia. 

By  Mr.  ESTGUYE: 

S.  3457.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Capt.  John 
H.  Beaumont,  tJ.S.  Air  Force  Reserve;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  CLARK: 

S.  3458.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Natalie 
Tomassini;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary. 

By  Mr.  HARRIS  (for  himself  and  Mr. 

Monro NET) : 

S.  3459.  A  bill  to  name  the  authorized  lock 
and  dam  numbered  17  on  the  Verdigris  River 
in  Oklahoma  and  the  lake  created  thereby 
for  Col.  Auguste  P.  Chouteau;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works. 

S.  3460.  A  bill  to  designate  certain  lands  in 
the  Wichita  Mountains  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  in  Oklahoma  as  wilderness;  to  the 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Harris  when 
he  Introduced  the  above  bills,  which  appear 
under  separate  headings.) 

By  Mr.  HARTKE: 

S.  3461.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Tariff  Sched 
ules  of  the  United  States  with  respect  to 
tariff  classification  of  invert  or  high-^st 
molasses,  and  for  other  purposes;  tgr  the 
Committee  on  Finance. 

S.  3462.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Tomjjfy  Tung 
Ming  Hall;  and 

S.  3463.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  ^mmy  Kin 
Ip  Leung:  to  the  Committee  pn  the  Judi¬ 
ciary. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  ^rtke  when  he 
inteoduced  the  first  abov^ bill,  which  ap¬ 
pears  under  a  separate  lading.) 

By  Mr.  LONG  of  mssouri : 

S.  3464.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Kenneth 
Siu;  to  the  Commit^e  on  the  Judiciary 

By  Mr.  CLA. 

S.  3465.  A  bill  ^further  promote  equal  em¬ 
ployment  oppc^unitles  of  American  work¬ 
ers;  placed  ojyi,he  calendar. 

(See  the  r/rcnarks  of  Mr.  Clark  when  he  re¬ 
ported  th^bove  bill,  which  appear  under  the 
heading  /Reports  of  Committees.”) 


S.  ^9— INTRODUCTION  OF  BILL  TO 
TAME  THE  LOCK  AND  DAM  NO.  17 
'ON  THE  VERDIGRIS  RIVER,  OKLA., 
FOR  COL.  AUGUSTE  P.  CHOUTEAU 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  President,  I  intro¬ 
duce,  for  myself  and  Mr.  Monroney,  a  bill 


to  authorize  the  renaming  of  lock  and 
dam  No.  17  on  the  Verdigris  River  in 
Oklahoma  and  the  lake  created  thereby 
for  Col.  Auguste  P.  Chouteau.  Also,  Mr. 
President,  I  submit  for  the  Record  a  con¬ 
current  resolution  adopted  by  the  Okla¬ 
homa  Legislature  memorializing  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Oklahoma  congressional 
delegation  to  introduce  legislation,  which 
I  have  just  offered,  to  rename  lock  and 
dam  No.  17,  the  Chouteau  lock  and  dam, 
and  I  respectfully  request  that  the  con¬ 
current  resolution  by  the  Oklahoma 
State  House  of  Representatives  be  print¬ 
ed  in  its  entirety  at  this  point. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred:  and,  without  objection,  the  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  Oklahoma  State  House  of 
Representatives  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  bill  (S.  3459)  to  name  the  author¬ 
ized  lock  and  dam  No.  17  on  the 
Verdigris  River  in  Oklahoma  and  the 
lake  created  thereby  for  Col.  Auguste  P. 
Chouteau,  introduced  by  Mr.  Harris^ 
(for  himself  and  Mr.  Monroney)  ,  W£ 
received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and 
f erred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Wofks. 

The  concurrent  resolution  pre^>rated 
bXMr.  Harris  is  as  follows: 

:ovsE  Concurrent  Resolution  586 
A  dWicurrent  Resolution  m/^morializlng 
members  of  the  Oklahoma  ^Congressional 
delegaWon  to  the  Congres^f  the  United 
States  Tb  Introduce  legisURion  which  will 
result  In^n  official  des^natlon  of  a  cer¬ 
tain  lock  dam  oiyxhe  Verdigris  River 
under  constnmtlon  Mar  Okay,  as  part  of 
the  Arkansas  Xiver/navigation  project,  as 
“Chouteau  loclrV^)rfd  dam”;  and  directing 
distribution 

Whereas,  the  Crk^sas  River  Navigation 
Project  that  ia/presenNy  being  constructed 
by  the  Tulsa ^istrict  Cores  of  U.S.  Engineers 
for  the  pur^se  of  bargeNjavigatlon  of  the 
Verdigris,  Arkansas  and  Mississippi  Rivers, 
and  whl^  operation  will  reXiire  the  con¬ 
struct!^  of  a  number  of  locks  ^d  dams;  and 
Wl^eas,  it  requires  legislatKin  by  Con- 
gresC^ to  rename  a  lock  and  daraiN^nd  Lock 
ai^Dam  No.  17,  four  miles  northweXof  Okay 
gC  the  Verdigris  River  in  Wagoner  Xpunty, 
as  not  yet  been  so  designated  by  Co^ress; 
and 

Whereas,  Col.  Auguste  P.  Chouteau  buil\a 
complete  shipyard  at  the  falls  of  the  Verdigr 
River  near  the  location  of  this  lock  and  dam'' 
for  ’the  construction  of  large  keel  boats  to 
transport  hides  and  produce  down  the  Verdi¬ 
gris,  Arkansas  and  Mississippi  Rivers  to  the 
New  Orleans  market  that  reached  maximum 
shipment  early  in  1824;  and 

Whereas,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  has  writ¬ 
ten  a  letter  stating  that  they  have  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  such  designation  by  Congress  and 
feel  that  in  considering  the  known  history  of 
the  area  that  the  name  “Chouteau  Lock  and 
Dam”  be  an  appropriate  name:  Now,  there¬ 
fore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
of  the  second  session  of  the  thirty-first  Okla¬ 
homa  Legislature,  the  Senate  concurring 
therein: 

Section  1.  That  members  of  the  Oklahoma 
Congressional  Delegation  introduce  legisla¬ 
tion  in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  of¬ 
ficially  designating  Lock  and  Dam  No.  17,  now 
under  construction  on  the  Verdigris  River  as 
a  part  of  the  Arkansas  River  Navigation  proj¬ 
ect,  as  “Chouteau  Lock  and  Dam”  to  honor 
the  family  who  visioned  the  feasibility  of 
navigation  of  these  streams  for  commercial 
purposes  and  brought  it  to  fruition. 

Section  2.  That  duly  authenticated  copies 
of  this  Resolution,  after  consideration  and 
enrollment,  shall  be  prepared  for  and  sent 


to  C.  E.  Chouteau,  Oklahoma  City,  Okla¬ 
homa,  and  other  known  descendants  of/Oean 
Pierre  Chouteau  and  Col.  Auguste  P.yChou- 
teau. 


S.  3460— INTRODUCTION  o/ BILL  TO 
DESIGNATE  CERTAIN/LANDS  IN 
THE  -WICHITA  MOuXtAINS  NA¬ 
TIONAL  WILDLIFE /REFUGE  IN 
OKLAHOMA  AS  WIUDERNESS 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr/President,  I  intro¬ 
duce,  for  myself  ana  my  colleague,  Mr. 
Monroney,  a  bil/to  designate  certain 
lands  in  the  Wi/lita  Mountains  Wildlife 
Refuge  in  Okl^oma  as  wilderness  areas. 

Mr.  PresidXt.  the  Department  of  In¬ 
terior  last  conducted  hearings  in 
Lawton,  yOkla.,  concerning  a  pro¬ 
posal  toXesignate  certain  lands  within 
the  'W/hita  Mountains  Wildlife  Refuge 
as  w/Uerness  in  order  to  assure  the  re- 
tentAon  of  these  lands  in  their  natural 
st^e.  On  the  basis  of  recommendations 
fade  at  the  hearings,  the  Department  of 
Interior  has  decided  to  designate  as  wil¬ 
derness  areas  some  8,900  acres  within  the 
boimdaries  of  the  Wichita  Moimtains 
Wildlife  Refuge.  These  sections  of  the 
wildlife  refuge  afford  excellent  opportu¬ 
nities  for  scientific  study  and  related  ed¬ 
ucational  activities,  as  well  as  for  view¬ 
ing  this  portion  of  our  State  in  its  nat¬ 
ural  setting.  The  Wichita  Moimtains 
Wildlife  Refuge  is  an  outstanding  rec¬ 
reational  facility  for  the  people  of  south¬ 
western  Oklahoma  and  surrounding 
States  and  the  establishment  of  a  wil¬ 
derness  area  within  the  refuge  will  cer¬ 
tainly  benefit  large  numbers  of  people 
who  are  interested  in  viewing  the  won¬ 
ders  of  nature  completely  void  of  man¬ 
made  constructions. 

I  would  hope,  Mr.  President,  that  the 
bill  can  be  enacted  by  the  Senate  with  a 
minimum  amount  of  delay. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriately  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  3460)  to  designate  certain 
lands  in  the  Wichita  Moimtains  Na¬ 
tional  Wildlife  Refuge  in  Oklahoma  as 
wilderness,  introduced  by  Mr.  Harris  (for 
himself  and  Mr.  Monroney)  ,  was  re¬ 
ceived,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
isular  Affairs. 


S.  3461— INTRODUCTION  OF  BILL  TO 
CO:^ECT  THE  TARIFF  SCHEDULE 
FOR  INVERT  MOLASSES 

Mr.  Hj^TKE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
today  introliucing  a  bill  which  would 
amend  item  ^5.40  of  the  Tariff  Sched¬ 
ules  of  the  UnifM  States  by  adding  with¬ 
in  that  classific^on  the  W'ords  “and  in¬ 
vert  or  high-test  inolasses.” 

Under  the  Tariff\Act  of  1930  invert 
molasses  was  counteasunder  this  classi¬ 
fication.  But  it  is  not,  strictly  speaking, 
molasses — it  was  in  thatSspot  under  the 
doctrine  of  similitude.  It  iXnot  imported 
for  human  consumption  or^r  the  com¬ 
mercial  extraction  of  sugar. 

The  1962  Tariff  Classification  Act  did 
not  make  a  special  niche  for  this  prod¬ 
uct,  either.  But  it  does  carry  a  clarifica¬ 
tion  intended  to  be  applicable  to  ce^ain 
liquid  sugars.  As  the  tariff  classification 
study  on  which  the  act  was  based  mak^ 
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clear,  there  was  no  intention  to  increase 
theiiuty  on  invert  molasses. 

However,  under  the  similitude  doctrine 
it  was^ssible  for  the  Customs  Bureau 
to  rule,  and  it  has  done  so,  that  invert 
molasses  Mongs  in  the  new  Items  155.30 
and  155.35-^n  short,  as  a  liquid  sugar,  to 
be  nontechnical  about  it.  This  carries  a 
duty  rate  30  tunes  as  .high,  or  2.9  cents 
per  gallon,  and  unposes  an  unwarranted 
excessive  burden  Non  users.  The  bill  I 
offer  would  clarify  0^6  situation  by  mak¬ 
ing  a  specific  place  ^r  this  product  in 
the  classification,  so  tnS|t  interpretations 
of  “similitude”  would  rujt  be  necessaiy. 

I  might  add  that  inv^  molasses  is 
not  made  in  this  country,  that  it  is 
used  only  commercially  ln\tadustrial 
manufacture.  Its  primary  soirKce  is  the 
Dominican  Republic,  and  its  pr^ous — 
and  under  the  bill,  its  restored\^uty 
rate  of  0.012  cents  per  pound  is  ohe  to 
which  we  agreed  in  trade  negotiatums 
in  1949  and  1956.  Thus,  the  higher  r^ 
under  the  Bureau  of  Customs  ruling  put 
us  in  the  position  of  violating  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  all  members  of  GATT,  under 
which  we  received  reciprocal  conces¬ 
sions  for  reducing  the  rate  from  0.03 
cents  per  pound. 

Although  Treasury  has  contended 
that  under  the  present  law  the  action  of 
Customs  in  ruling  as  it  has  is  correct,  it 
supports  this  legislation  in  the  belief 
that  the  change  came  about  as  an  over¬ 
sight.  It  also  supports  the  retroactive 
application  of  the  old  rather  than  the 
higher  rate,  and  so  does  the  Department 
of  State  and  the  Office  of  International 
Trade.  Also  included  in  the  bill  is  a  pro¬ 
vision  for  relief  on  eight  entries  of 
sugars  in  1967  used  in  producing  indus¬ 
trial  alcohol,  imported  in  the  belief  that 
they  were  dutiable  at  the  lower  rate  be¬ 
cause  they  were  “not  used  for  human 
consumption  or  for  the  commercial  ex¬ 
traction  of  sugar.” 

When  tariff  matters  are  in  considera¬ 
tion  before  the  Finance  Committee,  I 
hope  and  trust  that  this  bill  for  con-ec- 
tion  of  an  inadvertence  will  be  adopted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
w’ill  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred. 

The  bill  (S.  3461)  to  amend  the  Tariff- 
Schedules  of  the  United  States  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  tariff  classification  of  inver 
or  high-test  molasses,  and  for  ot^r 
purposes,  introduced  by  Mr.  HARXKEyWas 
received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  ana  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Firiimce. 

ADDITIONAL  COSPONSO^OF  BILL 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virgi^a.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  on  behalf  of  tha/Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  ^rdick],  I  ask 
tmanimous  consent  ^at,  at  its  next 
printing,  the  name  yw  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Hmris]  be  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  thrill  (S.  3410)  to  estab¬ 
lish  an  advisory  commission  to  make  a 
study  and  report  with  respect  to  freight 
rates  for  f^^rn  products,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  RESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objectijm,  it  is  so  ordered. 


COMMEMORATION  OF  THE  lOOTH 
ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE  ESTAB¬ 
LISHMENT  OF  YELLOWSTONE  NA¬ 
TIONAL  PARK— ADDITIONAL  CO¬ 
SPONSORS  OP  JOINT  RESOLUTION 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  like  to  read  the  following 
statement  on  behalf  of  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]  : 

Mr.  Jackson.  Mr.  President,  on  May  1  I  In¬ 
troduced,  in  behalf  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the  Senators  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Hansen  and  Mr.  McGee],  and 
myself,  S.J,.  Res.  164,  To  commemorate  the 
one  hundredth  anniversary  of  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  Yellowstone  National  Park  by  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  National  Park  Centennial,  and 
for  O'ther  purposes.  ^ 

Today  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  the 
next  printing  of  the  Joint  resolution,  the 
names  of  the  Senators  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Mansfield  and  Mr.  Metcalf]  be  added  as  co¬ 
sponsors. 

On  behalf  of  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Jackson],  I  make  that  re- 
,^quest. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


SENATE  RESOLUTION  287— RESOLU^^ 
TIOIKtO  PAY  A  GRATUITY  TO 
MARyVn.  BELL— report  OF  A 
COMMITTEE 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  CarolMa,  from 
the  Committee\m  Rules  and  Administra¬ 
tion,  reported  th\following  (mginal  reso 
lution  (S.  Res.  287\;  which;iTOS  placed  on 
the  calendar: 

S.  Res\2. 

Resolved,  That  the  Secr^ary  of  the  Senate 
hereby  is  authorized  imdNmrected  to  pay, 
from  the  contlngent^fund  c^the  Senate,  to 
Mary  N.  Bell,  widoyr  of  Pran^Bell,  an  em¬ 
ployee  of  the  Argliitect  of  th^Capitol  as¬ 
signed  to  duty  i^the  Senate  Buildings 

at  the  time  of  lus  death,  a  sum  equal  to  six 
months’  compensation  at  the  rate  hevwas  re¬ 
ceiving  by  1^  at  the  time  of  his  death,  said 
sum  to  be /Considered  Inclusive  of  fune^J  ex¬ 
penses  aj!(a  all  other  allowances 
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AMENDMENT  NO.  746 

Mr.  METCALF  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Mansfield)  submitted  amendments,  in¬ 
tended  to  be  proposed  by  them,  jointly, 
to  the  bill  (S.  917)  to  assist  State  and 
local  governments  in  reducing  the  in¬ 
cidence  of  crime,  to  increase  the  effec¬ 
tiveness,  fairness,  and  coordination  of 
law  enforcement  and  criminal  justice 
systems  at  all  levels  of  government,  and 
for  other  purposes,  which  were  ordered 
to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  747 

Mr.  FONG  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Hart) 
submitted  amendments,  intended  to  be 
proposed  by  them,  jointly,  to  Senate  bill 
917,  supra,  which  were  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Fong  when  he 
submitted  the  above  amendments,  which 
appear  under  a  separate  heading.) 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERA¬ 
TION  A<7r  OP  196'Jf— AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT  NO.  748  i 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  I  submit, 
for  appropriate  reference,  amendments 
which  I  intend  to  propose  to  S.  698,  the 
intergovernmental  cooperation  bill,  now 
pending  in  the  Subcommittee  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations,  Committee  on 
Government  Operations. 

The  amendments  I  will  offer  are  in¬ 
tended  to  encourage  simplification  and 
improved  coordination  of  accounting, 
auditing,  and  financial  reporting  require¬ 
ments  of  Federal  assistance  programs. 

Every  Federal  agency  administering 
Federal  assistance  programs  to  State  and 
local  governments  is  charged  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  by  the  regulations  of  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  with  assuring  proper  legal 
use  of  Federal  funds  made  available  to 
State  and  local  governments  through 
such  programs.  As  a  result  each  adminis¬ 
tering  agency  and  each  major  bureau  en¬ 
gaged  in  grant-in-aid  administration  de¬ 
ploys  a  number  of  fiscal  auditors 
throughout  the  States  at  various  times 
to  audit  grant-in-aid  accounts.  The  Gen¬ 
eral  Accoimting  Office  has  its  own  field 
operations  with  its  “spot  audit”  program, 
which  is  geared  to  ascertaining  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  agency  audits  of  Federal  ex¬ 
penditures  and  which  also  involves  audits 
of  grant  expenditures  at  the  State  and 
local  levels. 

Yet,  Federal  agency  auditing  and  ac¬ 
counting  activities  have  had  to  keep  pace 
with  the  growth  in  the  number  and  va¬ 
riety  of  Federal  assistance  programs. 
Moreover,  State  governments  in  recent 
years  and  many  local  governments  have 
made  strenuous  efforts  to  improve  the 
capability  of  their  own  accoimting  and 
auditing  systems — thanks  to  the  rapid 
growth  of  State  and  local  programs  and 
expenditures. 

Federal  assistance  programs  differ  in 
objectives,  magnitude,  governments,  and 
governmental  agencies  involved,  and  the 
clientele  seiwed  and  in  many  other  char¬ 
acteristics.  Such  programs  then  can 
hardly  be  expected  to  yield  completely  to 
imiform  accounting  and  auditing  re¬ 
quirements.  Nevertheless,  there  remains 
the  question  as  to  whether  the  existing 
financial  reporting,  accounting,  and 
auditing  requirements  are  reasonable  in 
their  demands.  Most  State  and  local  of¬ 
ficials  feel  they  are  not.  Some  Federal  aid 
administrators  feel  they  are  not.  The 
recent  experience  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and  the 
Office  of  Economic  Opportunity  in  plac¬ 
ing  reliance  on  State  and  local  auditing, 
accounting,  and  reporting  systems  sug¬ 
gests  that  a  rigid  adherence  to  the  status 
quo  is  not  the  best  way  to  improve  inter¬ 
governmental  relations  in  this  area.  To 
help  correct  this  condition,  the  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  in  its  fiscal  balance  report  adopted 
a  three-pronged  recommendation  urg¬ 
ing  enactment  of  general  legislation  by 
the  Congress  applicable  to  Federal 
grants-in-aid  to  States  whereby:  first, 
the  Comptroller  General  would  study 
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and  review  the  accounting  and  auditing 
systems  of  the  States  receiving  Federal 
grants-in-aid  and  ascertain  their  gen¬ 
eral  adequacy  and  integrity:  second,  for 
those  States  certified  by  the  Comptroller 
General  as  meeting  standards  of  ade¬ 
quacy  and  integrity,  the  results  of  State 
audits  of  expenditures  of  Federal  grant 
funds  would  be  accepted  by  the  adminis¬ 
tering  Federal  agencies  in  lieu  of  their 
own  fiscal  audits  with  such  acceptance  to 
cease  if  the  Comptroller  General  finds 
that  the  accounting  and  auditing  system 
of  a  particular  State  no  longer  meets 
prescribed  standards:  and,  third,  this 
authorization  would  be  extended  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Comptroller  General  to 
imits  of  local  government  receiving  siz¬ 
able  grant-in-aid  funds  from  Federal 
agencies. 

The  amendments  I  intend  to  propose 
are  based  on  this  recommendation.  First, 
they  Would  assign  authority  to  the  Pres¬ 
ident  to  promulgate  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  on  a  Government-wide  basis  for 
basis  for  simplifying  and,  to  the  extent 
practicable,  unifying  the  financial  re¬ 
porting  requirements  in  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs.  At  the  present  time — 
thanks  to  diverse  enabling  legislation, 
appropriation  acts,  departmental  regu¬ 
lations  and  various  other  factors — the 
procedures,  format,  frequency,  and  in¬ 
tensity  of  financial  reporting  require¬ 
ments  differ  greatly  from  department  to 
department  and  frequently  from  pro¬ 
gram  to  program  within  a  department. 
The  amendments  are  designed  to  provide 
the  President  with  sufficient  authority  to 
achieve  greater  consistency,  simplicity, 
and  order  in  an  area  of  grant-in-aid  ad¬ 
ministration  that  thus  far  largely  has 
also  been  ignored. 

The  amendments  also  provide  the  basis 
for  acceptance  of  the  accounting  and 
auditing  system  in  certain  States  and 
certain  political  subdivisions  in  lieu  of 
Federal  efforts  in  these  fields.  The  Comp¬ 
troller  General,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  and  the  Director  of  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  the  Budget  are  mandated  to  con¬ 
duct  a  joint  study  of  the  principles, 
standards,  and  related  requirements  of 
executive  agencies  as  they  relate  to  the 
accounting  and  auditing  of  Federal 
grants-in-aid  with  a  view  to  identify 
ways  and  means  of  developing  Govern¬ 
ment-wide  accoimting  and  auditing  pro¬ 
cedures  that  foster  greater  interdepart¬ 
mental  coordination  among  financial 
management  ofidcials  in  the  various  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  administering  grant  pro¬ 
grams.  These  provisions  are  designed 
then  to  reduce  unnecessary  duplication 
and  excessive  time  required  to  perform 
these  vital  fiscal  functions. 

The  Comptroller  General  is  authorized 
to  study  and  review  the  accounting  and 
auditing  systems  of  the  States  and  their 
political  subdivisions  in  order  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  adequacy  and  effectiveness  of 
their  respective  systems  and  what 
changes,  if  any,  would  be  required  in 
them  to  comply  with  the  principles, 
standards,  and  related  requirements 
prescribed  by  him  in  the  area  of  grant- 
in-aid  financial  accountability.  After 
consulting  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  and  after  assessing  the 


statutory  requirements  and  the  adminis¬ 
trative  needs  of  executive  agencies  ad¬ 
ministering  grants-in-aid,  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  is  authorized  to  prescribe 
rules  and  regulations  that  would  per¬ 
mit  such  agencies  to  substitute  the  ac¬ 
coimting  and  auditing  systems  of  States 
and  local  governments  with  their  systems 
meet  standards  prescribed  by  him  as  they 
relate  to  the  administration  of  Federal 
assistance  programs. 

The  intent  of  these  amendments  is 
not  to  shortcut  in  any  way  the  exercise 
of  fiscal  prudence  and  accountability  at 
all  levels  of  government.  But  they  seek  to 
develop  new  intergovernmental  arrange¬ 
ments  in  the  accounting  and  auditing 
field  which  would  lead  to  a  significant 
saving  in  time  and  energy  and  would  pro¬ 
vide  the  impetus  for  significant  improve¬ 
ments  in  the  whole  area  of  intergovern¬ 
mental  fiscal  management. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  imanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  text  of  the  amendments  I 
intend  to  propose  to  S.  698  be  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  received,  printed, 
and  appropriately  referred:  and,  without 
objection,  the  amendments  will  be  print¬ 
ed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  (No.  748)  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Conmiittee  on  Government 
Operations,  as  follows: 

Amendment  No.  748 

On  page  2,  line  4,  strike  out  “1967”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  “1968”. 

On  page  2,  line  19,  strike  out  “title  VIII 
and  title  IX”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“title  VIII,  IX,  and  X.”. 

On  page  10,  between  lines  3  and  4,  Insert 
the  following  new  sections: 

“applicant 

•■Sec.  122.  The  term  ‘applicant’  means  one 
or  more  States  or  local  governments  or  other 
public  or  private  agencies  or  organizations 
acting  separately  or  together  in  seeking  as¬ 
sistance  with  respect  to  a  single  project. 
“project 

“Sec.  123.  The  term  ‘project’  means  any 
undertaking,  however  characterized  and 
whether  of  a  temporary  or  continuing  nature, 
which  includes  components  proposed  or  ap¬ 
proved  for  assistance  under  more  than  one 
Federal  program,  or  one  or  more  Federal  and 
one  or  more  State  programs,  if  each  of  those, 
components  contributes  materially  to  the  ac¬ 
complishment  of  a  single  purpose  or  closely 
related  purposes.”. 

On  page  59,  after  line  4,  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  title : 

“TITLE  X— ACCOUNTING,  AUDITING,  AND 

REPORTING  OF  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS 

“statement  or  purpose 

“Sec.  1001.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
encourage  simplification  and  improved,  co¬ 
ordination  of  accounting,  auditing,  and  fi¬ 
nancial  reporting  requirements  of  Federal 
assistance  programs,  to  survey  the  adequacy 
and  effectiveness  of  the  accounting  and 
auditing  systems  of  recipient  jurisdictions, 
and  to  authorize  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States  to  prescribe  rules  and 
regulations  for  using  State  and  political  sub¬ 
divisions  accounting  and  auditing  in  meeting 
financial  management  requirements  of  such 
programs. 

“more  uniform  financial  reporting 

“Sec.  1002.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law,  the  President  shall  have  au¬ 
thority  to  promulgate  rules  and  regulations 
simplifying  and,  to  the  extent  feasible,  uni¬ 
fying  financial  reporting  requirements  of 
Federal  assistance  programs. 


“acceptance  of  accounting  and  auditing  of 

STATES  AND  THEIR  POLITICAL  SUBDIVISIONS 

“Sec.  1003.  (a)  The  Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury,  and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  shall  conduct  a  joint  study  of 
the  principles,  standards,  and  related  require¬ 
ments  of  executive  agencies,  as  defined  in 
chapter  1  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  for 
accounting  and  auditing  of  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  programs.  Such  study  shall  emphasize 
ways  and  means  of  developing  government¬ 
wide  accounting  and  auditing  procedures 
that  foster  closer  cooperation  and  coordina¬ 
tion  among  the  financial  management  offi¬ 
cials  of  the  different  levels  of  the  executive 
agencies,  avoid  unnecessary  duplication,  and 
minimize  the  amount  of  time  required  to  per¬ 
form  the  accounting  and  auditing  functions. 
Such  study  with  recommendations  shall  be 
submitted  to  Congress  not  later  than  twelve 
months  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

“(b)  The  Comptroller  General  shall  study 
and  review  the  accounting  and  auditing  sys¬ 
tems  of  States  and  political  subdivisions  re¬ 
ceiving  Federal  assistance  in  order  to  deter¬ 
mine  (1)  the  adequacy  and  effectiveness  of 
such  systems,  and  (2)  the  nature  of  any 
changes  in  the  accounting  and  auditing  pro¬ 
cedures  employed  in  such  systems  which 
would  be  required  for  compliance  with  the 
principles,  standards,  and  related  require¬ 
ments  prescribed  by  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  for  protecting  the  Interests  of  the  United 
States  with  regard  to  accounting  for  expen¬ 
ditures  of  Federal  assistance  funds  by  States 
and  their  political  subdivisions. 

“(c)  The  Comptroller  General,  after  con¬ 
sulting  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  and  the 
Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  con¬ 
cerning  their  accounting  and  auditing  needs, 
and  considering  statutory  requirements  and 
the  needs  of  executive  agencies  responsible 
for  administering  Federal  assistance  pro¬ 
grams,  shall  prescribe  rules  and  regulations 
whereby  such  agencies  may  substitute  for 
their  accounting  and  auditing  the  account¬ 
ing  and  auditing  performed  by  States  and 
political  subdivisions  receiving  Federal  as¬ 
sistance,  when  such  accounting  and  auditing 
meet  the  requirements  prescribed  by  the 
Comptroller  General  applicable  to  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  such  assistance  received  by  such 
States  and  political  subdivisions.  ’The  Comp¬ 
troller  General  shall  make  a  report  to  Con¬ 
gress  on  the  operations  of  this  subsection  at 
the  end  of  such  fiscal  year,  beginning  with 
the  first  full  fiscal  year  following  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act.” 


NOTICE  OF  RECEIPT  OF  NOMINA- 
\  TION  BY  THE  COMMITTEE  ON 
VOREIGN  RELATIONS 

FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  as 
chairnaan  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relati^s,  I  desire  to  announce  that  to¬ 
day  the  sSenate  received  the  following 
nomination.;  H.  Brooks  James,  of  North 
Carolina,  t^e  an  Assistant  Administra¬ 
tor  of  the  Ag^cy  for  International  De¬ 
velopment,  vine  Herbert  J.  Waters, 
resigned.  \ 

In  accordance  i^h  the  committee  rule, 
this  pending  nomin^ion  may  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  prior  to  the  ^piration  of  6  days 
of  its  receipt  in  the  sisffiate. 


NOTICE  OF  HEARINGS  SAVDJGS 
AND  LOAN  RECEIVERI^IPS 

Mr.  PROXMIRE.  Mr.  President,  on 
May  20  the  Committee  on  Banlong  and 
Currency  will  conduct  hearings  \m  S. 
3436,  a  bill  to  provide  for  the  appbint- 
ment  of  the  Federal  Savings  and  Lban 

\ 
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irance  Corporation  as  receiver,  and 
ther  purposes.  The  hearings  will  take 
place'^  room  5302,  New  Senate  Office 
Buildii^  at  10  a.m.  Persons  desiring  to 
testify  ^ould  contact  Mr.  Lewis  G. 
Odom,  Ji\  Staff  Director  and  General 
Counsel. 

TRIBUTE  TO'NBENATOR  HAYDEN— A 
GREATWyvrERICAN 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  ^r.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  Senator  ikom  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel],  I  ask  unanilnous  consent  that 
a  statement  prepared  bv  him  in  tribute 
to  Senator  Hayden  be  printed  in  the 
body  of  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objectioii\  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  primed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  KtrcHEi 

The  decision  of  the  Etean  of  the  Senate 
to  end  an  unprecedented  skein  of  years  of 
service  to  Arizona  and  to  America  evokes' 
almost  Indescribable  sadness.  An  Imjjort 
page  in  the  history  of  this  noble  body  wlllN 
turn.  He  will  lay  aside  a  public  office  filled 
for  over  a  half-century  with  distinction  and 
seldom-matched  pmposefulness. 

Words  to  describe  Carl  Hayden  and  to 
categorize  personal  associations  with  him 
pour  through  the  mind  In  an  almost  endless 
stream.  My  regard  and  affection  best  can 
be  refiected  by  use  of  the  appellation 
"amigo”— so  reminiscent  of  the  Old  West 
where  he  was  born  and  whose  progress  he 
Infiuenced  beyond  measure. 

This  body  will  miss  the  challenge  and 
presence  of  a  member  of  unimpeachable  in¬ 
tegrity,  who  set  standards  which  are  imper¬ 
ishable,  and  whose  accomplishments  will  in¬ 
spire  the  best  from  each  of  us  in  years  to 
come. 

Though  the  inexorable  passage  of  time 
prompts  him  to  cease  his  labors  in  elective 
office,  Carl  Hayden  will  leave  the  Senate 
with  more  than  memories  and  legends  and 
he  will  be  rich  in  knowledge  that  his  be¬ 
loved  Arizona  and  the  fiourlshlng  Southwest 
thrive  because  he  husbanded  their  treasures 
while  responding  to  challenges  of  progress. 
He  can  be  content  in  knowledge  he  was  a 
builder  of  an  inviting  and  rewarding  society. 
Though  unpleasant,  tlie  breaking  of  ties  is 
more  easily  tolerated  because  of  his  contri¬ 
butions  toward  the  well-being  and  happiness 
of  those  who  follow. 

When  this  Congress  finally  adjourns  an 
era  may  have  ended  but  an  ineradicable 
remembrance  will  remain  as  the  Hayden 
sense  of  devotion  motivates  the  member-  j 
ship  through  times  ahead. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  \v^n 
historians  of  the  next  millennium /look 
back  with  the  wisdom  of  their  hi^sight 
to  study  the  vibrant  period  in  \^ch  we 
live,  they  will  find  ample  evidence  that 
there  were  among  us  a  seleot  few  men 
whose  vision  and  deeds  nfatched  the 
ever-expanding  challenge^round  them. 

Such  a  man  is  the  seni^  Senator  from 
Arizona,  the  distinguished  Carl  Hayden. 

No  State  of  our  U/uon  is  without  its 
share  of  monumer^  to  his  interest  in 
the  social  progr^s  and  public  works 
projects  which  have  made  possible  our 
enonnous  prog/ess  dming  the  past  half 
centm-y. 

No  State /is  without  a  plan  for  the 
future  wlnCh  is  based  to  a  large  extent 
on  his  efforts. 

MoreXignificantly,  however,  no  State — 
and  I  /espectfully  request  that  I  herewith 
be  ^rmitted  a  bit  of  regional  pride — is 
untouched  by  the  expansive,  excit¬ 


ing,  visionary  "Spirit  of  the  West”  which 
he  so  ably  tsrpifled. 

It  has  been  an  honor  for  me  to  call 
him  a  colleague  and  a  friend.  With  the 
other  Members  of  this  Congress,  I  shall 
miss  him. 

At  the  same  time,  I  sincerely  hope  that 
he  will  be  able  to  find  a  great  deal  of 
justifiable  personal  satisfaction  in  the 
knowledge  that  the  fruits  of  his  labors 
will  make  this  a  better  land  and  a  better 
world  for  countless  generations  to  come. 

Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  missing 
from  the  tribute  to  Senator  Carl  Hayden 
carried  so  voluminously  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  yesterday  were  the  fine 
remarks  by  Roy  Elson  at  Tuesday’s  press 
conference  after  Senator  Hayden  an¬ 
nounced  his  retirement.  Roy,  as  Senator 
Hayden’s  administrative  assistant,  spoke 
most  eloquently  for  himself  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  staff.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  those  remarks  now,  be  included  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
^ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

STATOR  Hayden  Tribute  Prom  Staff  by  Roy 
SON,  Administrative  Assistant  to  Sena- 
toiKCarl  Hayden,  May  6,  1968 
For  for  my  fellow  staff  members 
for  the  n^ny  who  have  known  and  w(^ed 
with  you.^nator  Hayden,  let  me  say  ^at  It 
has  been  oar  honor  and  privilege  ya  serve 
you  in  your  N^ervice  to  our  state  /and  our 
country. 

When  I  first  ^me  to  Washln^on  a  time 
that  was  recent  the  life  of /Carl  Hayden 
but  seems  so  very  long  ago  ^  me,  I  really 
thought  I  knew  soma,  of  th^answers.  I  now 
realize,  however,  thatNnos*  of  what  I  have 
learned  in  life,  I  owe  vg  Carl  Hayden.  For 
he  has  been  my  teachej^ny  leader,  my  ex¬ 
ample  and,  if  I  may  s«(y  sovmy  friend.  I  am 
certain  that  pracUCally  eVery  man  and 
woman  in  this  roogr  today  can\ay  essentially 
the  same  thing. 

And  that  is  ^out  all  I  have  tbysay  about 
this  great  man/who  has,  in  Klplingte  phrase, 
“walked  wlth/kings”  and  not  “lost  tke  com¬ 
mon  touch/^’the  man  who  came  from  Arizona 
long  ago  yo  fill  over  56  years  of  unfor^ing 
mlnutes/^who  dared  to  dream  dreams  Xnd 
lived  ^  see  their  reality,  not  just  for  ^ 
time/Out  for  all  time  to  come. 

T^ay  we  salute  you.  Senator  Hayden,  and ' 
th/mk  you  for  letting  us  share  a  little  in 
3ur  greatness. 

Mr.  BROOKE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
always  be  profoundly  grateful  that  I  was 
given  the  privilege  of  serving  during  two 
sessions  of  the  Congress  with  the  illus¬ 
trious  senior  Senator  from  Arizona  and 
President  pro  tempore  of  the  Senate, 
Senator  Carl  Hayden. 

To  those  of  us  just  beginning  our  serv¬ 
ice  in  the  Senate,  Senator  Hayden’s  ex¬ 
traordinary  record  will  ever  remain  a 
xmique  inspiration  and  example.  His 
exemplary  service  to  the  people  of  his 
State  and  Nation,  his  unstinting  com-tesy, 
kindness,  and  patience  with  his  col¬ 
leagues,  his  devotion  to  the  ideals  and 
traditions  of  the  Senate,  of  which  he  is  in 
such  a  real  sense  a  living  tradition,  are 
things  for  which  I,  as  a  very  junior  Mem¬ 
ber  of  this  body,  will  retain  the  greatest 
admiration  and  respect. 

I  appreciate  having  the  opportunity  of 
joining  my  colleagues  in  wishing  Senator 
Hayden  many  years  of  richly  deserved 
happiness,  health,  together  with  the  pro¬ 
found  satisfaction  that  comes  from  hav¬ 


ing  given  of  his  very  best  to  the  people 
of  Arizona,  to  the  Senate  of  the  United  j 
States  and  to  his  grateful  and  admir 
fellow  Americans. 


CORRECTION  OP  THE'  RECC 

Mr.  BENNETT.  Mr.  Presid^t,  In  a 
tribute  to  Senator  Carl  Ha’^n  which 
appears  in  the  Congression^  Record  of 
May  7,  page  S5033,  the  Re«!ord  has  mis¬ 
printed  a  statement  of  m4ne. 

Beginning  in  the  fifm  paragraph  of 
my  tribute,  my  statement — which  was 
correctly  submitted Jm  be  printed — reads 
“Our  venerable  colleague.”  As  printed,  it 
reads  “Our  vuli^able  colleague.” 

I  am  satisfi^  that  the  misprint  was 
an  honest  mi^ke.  At  any  rate,  I  ask  that 
the  permar^t  Record  be  corrected  ac¬ 
cordingly  ,/so  that  my  deep  esteem  for 
Senator  ^ayden  might  be  accurately  re¬ 
flected/ 

Tl^RESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Rec- 
ORD/Will  be  accordingly  corrected. 


rHE  84TH  BIRTHDAY  ANNIVERSARY 

OF  FORMER  PRESIDENT  HARRY  S. 

TRUMAN 

Mr.  LONG  of  Missouri.  Mr.  President, 
today.  May  8,  1968,  is  the  84th  birthday 
of  Harry  S.  Truman,  one  of  the  truly 
great  Presidents  of  the  United  States. 

It  is  an  honor  for  me  to  be  able  to  wish 
happy  birthday  to  my  good  friend  and 
fellow  Missourian.  He  is  admired  and  re¬ 
spected  by  all  Americans.  He  is  the  fa¬ 
vorite  son  of  every  Missourian. 

The  Presidency  of  the  United  States 
and  the  leadership  of  the  Western  World 
were  thrust  upon  Harry  Truman  both  at 
the  close  of  World  War  II  and  the  start 
of  the  quest  for  an  enduring  peace.  Pew 
periods  of  history  have  been  so  crucial 
to  this  country  and  to  the  future  of  world 
peace.  Pew  men  can  equal  the  record  he 
established  in  promoting  the  brotherhood 
of  man  and  the  association  of  nations. 

In  his  first  4  months  of  office,  the 
United  Nations  was  chartered,  Germany 
surrendered,  the  Potsdam  Conference 
held,  and  Japan  surrendered.  He 
in^Wated  the  Marshall  plan  for  economic 
assfttance  which  was  designed  to  help 
refas^on  all  of  Europe  into  a  free  com- 
munity\of  prosperous  and  independent 
states.  fashioned  a  peace  that  im- 
ix»sed  not^rsh  penalties  on  the  defeated 
nations,  buKrather  attempted  to  restore 
their  vitality^nd  enable  them  to  rejoin 
the  postwar  colnmunity  of  free  nations. 

Although  a  rmm  of  peace.  President 
Truman  acted  alwl^ys  with  a  courageous 
will  to  protect  t^  Independence  of 
threatened  nations.  His  determination  to 
check  the  advance  of  '^rld  communism 
will  never  be  forgotten  W  free  men. 

Although  so  noted  ii\  his  foreign 
policy,  his  domestic  policy Nvas  just  as 
dedicated  to  furthering  the  c^se  of  hu¬ 
manity’s  right  to  freedom.  He  constantly 
advocated  national  fair  employment 
practices.  He  brought  an  end  to  segrega¬ 
tion  in  the  Armed  Forces.  Many  ofSthe 
programs  envisioned  by  President 
man  have  been  realized  in  recent  yea 
including  the  extension  of  voting  privi-’' 
leges  to  all  Americans,  a  healthcare  pro- 
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TRAD^  POLICT.  Rep.  Broyhill,  N.C.,  expressed  concern  about  »the  serious  ecdmmic 
problem  which  imports  are  causing  for  some  of  our  major  industries"  and  inerted 
ybas  testimor^r  on  this  subject,  pp.  H5091-2  ^ 


13. 


TR^ffiM^S.  Received  from  Treasury  a  proposed  bill  to  amend  the  Trademark  Act 
of  to  provide  an  exemption  from  the  restrictions  of  the  trademark  laws: 
to  !7a^  and  Means  Committee,  p.  H5095  ^ 


SENATE 


li.  CffiDIT  Currency  Committee  reported  y^th  amendments 

H.  R.  14907,  amend  the  Federal  Credit  Union  Act  (S.  Re^  1265).  p.  S7360 


16,  WATER  RESOURCES.  Pas^  a3_  reported  S.  3058,  to  ino^ase  authorizatlone  for  water 

tl^Oo'^OOo'’^aS^''®  amende/to  "Increase  from  $700,000  to 

j  ^  aWrlzed  to  be  appropriated  annually  for  the  adminis- 

PP.^S731jl™  \  Counc^ under  all  titles  of  the  act." 


17.  ^URP^S  PROPERTY.  Passed  with^  amendmenys.  1974,  to  amend  the  Federal  Pro¬ 
perty  ^d  Administrative  Servic^Act  of/9lt9,  as  amended,  to  make  foreign 
generated  surplus  property  availab^  ty^omestic  agencies,  pp.  S7356-8 


le.  EXPORT-IMPORT  BANK.  Passed  with  amei^nt  H.  R.  I6l62,  to  improve  the  U.  S. 

programs  of  the  ^^ort-Im- 

(P^S?^).  37388-92).  S.  32^  a  c^anion  bill,  was  indefinitely  postponed 

Smathers  annomiced  tha^ the  SelectSommittee  on  Small  Business  will 
Thur3!:!"^f2o7  ?968'  E^ort-Import  Bank 


i5.  C0RS2RV.,TI0K.  Conferees  w^re  appointed  on  S.  Iij0l\  to  amend  title  I  of  the 


r 


House  conferees 


.  J  -r  T  w  •  ju4.vyj-^\  c»S./  caiUCilU 

and  Water  Conservy^ion  Fund  Act  of  1965  (pp.  ^4o4-ll) 

.ye  not  yet  been  appcdiited.  \ 

Metcalf  inse^d  the  partial  text  of  Sen.  Kucl^'s  address  on  new  con- 
..  i- ./S  in  recreation  conservation,  and  resource  develop^nts.  pp.  S7371-2 


^  C.NSUil^ON.  Began  consideration  of  H.  R.  I6703,\he  military  constructic 

Dill,  wnich  i^udes  funds  for  payment  on  the  debt  to  the  CcSmodity  Credit  Corp. 
lor  xoreign  yirrencies  used  in  prior  years  to  construct  milit^  family  housing 
S7397-it04,  S7U15-20  ^  -^y  sx  g 


overseas. 


|ix.  O^^j-'IZATION.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Government  Operations  Committee  approved  for 
lUx_  committee  consideration  S.  698,  requiring  uniform  Federal  Government  coopera- 
^.^n  with  States  in  carrying  out  programs  of  public  development,  p.  d565 


proved 


.ocommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee 
.uOe  action  S.  1385,  directing  that  25  percent  of  gross  revenues 
oi  ccmber  on  public  lands  shall  be  paid  to  appropriate  counties  f^  use 
or  puDj.ic  schools  and  roads,  p.  S565 


-  h  - 


ileceived  from  Army  and  Agriculture  a  notification  of  a  proposed  interchanWof 
jurisdiction  of  civil  works  and  national  forest  lands  (Kinzua  Dam  and  AUeg 
■Reservoir,  N,  J,,  and  Pa.)  by  the  Department  of  the  krmy  and  the  Depaidunenj/o^ 
jriculturs.  p,  S7359 


23*  YEARBOOK#  Sen.  McGee  inserted  an  article  which  quotes  Interior’s  yearlMibk  as 
maintaining  that  hope  lies  chiefly  in  "understanding  the  totality  of/^e 
problempf  survival,"  op,  S736U-5 


24.  FI/3CDWAY,  ^n.  Yarborough  inserted  resolutions  from  two  Tex.coun^es  supporting 
the  Rio  Grand^  River  floodway  improvement  plan,  pp,  S7380-1 


25*  FOOD,  Sen,  Hartke  inserted  articles  concerning  fortification/of  cereal  products 
as  a  means  to  impt;ove  nourishment  levels  substantially  wit^ut  increasing 
agricultural  output-  pp,  S 7381-2 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


26.  OPINION  POLL,  Rep.  Harvey  inserted  the  results  of/a  questionnaire,  including  ^ 
items  of  interest  to  this  Dep^tment.  p, 


27,  HEALTH,  Rep,  Curtis  inserted  an^ditorial  co^enting  on  a  dialog  on  the  accuracy 
of  cost  estimates  of  govemmentalNhealth  care  programs,  pp*  £^503-8 


28.  PERSONNEL,  Rep.  Hall  stated  that  his^roposed  freedom  of  choice  bill  is  gaining 
support  and  inserted  an  article,  "Pubr^ Employee  Unionism."  p,  E5^09 


29.  WATERSHEDS,  Rep,  Scherle  stated  thay^‘ Preb^dent  Johnson  has  a  stranglehold  on  the 
small  watershed  program,"  pp,  E55^“1 


30.  TAXATION,  Rep,  Ullman  inserted  ^  article,  "T^  Increase  Seen  as  Must,”  pp, 

E5531-2 


31,  POLDJTIONj  PESTICIDES,  Rep/a)ingell  inserted  a  rep^t  and  recommendations  per¬ 
taining  to  pesticides  and/environmental  pollution,  E5538-9 


32,  FOREIGN  TRADE,  Rep,  Ottinger  inserted  an  article  which  ^ggests  that  certain 

restrictions  on  trade/might  have  effects  precisely  contrasiy  to  those  which  were 
intended.  p.  E555< 


33 o  WILD  ANIMAL  IMPORTS.  Rep.  Rogers,  Fla.,  said  that  this  Department  "should  take 
a  more  active  i/de  in  policing  potentially  dangerous,  indeed  l^^l^hal,  animals 
which  are  being  imported  into  this  country,”  p,  e5^5U 


yiAT  TNSPEC^ON,  Rep,  Smith,  la,,  stated  that  the  fight  for  cl  •'an  m^t  is  not 
over  and  Inserted  testimony  in  support  of  a  Federal  poultry  inspectic^bill, 
pp.  £556^6 


34. 


90tii  CONGKESS 
2d  Session 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  23, 1968 

Mr,  Beatnik  (for  himself,  Mr.  Holiiteld,  Mr.  Rosenthal,  Mrs.  Dwyer,  Mr. 
Erlenborn,  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio,  and  Mr.  Edwards  of  Alabama)  introduced 
the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Coimnittee  on  Government 
Operations 


.A.  OlLiL 

To  achieve  the  fuUest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities 
among  the  levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the 
operation  of  onr  federal  system  in  an  increasingly  complex 
society,  to  improve  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the 
States,  to  permit  provision  of  reimbursable  technical  services 
to  State  and  local  government,  to  establish  coordinated  inter¬ 
governmental  pohcy  and  administration  of  grants  and  loans 
for  development  assistance,  to  provide  for  the  acquisition, 
use,  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Eederal 
agencies  in  conformity  with  local  government  programs, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  be  cited  as  the  ‘Tntergovermnental  Coopera- 

4  tion  Act  of  1968”. 
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payments  to  States  or  political  subdivisions  as  full  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  the  costs  incurred  in  paying  benefits  or  fumisbing 
services  to  persons  entitled  thereto  under  Federal  laws. 

FEDEEAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  107.  The  term  “Federal  financial  assistance”  does 
not  include  any  annual  pa3unent  by  the  United  States  to  the 
District  of  Columbia  authorized  by  article  VI  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  Eevenue  Act  of  1947  (D.C.  Code,  secs.  47- 
2501a  and  47-2501b) . 

SPECIALIZED  OE  TECHNICAL  SEEVICES 
Sec.  108.  “Specialized  or  technical  services”  means 
statistical  and  other  studies  and  compilations,  development 
projects,  technical  tests  and  evaluations,  technical  informa¬ 
tion,  training  activities,  surveys,  reports,  documents,  and  any 
other  similar  service  functions  which  any  department  or 
agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government 
is  especially  equipped  and  authorized  by  law  to  perfoim. 
compeehensive  planning 
Sec.  109.  “Comprehensive  plaiming”,  except  in  title  V, 
includes  the  following,  to  the  extent  directly  related  to  area 
needs  or  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  government:  (A) 
preparation,  as  a  guide  for  governmental  policies  and  action, 
of  general  plans  with  respect  to  (i)  the  pattern  and  intensity 
of  land  use,  (ii)  the  provision  of  public  facilities  (including 
transportation  facilities)  and  other  government  services, 
and  (iii)  the  effective  development  and  utihzation  of  human 
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and  natural  resources;  (B)  long-range  physical  and  fiscal 
plans  for  such  action;  (C;)  programing  of  capital  improve¬ 
ments  and  other  major  expenditures,  based  on  a  determina¬ 
tion  of  relative  urgenc}^  together  with  definitive  financing 
plans  for  such  expenditures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the 
program;  (D)  coordination  of  all  related  plans  and  activities 
of  the  State  and  local  govermnents  and  agencies  concerned; 
and  (E)  preparation  of  i-egulatory  and  administrative  meas¬ 
ures  in  support  of  the  foregoing. 

HEAD  OF  AGENCY 

Sec.  110.  The  term  '‘head  of  a  Federal  agency”  or 
"head  of  a  State  agency”  includes  a  duly  designated  delegate 
of  such  agency  head. 

TITLE  II— IMPEOVED  ADMINISTEATION  OE 
GEANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

FULL  INFOEMATION  ON  FUNDS  EECEIVED 

Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  of  the  United 

States  Government  which  administers  a  program  of  grants-in- 

aid  to  any  of  the  State  govermnents  of  the  United  States 

or  to  their  political  subdivisions  shall,  upon  request,  notify  in 

writing  to  the  Governor  or  other  official  designated  by  him, 

and  the  State  legislature,  of  the  purpose  and  amounts  of  actual 

o-rants-in-aid  to  the  State  or  to  its  political  subdivisions. 

& 

DEPOSIT  OF  GEANTS-IN-AID 

Sec.  202.  No  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall  be  required  by 
Federal  law  or  administrative  regulation  to  be  deposited  in  a 
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separate  l)auk  accoiiiit  apart  from  other  funds  administered 
by  the  State.  All  Federal  grant-in-aid  funds  made  available 
to  the  States  shall  l)e  properly  aeeoniited  for  as  Federal  funds 
in  the  aeeonnts  of  the  State.  In  each  ease  the  State  ageney 
concerned  shall  render  regular  anthenticated  reports  to  the 
appropriate  Federal  agency  covering  the  status  and  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  funds,  the  liabilities  and  ohligations  on  hand, 
and  such  other  facts  as  may  be  retpiired  by  said  Federal 
agency.  The  head  of  the  Federal  agency  and  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States  or  any  of  their  duly  anthoiized 
representatives  shall  have  access  for  the  ])nrpose  of  audit  and 
examination  to  any  hooks,  documents,  papers,  and  records 
that  are  pertinent  to  the  grant-in-aid  received  by  the  States. 

SCHEDULING  OF  FEDEEAL  TEANSFEES  TO  THE  STATES 

Sec.  203.  Heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
responsible  for  administering  grant-in-aid  programs  shall 
schedule  the  transfer  of  grant-in-aid  funds  consistent  with 
program  puiiioses  and  applicable  Treasury  regulations,  so  as 
to  minimize  the  time  elapsing  between  the  transfer  of  such 
funds  from  the  United  States  Treasury  and  the  disbursement 
thereof  by  a  State,  whether  such  disbursement  occurs  prior 
to  or  subsecpient  to  such  transfer  of  funds. 

ELIGIBLE  STATE  AGENCY 

Sec.  204.  Notwithstanding  any  other  Federal  law  which 
provides  that  a  single  State  agency  or  multimember  board 
or  commission  must  be  established  or  designated  to  adminis- 
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ter  or  supervise  the  administration  of  any  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
gram,  the  head  of  any  Federal  department  or  agency  ad¬ 
ministering  such  program  may,  upon  request  of  the  Gover¬ 
nor  or  other  appropriate  executive  or  legislative  authority 
of  the  State  responsible  for  determining  or  revising  the  or¬ 
ganizational  structure  of  State  government,  waive  the  single 
State  agency  or  multimember  board  or  commission  provision 
upon  adequate  showing  that  such  provision  prevents  the 
establishment  of  the  most  effective  and  efficient  organizational 
arrangements  within  the  State  government  and  approve 
other  State  administrative  structure  or  arrangements:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  head  of  the  Federal  department  or  agency 
determines  that  the  objectives  of  the  Federal  statute  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  grant-in-aid  program  will  not  be  endangered  by  the 
use  of  such  other  State  structure  or  arrangements. 

TITLE  III— PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DEPART¬ 
MENTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO  PROVIDE  SPECIAL 
OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES  TO  STATE  AND 
LOCAL  UNITS  OF  GOVERNMENT 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  301.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  encourage  in¬ 
tergovernmental  cooperation  in  the  conduct  of  specialized 
or  technical  services  and  provision  of  facilities  essential  to 
the  administration  of  State  or  local  govcramental  actirities, 
many  of  which  are  nationwide  in  scope  and  financed  in  part 
by  Federal  funds;  to  enable  State  or  local  governments  to 
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1  avoid  unnecessaiy  duplication  of  special  service  functions; 

2  and  to  authorize  all  departments  and  agencies  of  the  execu- 

3  tive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  which  do  not  have 

4  such  authority  to  provide  reimbursable  specialized  or  tech- 

5  nical  seiwices  to  State  and  local  governments. 

6  AUTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 

7  Sec.  302.  The  head  of  any  Federal  department  or 

8  agency  is  authorized  within  his  discretion,  upon  written 

9  request  from  a  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof,  to 

10  provide  specialized  or  technical  services,  upon  payment,  to 

11  the  department  or  agency  by  the  unit  of  government  making 

12  the  request,  of  salaries  and  all  other  identifiable  direct  or 

13  indirect  costs  of  performing  such  services :  Provided,  however, 

14  That  such  services  shall  include  only  those  which  the  Di- 

15  rector  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  through  mles  and  regu- 

16  lations  detennines  Federal  departments  and  agencies  have 

17  special  competence  to  provide.  Such  rules  and  regulations 

18  shall  be  consistent  with  and  in  furtherance  of  the  Govem- 

19  nient’s  policy  of  relying  on  the  private  enteii)nse  system  to 

20  provide  those  services  which  are  reasonably  and  expeditiously 

21  available  through  ordinary  business  channels. 

22  L’EIMBURSEMENT  FOR  SERVICES 

23  Sec.  303.  All  moneys  received  by  any  department  or 

24  agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government, 

25  or  any  bureau  or  other  administrative  division  thereof,  in 

26  payment  for  furnishing  specialized  or  technical  services  as 
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aulliorizc'd  under  seetioii  302  shall  he  de})()sited  to  iiiiseel- 
laiieoiLS  recei])ts  of  the  Treasury. 


BEPOETS  TO  CONGEESS 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  any  department  or  the 
administrative  head  of  any  agency  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government  shall  furnish  annually  to  the 
respective  Committees  on  Government  Operations  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Eepresentatives  a  summary  report  on 
the  scope  of  the  services  provided  under  the  administration 
of  this  title. 

EESEEVATION  OF  EXISTING  AUTHOEITY 

Sec.  305.  This  title  is  in  addition  to  and  does  not  sux>er- 
sede  any  existing  authority  now  possessed  by  any  Federal 
department  or  agency  with  respect  to  furnishing  services, 
whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimbursable  basis,  to  State 
and  local  units  of  govermnent. 


TITLE  IV— COORDINATED  INTERGOVERNMEN¬ 
TAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINISTRATION  OF 
DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 


DECLAEATION 


OF  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE  POLICY 


Sec.  401.  (a)  The  economic  and  social  development  of 


the  Nation  and  the  achievement  of  satisfactory  levels  of  living 


depend  upon  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of  all  areas, 
both  urban  and  rural.  ^Moreover,  in  a  time  of  rapid  urbaniza¬ 


tion,  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of  uiiian  communi- 
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ties  depends  te  a  large  degree  upon  the  social  and  economic 
health  and  the  sound  development  of  smaller  comnnmities  and 
rural  areas.  The  President  may,  therefore,  estahlish  ndes  and 
regulations  governing  the  formulation,  evaluation,  and  review 
of  Federal  programs  and  projects  having  a  significant  impact 
on  area  and  community  development,  including  programs 
providing  Federal  assistance  to  the  States  and  localities,  to  the 
end  that  they  shall  most  effectively  serve  these  basic  objec¬ 
tives.  Snell  rules  and  regulations  shall  provide  for  full  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  conciirrent  achievement  of  the  following 
specific  objectives  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by  law,  rea¬ 
soned  choices  shall  be  made  between  such  objectives  when 
they  conflict: 

( 1 )  Appropriate  land  uses  for  housing,  commercial, 
industrial,  governmental,  institutional,  and  other  pur¬ 
poses; 

(2)  Wise  development  and  conservation  of  natural 
resources,  including  land,  water,  minerals,  wildlife,  and 
others ; 

(3)  Balanced  transportation  systems,  including 
highway,  air,  water,  pedestrian,  mass  transit,  and  other 
modes  for  the  movement  of  people  and  goods ; 

(4)  Adequate  outdoor  recreation  and  open  space; 

(5)  Protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural  beaut}^. 


historical  and  scientific  interest; 
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(6)  Properly  plaimed  community  facilities,  includ¬ 
ing  utilities  for  the  supply  of  power,  water,  and  com¬ 
munications,  for  the  safe  disposal  of  wastes,  and  for 
other  purposes;  and 

(7)  Concern  for  high  standards  of  design. 

(b)  All  viewpoints— national,  regional.  State,  and 
local — shall,  to  the  extent  possible,  be  fulh^  considered  and 
taken  into  account  in  planning  Federal  or  federally  assisted 
development  programs  and  projects.  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ment  objectives,  together  with  the  objectives  of  regional 
organizations  shall  be  considered  and  evaluated  within  a 
framework  of  national  public  objectives,  as  expressed  in 
Federal  law,  and  available  projections  of  future  national  con¬ 
ditions  and  needs  of  regions,  States,  and  localities  shall  be 
considered  in  plan  fonnulation,  evaluation,  and  review. 

(c)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  consistent  with 
national  objectives,  all  Federal  aid  for  development  purposes 
shall  be  consistent  with  and  further  the  objectives  of  State, 
regional,  and  local  comprehensive  planning.  Consideration 
shall  be  given  to  all  developmental  aspects  of  our  total 
national  community,  including  but  not  limited  to  housing, 
transportation,  economic  development,  natural  and  human 
resources  development,  community  facilities,  and  the  general 
improvement  of  living  environments. 
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(d)  Each  Ecdcral  dcpartiiiciit  and  a»'ency  adiuiiiistcr- 
iiig  a  devcloiniiciit  assistance  j)r()gTain  shall,  to  the  inaxiiniiin 
extent  [)racticable,  consnlt  witli  and  seek  advice  I'rom  all 


in  an  effort  to  assure  fully  coordinated  programs. 


(e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  planning  required 
by  individual  Federal  programs  (such  as  highway  construc¬ 
tion,  urban  renewal,  and  open  space)  shall  be  coordinated 
with  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by  law,  made  })art  of 
comprehensive  local  and  ai’eawide  development  ])lanning. 

PAVOEING  UNITS  OF  GENEEAL  LOCAL  GOVEENMENT 

Sec.  402.  Where  Federal  law  provides  that  both  special- 
purpose  units  of  local  government  and  units  of  general  local 
government  are  eligible  to  receive  loans  or  grants-in-aid, 
heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies  shall,  in  the 
absence  of  substantial  reasons  to  the  contrary,  make  such 
loans  or  grants-in-aid  to  units  of  general  local  government 
rather  than  to  special-purpose  units  of  local  government. 

EULES  AND  EEGULATIONS 

Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  such  other 
agency  as  may  be  designated  by  the  President  is  hereby 
authorized  to  prescribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are 
deemed  appropriate  for  the  effective  administration  of  this 
title. 
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TITLE  V— ACQUISITION,  USE,  AND  DISPOSITION 
OE  LAND  WITHIN  UEBAN  AREAS  BY  EED- 
ERAL  AGENCIES  IN  CONFORMITY  WITH 
LAND  UTILIZATION  PROGRAMS  OF  AF¬ 
FECTED  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

AMENDMENT  OF  FEDEEAL  PEOPEETY  AND  ADMINISTEATIVE 

SEEVICES  ACT 

Sec.  501.  The  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.) , 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  as 
follows : 

^^TITLE  VIII— URBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 

“SHOET  TITLE 

“Sec.  801.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Federal  Urban 
Land-Use  Act’. 

“declaration  of  puepose  and  policy 
“Sec.  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  promote  more 
harmonious  intergovernmental  relations  by  prescribing  uni¬ 
form  policies  and  procedures  whereby  the  Administrator 
shall  acquire,  use,  and  dispose  of  land  in  urban  areas  in 
order  that  urban  land  transactions  entered  into  for  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  or  on  behalf  of  other  Federal 
agencies  shall,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  zoning  and  land-use  practices  and  shall  be  made 
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to  the  greatest  extent  in  accordance  with  planning  and  de¬ 
velopment  objectives  of  the  local  governments  and  local 
planning  agencies  concerned. 

‘‘disposal  of  ukban  lands 
“Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  con¬ 

templates  the  disposal  for  or  on  behalf  of  any  Federal 
agency  of  any  real  property  situated  within  an  urban  area, 
he  shall,  prior  to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give  reasonable 
notice  to  the  head  of  the  governing  body  of  the  unit  of 
general  local  government  having  juiisdiction  over  zoning 
and  land-use  regulation  in  the  geographical  area  within 
which  the  land  or  lands  are  located  in  order  to  afford  the 
govenmient  the  opportunity  of  zoning  for  the  use  of  such 
land  in  accordance  with  local  comprehensive  planning. 

“(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest  ])racti(‘able 
extent,  shall  furnish  to  all  prospective  purchasers  of  such 


real  property,  full  and  complete  infonnation  conceming — 
“  ( 1 )  current  zoning  regidations  and  prospective 
zoning  requirements  and  objectives  for  such  property 
when  it  is  unzoned ;  and 

“  (2)  current  availability  to  such  property  of  streets, 
sidewalks,  sewers,  water,  street  lights,  and  other  service 
facilities  and  pros])ective  availability  of  such  services  if 
such  pro])erty  is  included  in  conqu'ehensive  planning. 
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“acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  real  property 
“Sec.  804.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable,  prior  to  a 
commitment  to  acquire  any  real  property  situated  in  an  urban 
area,  the  Administrator  shall  notify  the  unit  of  general  local 
government  exercising  zoning  and  land-use  jurisdiction  over 
the  land  proposed  to  be  purchased  of  his  intent  to  acquire 
such  land  and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property.  In  the  event 
that  the  Administrator  determines  that  such  advance  notice 
would  have  an  adverse  im])act  on  the  ])roposed  purchase,  he 
shall,  upon  conclusion  of  the  acquisition,  immediately  notify 
such  local  government  of  the  acquisition  and  the  proposed  use 
of  the  property. 

“(b)  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  any  real 
property  situated  in  an  url)an  area  as  a  site  for  public  build¬ 
ing,  the  Administrator  shall,  to  the  extent  he  detennines 
practicable — 

“  ( 1 )  consider  all  objections  made  to  any  such 
acquisition  or  change  of  use  by  such  unit  of  government 
upon  the  ground  that  the  proposed  acquisition  or  change 
of  use  conflicts  or  would  conflict  with  the  zoning  regula¬ 
tions  or  planning  objectives  of  such  unit ;  and 

“  (2)  comply  with  and  confonn  to  such  regulations 
of  the  unit  of  general  local  government  having  jurisdic¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  area  within  which  such  property 
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is  situated  and  the  planning  and  development  objectives 
of  such  local  government. 

“Seo.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in  sections  803 
and  804  may  be  waived  during  any  period  of  national  emer¬ 
gency  proclaimed  by  the  President. 

“definitions 
“Sec.  806.  As  used  in  this  title — 

“  (a)  ‘Unit  of  general  local  government’  means  any  city, 
county,  town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general-purpose  politi¬ 
cal  subdivision  of  a  State. 

“(b)  ‘Urban  area’  means — 

“  ( 1 )  any  geographical  area  within  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  any  incorporated  city,  town,  borough,  village, 
or  other  unit  of  general  local  government,  except  county 
or  parish,  having  a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more 
inhabitants ; 

“(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  any  county,  town,  township,  or  simi¬ 
lar  governmental  entity  which  contains  no  incorporated 
unit  of  general  local  government  but  has  a  population 
density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred 
inhabitants  per  square  mile;  and 

“  ( 3 )  that  portion  of  any  geographical  area  having  a 
population  density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand 
five  himdred  inhabitants  per  square  mile  and  situated  ad- 
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jacent  to  the  boundary  of  any  incorporated  unit  of  gen¬ 
eral  local  government  which  has  a  population  of  ten 
thousand  or  more  inhabitants. 

“(c)  ‘Comprehensive  planning’  includes  the  following, 
to  the  extent  directly  related  to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general 
local  government: 

“  ( 1 )  Preparation,  as  a  guide  for  governmental  poli¬ 
cies  and  action,  of  general  plans  with  respect  to  (A) 
the  pattern  and  intensity  of  land  use,  (B)  the  provision 
of  public  facilities  (including  transportation  fadhties) 
and  other  governmental  services,  and  (0)  the  effective 
development  and  utihzation  of  human  and  natural 
resources ; 

“  (2)  Long-range  physical  and  fiscal  plans  for  such 
action; 

“(3)  Programing  of  capital  improvements  and 
other  major  expenditures,  based  on  a  determination  of 
relative  urgency,  together  with  definitive  financing  plans 
for  such  expenditures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  program ; 

“(4)  Coordination  of  all  related  plans  and  activities 
of  the  State  and  local  governments  and  agencies  con¬ 
cerned;  and 

“(5)  Preparation  of  regulatory  and  administrative 


measures  in  support  of  the  foregoing.” 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  agre^  to  consider  continuing  appropriation  resolution  July  26. 
Senate  committee  reposed  intergovernmental  cooperation  bill.'' 


\ 


SENATE 

1.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERATION,  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with 
amendment  S,  698,  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities 
among  the  levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the  operation  of  our  federal 
system  in  an  increasingly  complex  society,  to  improve  the  administration  of  grants- 
in-aid  to  the  States,  etc,  (S,  Rept,  1456),  p,  S9269 


2 


2.  organization  and  management.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  witj 
out  ^endment  S.  3640,  to  establish  a  commission  to  study  the  organization, 


.0. 


opera ^on,  and  management  of  the  executive  branch  and  to  recommend  changes /In 


the  int^est  of  efficiency  and  economy  (S.  Kept.  1451).  p.  S9269 


3.  PERSONNEL.  \Sen,  Ervin  predicted  "the  American  people  would  vote  their  >0ver- 
whelming  ap^oval"  of  a  bill  to  protect  the  constitutional  rights  of/civilian 
employees  of  me  executive  branch  and  to  prevent  unwarranted  gover^ental  inva¬ 
sions  of  their \rivacy  and  inserted  an  article,  "U.  S.  Employees'/Private  Lives 
Need  Protection.\  pp,  S9295-9300 


4.  HEALTH;  SAFETY.  Sen \  Hi 11  announced  that  the  Labor  and  Pub lio^ We If are  Committee 
was  granted  until  the\close  of  business  Aug.  1,  1968,  to  fiJce  a  report  on  H.  R. 
10790,  the  proposed  Relation  Control  for  Health  and  Safepy  Act  of  1968.  p, 
S9328 


5.  NOMINATION.  The  Finance  Comhiittee  reported  favorably  -the  nomination  of  Edward  C. 
Sylvester,  Jr.,  of  Mich.,  toN^e  an  Assistant  Secretly  of  HEW.  p.  S9269 


FARM  LABOR;  HEALTH.  The  Labor  ahd  Public  Welfare /Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  15758,  to  amend  the  Punlic  Health  Se^ice  Act  so  as  to  extend  and 
improve  the  provisions  relating  toNreglonal  mOTical  programs,  to  extend  the  autho¬ 
rization  of  grants  for  health  of  migratory  ^rlcultural  workers,  to  provide  for 
specialized  facilities  for  alcoholics\.nd  parcotic  addicts  (S.  Rept.  1454),  p. 
S9269 


7.  CONSERVATION,  Sen,  Yarborough  spoke  o^" encouraging  support"  for  his  bill  to 

create  a  Big  Thicket  National  Park  ay^  lnserH:ed  Interior  Secretary  Udall's  remarks 
at  a  news  conference  which  "backed /up"  the  ne^  for  a  large  park.  p.  S9301 


8,  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen,  Morse  caution^  against  any  attempt  to  get  the  foreign  aid 
authorization  bill  through  the/Senate  prior  to  the\Republican  convention,  pp, 


S9330-1 


9.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM,  Sen ,  >Mansf ield  announced  the  Senate  ;  will  consider  the  exemp¬ 
tion  of  Post  Office  empl^ees  from  the  Federal  employment  limitation  today  July 
25,  and  next  week  the  ^ate.  Justice,  and  Commerce  approp^ation  bill,  then  the 
HEW  appropriation  bil^.  He  said  it  is  anticipated  the  DefeXse  Department  appro¬ 
priation  bill  will  not  be  taken  up  until  after  the  Senate  remrns  after  Labor 
Day;  and  that  aroi^^  that  time  too  the  foreign-aid  authorizatiKp  bill  will  be 
taken  up. 


HOUSE 


APPROPRIATI^S.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  17903,  the  pu^ic  works 
and  Atoi^  Energy  Commission  appropriation  bill  (H.  Rept.  1788)  (pp.  8^64-71). 
The  con^rees  recommended  appropriations  of  $30,015,000  for  collection  ami  study 
of  basac  information  pertaining  to  river  and  harbor,  flood  control,  wildlrfe  con¬ 
servation,  etc.;  $15,948,500  for  water  conservation  and  development  plans  which 
includes  funds  to  initiate  pilot  weather  modification  projects;  and  $88, 838, < 
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INTER  GOVEKNMENTAL  COOPERATION  ACT  OF  19G8 
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Mr.  Muskie,  from  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 
submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  698] 

The  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  to  which  Avas  referred 
the  bill  (S.  698)  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of 
activities  among  the  leA^els  of  goA^ernment  in  order  to  improve  the 
operation  of  our  federal  system  in  an  increasingly  complex  society,  to 
improve  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States,  to  proAUcle 
for  periodic  congressional  reAueAv  of  Federal  grants-in-aid,  to  permit 
provision  of  reimbursable  technical  services  to  State  and  local  go\mrn- 
ment,  to  establish  coordinated  intergovermnental  ])olicy  and  adminis¬ 
tration  of  development  assistance  programs,  to  provide  for  the 
acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  AAuthin  urban  areas  by  Federal 
agencies  in  conformity  Avith  local  goAmrnment  programs,  to  establish 
a  uniform  relocation  assistance  policy,  to  establish  a  uniform  land 
acquisition  policy  for  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  reports  favorably  thereon, 
Avith  an  amendment,  and  recommends  that  the  bill,  as  amended,  do 
pass. 

The  amendment  is  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute. 

EXPLANATION  OF  AMENDMENT 

The  bill,  as  amended,  has  nine  titles:  Title  I — Definitions;  Title  II 
Improved  Administration  of  Gran ts-in- Aid  to  the  States;  Title  HI^  ■ 
Permitting  Federal  Departments  and  Agencies  To  ProAude  Special  or 
Technical  Services  to  State  and  Local  Units  of  Government;  Title 
IV — Coordinated  Intergovernmental  Policy  and  Administration  of 
Development  Assistance  Programs;  Title  V — Congressional  Review  of 
Federal  Gran  ts-in- Aid  to  States  and  to  Local  Units  of  Government; 
Title  VI — Acquisition,  Use,  and  Disposition  of  Land  V\i^ithin  Urban 
Areas  by  Federal  Agencies  in  Conformity  With  Land  Utilization  Pro- 
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gnims  of  Affected  t^ocal  Goveriiinent;  Title  VII — Uniform  Relocation 
Assistance;  Title  VIII — Uniform  Land  Acquisition  Policy;  and  Title 
IX — Judicial  Review. 

One  title  of  the  bill  as  introduced,  Title  VI — Consolidation  of  Grant- 
in-Aid  Proo-rams,  was  eliminated  by  the  amendment.  Title  IX  of  the 
amended  bill  was  added  by  the  committee. 

The  principal  changes  made  by  the  amendment,  title  by  title,  are 
as  follows: 

Title  I — Definitions 

In  section  107,  a  new  definition  e.xiffains  the  terms  “Federal  assist¬ 
ance”,  “Federal  financial  assistance”,  “Federal  assistance  programs”, 
and  “federally  assisted  programs”,  as  used  in  the  bill. 

In  section  109,  the  definition  of  “comprehensive  planning”  is 
revised  to  conform  to  the  definition  of  the  same  term  in  the  amendment 
to  the  Federal  Proiierty  and  Administrative  Services  Act  contained 
in  title  VI  of  this  bill. 

In  section  121,  a  new  definition  is  added  defining  real  property  .so 
as  to  include  “land,  and  any  interest  in  land,  including  but  not  limited 
to  easements,  rights-of-way,  water  rights,  and  mineral  interests.” 

Title  II — Improved  Administration  op  Grants-in-Aid  to  the 

St.\tes 

In  the  bill  as  introduced,  section  201  provided  that  a  Federal  agency 
administering  a  program  of  grants-in-aid  shall,  upon  request,  furnish 
the  Governor  of  a  State  or  a  State  legislature  with  information  on 
the  purpose  and  amounts  of  actual  grants-in-aid  to  the  State.  The 
amendment  extends  this  requirement  to  include  information  on 
grants-in-aid  to  political  subdivisions  of  the  State. 

Title  III — Permitting  Federal  Departments  and  Agencies  to 

Provide  Special  or  Technical  Services  to  State  .\nd  Local 

Units  of  Government 

With  the  exception  of  one  minor  clarifying  amendment,  this  title 
was  approved  without  change. 

Title  IV — Coordinated  Intergovernmental  Policy  and 
Administr.^tion  of  Development  Assistance  Progr.\ms 

The  scope  of  this  title  has  been  broadened  to  require  coordinated 
Federal  policy  and  administration,  not  only  of  urban  develojnnent 
programs  and  projects,  but  of  all  Federal  programs  and  projects  hav¬ 
ing  a  significant  impact  on  area  and  community  development,  both 
urban  and  rural.  As  amended,  it  requires  that,  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible,  consistent  with  national  objectives,  all  Federal  aid  for  urban 
develoinnent  purposes  shall  be  consistent  with  and  further  the  objec¬ 
tives  of  State,  regional,  and  local  comprehensive  planning. 

Title  V — Congressional  Review  of  Federal  Gr.4.nts-in-Aid  to 
St.\tes  and  to  Local  LTnits  of  Government 

This  title  in  the  amendment  is  unchanged  from  the  corresponding 
title  of  the  bill  as  introduced. 
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Title  VI — Acquisition’,  Use,  and  Disposition  of  Land  Within 

Urban  Areas  by  Federal  Agencies  in  Conformity  With  Land 

Utilization  Programs  of  Affected  Local  Government 

'This  title,  which  was  title  VII  in  the  bill  as  introduced,  is  unchanged 
by  the  amendment  except  as  follows:  (1)  insertion  of  language  in  the 
pro|)osed  new  section  802  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  to  include  among  the  purposes  of  the  title  “to  encourage 
sound  planning,  zoning,  and  land  use  jiractices”;  (2)  revision  of 
section  806(c)  to  make  more  detailed  and  precise  the  definition  of 
‘ ‘com prehensive  planning’ ’ . 

Title  VII — Uniform  Relocation  Assistance 

'Phis  title,  which  was  title  VIII  in  the  original  bill,  has  been  changed 
in  a  number  of  jiarticulars,  the  more  important  of  which  are  as  follows: 

In  Section  701,  the  Declaration  of  Policy  has  been  amended  to 
state  the  objective  that  persons  displaced  by  Federal  or  federally 
assisted  programs  “shall  be  left  no  worse  off  economically  than 
they  were  before  being  displaced.” 

federal  programs — relocation  payments 

A  subsection,  702(b),  has  been  added  to  authorize,  in  addition 
to  fair  and  reasonable  relocation  payments  under  regulations 
established  by  the  President,  a  payment  of  $300  for  a  displaced 
person  who  moves  from  a  dwelling  and  withm  a  year  purchases 
a  dwelling  for  the  purpose  of  residence.  This  extends  the  same 
treatment  to  persons  who  elect  to  take  “fair  and  reasonable 
relocation  payments”  as  to  those  wdio  elect  to  take  an  optional 
fixed  relocation  payment. 

In  subsection  702(c),  where  it  is  provided  that  a  displaced 
jierson  who  moves  or  discontinues  his  business  may  elect  to 
accept  a  fixed  relocation  payment  in  an  amount  equal  to  the 
average  annual  net  earnings  of  the  business,  or  $5,000,  which¬ 
ever  is  the  lesser,  the  amendment  adds  the  provision  that  in  the 
case  of  such  a  displaced  person  who  is  62  years  of  age  or  over, 
the  fixed  relocation  payment  shall  be  increased  by  an  amount 
equal  to  twice  the  average  annual  net  earnings  of  the  business 
or  $5,000,  whichever  is  the  lesser. 

The  amendment  adds  a  new  provision  in,  subsection  702(g), 
that  w’ould  authorize  an  additional  payment  to  the  owner  of  real 
property  which  is  acquired  for  a  Federal  project  and  which  is 
improved  by  a  single-  or  two-family  dwelling  occupied  by  the 
owner,  provided  the  displaced  owner  purchases  and  occupies  a 
dwelling  within  one  year  subsequent  to  his  displacement.  It  is 
provided  that  such  payment,  not  to  exceed  $5,000,  shall  be  an 
amount  which,  when  added  to  the  acquisition  payment,  equals 
the  average  price  required  for  a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling 
of  modest  standards  adequate  in  size  to  accomrnodate  the  dis¬ 
placed  owner,  reasonably  accessible  to  public  services  and  places 
of  employment  and  available  on  the  private  market. 

The  amendment  omits  from  this  title  the  provision  of  the  original 
bill,  subsection  802(f),  that  any  displaced  person  adversely  affected  or 
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aggrieved  by  determinations  made  under  this  section  (Federal  Pro¬ 
grams:  Relocation  Payments)  may  institute  in  a  district  court  of  the 
United  States  an  action  for  the  re\de\v  of  such  determination.  Pro¬ 
vision  for  judicial  reUew  is  made  in  title  IX  of  the  amendment. 

FEDERAL  PROGR.\MS — RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  PROGRA.MS 

In  section  703(c),  it  is  required  that  the  relocation  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  to  be  provided  for  persons  displaced  by  a  Federal  project  shall 
include  measures  to  assure  that  within  a  reasonable  time  jirior  to  dis¬ 
placement  suitable  relocation  housing  will  be  available  equal  in  num¬ 
ber  to  the  number  of,  and  available  to,  the  families  and  individuals 
displaced.  The  original  bill  provided  that  this  assurance  might  be 
waived  during  any  period  of  national  emergency  proclaimed  by  the 
President.  The  amendment  modifies  this  provision  to  permit  waiver 
of  the  prior  assurance  of  available  relocation  housing  in  situations 
prescribed  by  the  President  by  regulation. 

FEDERAL  PROGRAMS — AUTHORITY  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

In  section  705,  which  authorizes  the  President  to  make  rules  and 
regidations  with  respect  to  relocation  payments,  the  amendment  pro¬ 
vides  in  subsection  705(a)(2)(A)  that  a  displaced  person  may  be 
reimbursed,  not  only  for  his  actual  and  reasonable  moving  expenses, 
but  also  for  his  actual  and  reasonable  exjienses  in  searching  for  a 
replacement  property.  In  the  bill  as  introduced,  reimbursement  lor 
expenses  in  searching  for  a  replacement  projierty  had  been  limited  to 
cases  involving  a  farm  operation. 

In  section  705(a)(2)(B)  the  amendment  provides  a  more  equitable 
basis  for  payments  to  cover  losses  incurred  in  the  movement  or  re¬ 
placement  of  personal  jiroperty. 

FEDERALLY  ASSISTED  PROGRAMS — RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

The  amendment  adds  in  section  707(b)  a  provision  that,  as  a  condi¬ 
tion  for  further  Federal  assistance  to  a  State  agency  for  a  project  that 
will  displace  individuals  or  families,  the  Federal  agency  providing 
assistance  shall  require,  within  a  reasonable  time  prior  to  actual 
displacement,  satisfactory  assurance  by  the  State  agency  that  suitable 
relocation  housing  is  available  for  each  such  individual  and  family. 

FEDERALLY  ASSISTED  PROGRAMS — RELOCATION  PAYMENTS 

In  section  707(a)(5)  of  the  amendment,  a  new  provision  requires,  as 
a  condition  for  Federal  assistance,  agreement  by  a  State  agency  to 
pay  to  a  displaced  owner-occupant  of  a  dw’elling  an  amount,  up  to 
$5,000,  which  when  added  to  the  acquisition  payment  equals  the 
average  price  of  a  dwelling  of  modest  standards  suitable  to  accom¬ 
modate  the  displaced  owner.  This  parallels  the  new  provision  in 
section  702(g)  applying  to  Federal  projects. 

FEDERAL  CONTRIBUTION  OF  RELOCATION  COSTS 

As  did  the  original  bill,  the  amendment,  in  section  702(c)  provides 
that  the  cost  to  a  State  agency  of  providing  the  required  relocation 
payments  and  services  may  be  included  as  part  of  the  cost  of  the 
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project  for  which  Federal  assistance  is  given,  and  that  the  State  agency 
shall  be  eligible  for  Federal  financial  assistance  with  respect  to  such 
payments  and  services  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent 
as  with  resi)ect  to  other  project  costs.  The  original  bill  provided, 
however,  that  the  Federal  agency  providing  assistance  shall  contribute 
the  first  $25,000  of  the  cost  of  providing  a  relocation  payment  to  any 
disi)laced  person.  The  amendment  provides  that  the  Federal  agency 
shall  make  such  contributions  only  with  respect  to  payments  to  per¬ 
sons  displaced  prior  to  July  1,  1971. 

Title  VIII — Uniform  Land  Acquisition  Policy 

FEDERAL  PROGRAMS 

In  order  to  encourage  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  amicable 
agreements  with  owners,  to  relieve  congestion  in  the  courts,  to  assure 
consistent  treatment  for  ovvners,  and  to  promote  public  confidence 
in  Federal  land  acquisition  practices,  title  IX  of  the  bill  as  introduced 
set  forth  11  policies  for  the  guidance  of  Federal  agencies.  These  oc¬ 
curred  in  subsections  901(a)(l)-(ll).  Section  901(b)  stated  that  the 
provisions  of  this  section,  being  general  policies  for  the  guidance  of 
Federal  agencies,  shall  create  no  rights  or  liabilities  not  otherwise 

existing  or  available.  •  ,  i  n  j 

The  amendment,  in  the  corresponding  title  VIII,  provides  that  r  ed- 
eral  agencies  shall  be  governed  by  the  policies  set  forth  in  the  succeed¬ 
ing  subsections,  and  the  statement  that  no  new  rights  or  liabilities  not 
otherwise  existing  or  available  shall  be  created  by  the  provisions  of 
this  section  is  deleted.  Consistent  with  this  modification  of  intent, 
appropriate  changes  are  made  in  the  language  setting  forth  the  govern¬ 
ing  policies. 

"One  new  policy  is  added,  in  subsection  701(a)(1),  to  the  eftect  tha.t 
the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  shall  conduct  transactions  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  real  property  in  such  a  manner  as  to  assure  to  the  extent  possible 
that  persons  whose  property  is  acquired  shall  not  be  worse  off  econom¬ 
ically  than  they  were  before  the  property  was  acquired. 

Another,  subsection  701  (a)  (4)  has  been  amended  to  provide  that  the 
price  offered  as  fair  and  reasonable  consideration  for  property  shall 
be  not  less  than  the  appraised  value  of  the  property  as  approved  by 
the  Federal  agency  head.  A  related  amendment  eliminates  the  pro¬ 
vision,  in  section  902  of  the  original  bill,  that  the  compensation  to  be 
paid  for  a  property  shall  be  its  fair  market  value.  _  _ 

New  language  is  added  in  section  802,  having  to  do  wuth  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  buildings,  structures,  and  imprcirements,  to  assure  avoidance 
of  the  possibilities  of  double  payment  for  the  same  property.  _ 

Minor  technical  changes  are  made  in  the  provisions  of  section  803 
relating  to  reimbursement  of  the  onwer  for  expenses  incidental  to 
transfer  of  title  to  the  United  States. 

FEDERALLY  ASSISTED  PROGRAMS 

The  provisions  of  section  804,  establishing  imiform  policies  and 
practices  governing  State  agencies  in  real  property  acquisitions  for 
which  Federal  assistance  is  made  available  are  modified  as  necessary 
and  appropriate  to  make  them  consistent  with  the  amended  provisions 
related  to  real  property  acquisitions  by  Federal  agencies. 
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The  amendment  changes  from  January  1,  1970,  to  July  1,  1972,  the 
date  after  which  no  grant  to,  or  contract  or  agreement  witli  a  State 
agency  under  whicli  Federal  fii^ancial  aid  u  ill  be  available  for  real 
property  acquisitions  may  be  approved  unless  the  State  agejicy  has 
agreed  to  certain  specified  i)olicies  and  jjractices. 

Title  IX — Juridical  Review 

This  new  title  states,  in  section  901  that  the  jirovisions  of  sections 
551-559  and  701-706  of  title  V,  United  States  Code,  shall  appl}^  to  an 
action  of  a  Federal  agency  under  title  VII  and  title  VIII.  For  purposes 
of  this  title,  the  definition  of  “person”  contained  in  section  551(2) 
of  title  V,  United  States  Code,  shall  be  deemed  to  include  a  State 
as  defined  in  this  act. 

In  section  902,  it  is  provided  that  any  person  or  State  adversely 
affected  or  aggrieved  by  a  final  action  of  a  Federal  agency  under  title 
VII  or  title  VlII  of  this  act  may  institute,  in  the  district  court  in  the 
United  States  or  the  juridical  district  in  which  such  person  resides  or 
such  State  is  located,  or  in  which  the  claim  of  such  person  or  State 
first  arose,  an  action  seeking  review  of  such  final  action  of  the  Federal 
agency  and  demanding  appropriate  relief  therefrom. 

Proposed  Title  X — Accounting,  Auditing,  and  Reporting  of 
Federal  Assistance  Funds 

In  an  amendment  offered  by  Senator  ^luskie  for  consideration  by 
the  committee,  it  Avas  proposed  to  add  a  new  title  X,  calling  for  studies 
of  the  accounting  and  auditing  requirements  of  Federal  assistance 
programs  and  of  the  accounting  and  auditing  systems  of  States  and 
political  subdivisions  receiving  Federal  assistance,  and  prescribing 
neAV  procedures  under  which  Federal  agencies  might  accejit  in  lieu  of 
their  own,  the  accounting  and  auditing  performed  by  States  and  then’ 
political  subdivisions  receiving  Federal  assistance. 

Upon  being  informed  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  of  the  United  States  that  an  interagency  study  of  the 
accounting  and  auditing  requirements  of  Federal  assistance  programs 
had  recently  been  initiated,  and  upon  hearing  from  the  Comptroller 
General  that  he  considered  inappropriate  certain  functions  which  the 
proposed  new  title  would  have  called  upon  him  to  perform,  the  com¬ 
mittee  decided  not  to  adopt  the  proposed  amendment. 

PURPOSE 

S_.  698,  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1967,  is  designed 
to  improve  the  working  relationshijis  among  governments  at  the 
Federal,  State,  and  local  levels  so  that  they  can,  in  cooperation,  deal 
more  effectively  with  the  increasingly  complex  problems  of  our  society. 

The  increasing  population  of  the  country  and  the  concentration  of 
that  growth  in  urban  areas,  the  accelerating  demand  for  public  services 
of  all  kinds,  and  the  complexity  of  the  problems  facing  our  society, 
all  make  extraordinary  demands  on  gOA’ernment.  Harmonious  relation¬ 
ships  and  effective  cooperation  among  the  instruments  of  government 
at  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  levels  have  become  an  absolute 
necessity. 
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111  its  studies  over  a  jieriod  of  years,  tlie  Committee  on  Government 
Operations  has  identified  a  number  of  areas  in  which  the  activities 
of  the  Federal  Government  can  be  more  effectively  related  to  those 
of  the  States  and  localities,  to  the  end  that  government  at  each  level 
can  perform  more  efficiently  in  its  own  jiroper  sphere.  This  legislation 
addresses  itself  to  these  needs. 

In  large  part,  its  purpose  is  to  improve  the  operation  of  the  system 
of  Federal  grants-in-aid  to  States  and  localities.  It  jirovides  for  a 
greater  sharing  of  information  regarding  Federal  programs  with  the 
Governors  and  State  legislatures;  it  authorizes  Federal  agencies  to 
provide  special  technical  services  to  State  and  local  governments;  it 
calls  for  more  effective  coordination  of  Federal  development  assistance 
programs;  it  requires  closer  cooperation  by  the  Federal  Government 
with  local  governments  in  acquiring  and  dis])osing  of  land;  and  it 
provides  for  ])eriodic  congressional  review  of  programs  of  Federal 
assistance  to  the  States  and  local  governments.  It  also  provides  for 
collaboration  between  the  Federal  Government  and  the  States  and 
;  their  political  subdivisions  on  the  difficult  })roblem  of  assuring  equi- 
I  table  treatment  of  persons  whose  homes  and  property  are  taken  by 

■  public  projects. 

In  summary,  S.  698  is  a  bill  designed  to  improve  the  quality  of 
government  in  America  by  making  needed  reforms  in  present  pro- 

■  cedures  and  opening  up  new'  areas  for  cooperation  with  the  Federal 
system. 

BACKGROUND 

S.  698,  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1967,  was  intro¬ 
duced  by  Senator  Muskie  on  Janiiary  26,  1967,  wdth  bi])artisan 
I  sponsorshi}),  the  cosponsors  being  Senators  Boggs,  Ervin,  Jackson, 
Long  of  Missouri,  McGovern,  Moss,  and  Mundt,  joined  subse¬ 
quently  by  Senators  Baker,  Bayh,  Brew  ster,  Clark,  Gruening,  Hansen, 
'  Hart,  Hatfield,  Jordan  of  Idaho,  Kennedy  of  Massaclmsetts,  McGee, 
McIntyre,  Metcalf,  Miller,  Montoya,  INIorse,  Pastore,  Pell,  Prouty, 
'  Randolph,  Ribicoff,  Scott,  Tydings,  and  Williams  of  New'  Jersey. 

It  is  a  comprehensive  bill  devoted  to  improving  the  administration 
of  Federal  assistance  programs  at  State  and  local  levels.  It  provides 
for  uniform  Federal  ])olicies  of  coordination  and  cooperation  with 
»  those  levels  of  government  wdiich  must  carry  out  national  goals,  and 
j  meet  national  needs  at  the  local  level. 

The  introduction  of  this  bill  was  the  culmination  of  studies  con¬ 
ducted  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Relation  con¬ 
tinuously  since  its  establishment  in  1962.  The  bill  is  genuinely  inter¬ 
governmental  in  its  origin  and  development.  Participating  in  the 
process,  among  others,  were  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations,  the  National  Governors’  Conference,  the 
Council  of  State  Governments,  the  National  Association  of  State 
Budget  Officers,  the  National  Association  of  Counties,  the  National 
League  of  Cities,  and  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors. 

Alany  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill  had  earlier  been  considered  not 
only  by  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  but  by  the  Senate 
itself  since  they  are  substantiall.v  the  same  as  the  provisions  of  S.  561, 
the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1965,  which  was  passed  by 
the  Senate  by  a  unanimous  vote  on  August  5,  1965,  and  S.  1681,  the 
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Uniform  Relocation  Act  of  1965,  unanimously  passed  by  the  Senate 
on  July  22,  1966. 

S.  698  combined  the  features  of  these  two  Senate-passed  bills,  with 
improvements  and  additions  based  on  further  studies  by  the  committee. 

The  titles  of  S.  698  providing  for  improved  administration  of  grants 
to  the  States,  periodic  congressional  review  of  grants,  the  furnishing  of 
Federal  technical  services  to  the  State  and  local  governments,  a  co¬ 
ordinated  Federal  urban  assistance  policy,  and  an  urban  land  utiliza¬ 
tion  policy  are  substantially  as  found  in  S.  561. 

Title  VIII  of  S.  698,  making  relocation  payments  and  assistance 
available  to  persons  and  businesses  displaced  by  Federal  or  federal!}' 
assisted  programs,  and  title  IX,  providing  for  a  uniform  land  acquisi¬ 
tion  policy,  follow  closely  the  provisions  of  S.  1681.  These  two  titles 
were  based  largely  on  recommendations  contained  in  a  special  study 
of  the  problems  of  real  property  acquisitions  conducted  by  a  select 
committee  of  the  House. 

The  only  entirely  new  legislation  included  in  S.  698  was  title  VI, 
providing  a  method  for  the  consolidation  of  Federal  grant  programs.  . 
The  committee  considered  this  at  length,  but  did  not  include  it  in  the  | 
amendment  reported. 

Throughout  its  consideration  of  the  bill,  the  committee  has  remained 
in  close  communication  with  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Relations  and  other  organizations  representative  of  gov¬ 
ernment  at  the  State,  county,  and  local  levels. 

In  opening  hearings  on  S.  698,  Senator  Muskie  characterized  the 
bill  as  “a  congressional  initiative  to  help  the  States  modernize  their 
administration  of  Federal  programs;  to  help  the  local  governments 
to  obtain  coordinated  Federal  assistance  in  line  with  their  compre¬ 
hensive  planning;  and  to  help  the  people  and  the  businesses  get  a 
fair  shake  when  the  Federal  bulldozer  plans  to  move  in  on  them.”  He 
said  that  passage  of  the  legislation  would  demonstrate  recognition  by 
the  Congress  that  cooperation  and  coordination — the  basic  ingredients 
of  the  “new  federalism” — start  with  local  and  State  governments, 
with  every  measure  of  assistance  and  cooperation  from  the  Federal 
level. 

HEARINGS 

Public  hearings  were  held  by  the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Inter-  i 
governmental  Relations  on  May  9,  10,  14,  15,  16,  21,  22,  28,  and  29,  * 

1968,  on  S.  698,  the  proposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of 
1967  and  related  legislation. 

The  bills,  in  addition  to  S.  698,  on  which  testimony  was  taken,  are  S. 
735,  the  proposed  Federal  Grant-in-Aid  Review  Act  of  1967;  S.  458, 
to  provide  for  periodic  congressional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid 
to  States  and  to  local  units  of  government;  and  S.  2981,  the  proposed 
Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of  1968. 

More  than  50  witnesses  testified,  including,  among  others:  U.S. 
Senators  Frank  E.  Moss,  of  Utah  and  Joseph  D.  Ty dings,  of  Maryland ; 
U.S.  Representative  Chester  L.  Mize,  Second  Congressional  District  of 
Kansas;  Phillip  S.  Hughes,  Deputy  Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget; 
William  G.  Colman,  Executive  Director,  Advisory  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations;  Wayne  Gibbens,  director  of  State- 
Federal  Relations  for  the  State  of  Texas,  presenting  the  statement  of 
Gov.  John  Connally,  vice  chairman  of  the  National  Governors’ 
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Conference;  Nathaniel  S.  Keith,  president  of  the  National  Housing 
Conference;  Mrs.  Gladys  Spellman,  commissioner  of  Prince  Georges 
County,  Md.,  representing  the  National  Association  of  Counties; 
Mayor  Beverly  Briley  of  Nashville-Davidson  County,  Tenn.,  repre¬ 
senting  the  National  League  of  Cities  and  the  U.S.  Conference  of 
Mayors;  Edward  Pothoff,  city  manager  of  Saginaw,  Mich.,  represent¬ 
ing  the  International  City  IVIanagers’  Association;  John  G.  Reuttcr, 
president  of  the  Consulting  Engineers  Council  of  the  United  States; 
Billy  T.  Sumner,  vice  chairman  of  the  Professional  Engineers  in 
Private  Practice  Section  of  the  National  Society  of  Professional 
Engineers  for  the  Southeastern  Region;  John  Fisher-Smith,  chairman 
of  the  Urban  Design  Committee,  American  Institute  of  Architects; 
Matt  Triggs,  legislative  director,  American  Farm  Bureau  Federation; 
Joseph  L.  Miller,  legislative  director.  National  Parking  Association; 
Theodore  Libby  and  James  Goralnick,  representing  the  Roxbury, 
Mass.,  Chamber  of  Commerce;  Charles  Akerson,  real  estate  consultant 
and  appraiser;  Miss  Jo  Bingham,  assistant  to  the  vice  president  of  the 
Government  Relations  Division,  National  Association  of  Manufac¬ 
turers;  William  L.  Rafsky,  president  of  the  National  Association  of 
Housing  and  Redevelopment  Officials;  Dr.  George  Sternlieb,  research 
director.  Graduate  School  of  Business,  Rutgers-the  State  University, 
Newark,  N.J.;  Harold  F.  Wise,  legislative  chairman,  American 
Institute  of  Planners;  Miss  Marian  Wright,  representing  the  Southern 
Christian  Leadership  Conference,  accompanied  by  Mrs.  Lela  Mae 
Brooks,  Mrs.  Barbara  Arsenault,  Vincent  Negron,  George  Francis, 
and  Thomas  Williams;  Rev.  Canon  Donald  A.  Griesmann,  director 
of  the  Episcopal  Community  Center,  Camden,  N.J.,  accompanied  by 
Charles  Sharp,  chairman  of  the  Black  Peoples’  Union  Movement, 
Camden,  N.J.;  Wendell  Freeland,  member  of  the  board  of  trustees. 
National  Urban  League,  accompanied  by  Mrs.  Maurice  Jefferies,  of 
the  Washington  Urban  League;  Clarence  M.  Mitchell,  Jr.,  director, 
Washington  Bureau,  National  Association  for  the  Advancement  of 
Colored  People;  Berkeley  G.  Burrell,  president.  National  Business 
League;  Secretary  Robert  C.  Weaver,  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development;  William  L.  Taylor,  Staff  Director,  U.S.  Com¬ 
mission  on  Civil  Rights;  Lowell  K.  Bridwell,  Federal  Highway  Ad¬ 
ministrator,  Department  of  Transportation;  Loney  W.  Hart,  Chief  of 
Legislative  Services  Office,  Directorate  of  Real  Estate,  Office  of  Chief 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army  ;  Bettin  Stalling,  chairman  of 
Council  on  Community  Affairs,  District  of  Columbia  Chapter  of 
Federal  Bar  Association;  Harry  L.  Graham,  legislative  representative 
of  the  National  Grange. 

In  opening  the  hearings.  Chairman  Muskie  said : 

S.  698  has  10  prospective  titles  and  a  great  number  of 
separate  sections.  It  is,  in  fact,  an  omnibus  bill.  We  welcome 
comments  and  suggestions  on  any  and  all  parts  of  the  bill, 
but  I  hope  the  witnesses  will  make  a  special  attempt  to  cover 
some  of  what  we  consider  to  be  the  more  significant  current 
issues. 

In  title  II,  we  i^rovide  for  grant  information  to  the  States. 
What  is  the  most  effective  means  of  channelling  usable 
information  to  Governors  and  legislators  concerning  the 
impact  and  scope  of  Federal  programs? 
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'J'o  wluit  degree  have  tlie  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  the 
Federal  agencies  coordinated  their  resources  to  provide  this 
iiiformatioii? 

The  President’s  message  on  the  quality  of  American 
Government  and  various  Executive  orders  have  stressed  the 
need  for  free  flow  of  information  of  this  kind  and  we  shall  be 
interested  to  learn  what  new  ajiproaches  can  be  used. 

Title  II  also  gives  a  permissive  waiver  to  the  single  State 
agency  concept.  What  has  been  the  degree  to  which  this 
requiiWent  has  tended  to  weaken  executive  power  and 
leadership  in  State  and  local  development  programs,  and 
how  has  it  added  to  the  difficulties  of  program  coordination 

and  planning.  ... 

In  title  III,  permitting  Federal  technical  assistance,  we 
made  a  special  attempt  to  improve  the  legislative  language 
to  meet  the  concern  of  private  interests  also  providing 
special  and  technical  services  to  State  and  local  governments. 

Were  our  changes  adequate,  and  are  further  changes  needed 
to  assure  private  enterprise  an  appropriate  role  in  helping  ^ 
to  improve  our  Federal  system? 

Title  IV,  although  general  in  its  language,  is  one  of  the 
most  far-reaching  requirements  in  the  bill.  It  is  a  congres¬ 
sional  mandate  for  a  Federal  intergovernnientid  coordination 
policy  with  respect  to  grant  administration  in  urban 

development.  ... 

In  view  of  what  we  now  know  of  the  urban  crisis,  is  the 
language  of  title  IV  properly  geared  to  present  needs?  Does  it 
lead  in  the  direction  of  a  national  policy  that  takes  into 
account  the  need  for  balanced  development  of  both  urban 
and  rural  areas?  Does  it  provide  for  coordination  on  the  full 
scale  necessary  if  national,  regional,  State,  and  local  priorities 
are  all  to  be  fairly  served? 

This  is  the  delicate  balance  of  federalism.  I  have  sug¬ 
gested  a  special  “working  secretariat”  in  the  Office  of  the 
President,  a  National  Intergovernmental  Affairs  Council,  to 
speak  for  the  President  in  hammering  out  this  policy.  That 
legislation  is  not  a  part  of  this  bill;  but  this  title  deals  with 
the  same  problem.  i 

Title  V  concerns  congressional  review  of  future  Federal  grant  \ 
programs.  So  also  do  S.  458  and  S.  735.  This  idea  has  been 
with  us  for  a  long  time,  but  there  has  been  continuing  oppo¬ 
sition  to  some  of  the  language  ve  have  used,  particularly 
with  reference  to  the  provision  for  expiration  after  5  years 
of  grant  programs  hereafter  approved  without  a  termination 

date.  .  ... 

In  title  VI,  we  have  a  new  approach  to  coping  with  the 
proliferation  of  Federal  grants  which,  in  some  cases,  has 
caused  confusion  in  the  federal  system. 

I  would  like  testimony  on  the  benefits  of  this  proposal. 

What  are  the  merits,  the  savings,  the  advantages  to  coordi¬ 
nation  and  flexibility  for  State  and  local  governments  of 
this  title? 
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Is  tins  a  realistic  way  of  reducing  over  500  authorizations 
and  ai)propriations?  Title  VI  is  a  step  forward,  but  additional 
steps  may  be  needed. 

On  title  \  II,  I  have  a  basic  question.  Will  the  language 
assure  that  future  land  transactions  by  the  GvSA  will  support, 
rather  than  frustrate,  the  efforts  of  local  communities  in 
their  land  iffanning  and  use  programs? 

Title  Vm  is,  in  my  opinion,  one  of  the  most  important 
titles  in  the  bill.  Although  figures  tend  to  be  speculative, 
particularly  in  A'iew  of  reduced  Federal  spending,  we  may 
expect  the  dislocation  of  over  a  million  families  and  indi¬ 
viduals,  180,000  businesses,  and  40,000  farm  operators 
over  the  next  10  years  as  a  result  of  Federal  or  federally 
assisted  programs. 

Much  of  this  will  concern  the  poor  and  the  elderly — white 
and  black — where  the  imi)act  hits  with  greatest  force. 

Ai-e  the  measures  we  have  provided  adequate  to  assist  and 
compensate  these  people  and  businesses  in  the  light  of  what 
we  now  know  about  the  i^ersonal  and  economic  impact  of 
dislocation  today? 

For  tliose  whose  property  is  taken  to  make  \vay  for  public 
im]n-ovement,  is  the  fair  market  value  standard  of  compensa¬ 
tion  enough  to  enable  peojile  to  take  iqj  their  lives  in  a  similar 
or  im])roved  manner  elsewhere? 

Wh  at  can  be  done  to  provide  for  relocation  assistance  at 
an  earlier  stage  than  is  presently  provided — for  assistance  at 
the  stage  when  the  planning  and  surveying  of  the  proposed 
])roject  is  announced,  and  people  ])anic?  What  can  be  done  to 
relieve  them  of  the  fear  of  removal  and  smooth  the  road  to 
orderly  relocation? 

With  respect  to  title  IX,  have  we  succeeded  in  providing 
ground  rules  sufficient  to  insure  that  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  State  and  local  governments  using  Federal  funds 
will  deal  fairly,  whether  by  negotiation  or  condemnation,  in 
taking  land  for  public  improvement? 

The  testimony  of  the  witnesses  dealt  with  all  the  questions  raised 
by  the  chairman.  It  was  overwhelmingly  in  support  of  the  objectives 
of  the  legislation  and  produced  many  suggestions  for  additions  and 
improvements,  all  of  which  were  thoroughly  considered  by  the 
committee. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION  ANALYSIS 

Title  — Definitions 

This  title,  as  amended,  contains  the  definition  of  21  terms  that  are 
used  frequently  in  the  other  titles  of  the  bill. 

Section  101  defines  the  term  “Federal  agency”  as  any  department, 
agency,  or  instrumentality  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal 
Government  and  any  wholly  owned  Federal  Government  corporation, 
and  for  purposes  of  title  Vlt,  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance,  the  term 
includes  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol. 
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Section  102  defines  “State”  as  is  generally  fonnd  in  most  Federal 
statutes,  with  the  exception  that  the  term  does  not  include  politictd 
subdivisions  for  purposes  of  title  II  tlirough  title  \  I.  Such  subdivi¬ 
sions  are,  however,  included  in  the  term  “State”  as  used  in  titles  VII, 
VIII.  and  IX.  (Uniform  Relocation  Assistance,  Uniform  Land 
Acquisition,  and  Judicial  Review). 

Section  103,  similarly  provides  standard  definitions  for  “political 
subdivision”  or  “local  government,”  meaning  any  local  unit  of  govern¬ 
ment,  including  a  county,  municipality,  city,  town,  townsliip,  or  a 
school  or  other  special  district  created  iinder  State  law.  This  defini¬ 
tion  follows  those  jurisdictional  units  listed  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
Census  as  political  subdivisions  of  a  State. 

Section  104  defines  a  “unit  of  general  local  government”  as  juiy 
city,  county,  town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general  purpose  political 
subdivision  of  a  State. 

Section  105  defines  a  “special  purpose  unit  of  local  government”  as 
any  special  district,  public  purpose  corporation,  or  other  strictly 
limited-purpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  but  not  including  a 
school  district. 

Section  106  sets  forth  a  comprehensive  definition  of  the  terin 
“grant”  or  “grant-in-aid.”  It  means  money,  or  property  provided  in 
lieu  of  money,  paid,  or  furnished  by  the  United  States  under  a  fixed 
annual  or  aggregate  authorization — (A)  to  a  State;  or  (B)  to  a  jiolitical 
subdivision  of  a  State;  or  (C)  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  State-adminis¬ 
tered  plan  or  program  which  is  subject  to  approval  by  a  Federal 
agency;  if  such  authorization  either  (i)  requires  the  States  or  political 
subdivisions  to  expend  non-Federal  funds  as  a  condition  for  the  receipt 
of  monev  or  property  from  the  United  States;  or  (ii)  specified  directly, 
or  establishes  by  means  of  a  formula,  the  amounts  which  may  be  paid 
or  furnished  to  States  or  political  subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be 
allotted  for  use  in  each  of  the  States  by  the  States,  political  sub¬ 
divisions,  or  other  beneficiaries.  The  term  does  not  include  (1)  shared 
revenues;  (2)  jiayments  of  taxes;  (3)  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes;  (4) 
loans  or  repayable  advances;  (5)  surplus  property  or  surplus  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  furnished  as  such;  (6)  payments  under  research 
and  development  contracts  or  grants  which  are  aAvarded  directly  and 
on  similar  terms  to  all  qualifying  organizations,  whether  public  or 
private;  or  (7)  payments  to  States  or  political  subdivisions  as  full 
reimbursement  for  the  costs  incurred  in  paying  benefits  or  furnishing 
services  to  persons  entitled  thereto  under  Federal  laws. 

Section  107  defines  the  terms  “Federal  assistance,”  “Federal  finan¬ 
cial  assistance,”  “Federal  assistance  progTams,”  or  “federally  assisted 
programs,”  as  programs  that  provide  assistance  through  grant  or  con¬ 
tractual  arrangements,  and  includes  technical  assistance  programs  or 
programs  providing  assistance  in  the  form  of  loans,  loan  giiarantees 
or  insurance.  The  term  does  not  include  any  annual  payment  by  the 
United  States  to  the  District  of  Columbia  authorized  by  article  VI 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  Revenue  Act  of  1947  (D.C.  Code,  secs. 
47-2501a  and  47-2501b). 

Section  108  defines  “specialized  or  technical  services”  and  primardy 
applies  to  title  III  of  the  amended  bill.  It  means  special  statistical 
and  other  studies  and  compilations,  development  projects,  technical 
tests  and  evaluations,  technical  information,  training  activities,  sur¬ 
veys,  reports,  documents,  and  any  other  similar  service  functions 
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whicli  the  Secretary  of  any  department  or  the  administrativ'e  head  of 
any  ao-ency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  is 
authorized^  by  law  to  perform.  The  listing  was  compiled  by  the  Ad¬ 
visory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Kelations  and  represents  a 
suminary  of  those  services  that  State  and  local  governments  might 
be  able  to  utilize  under  the  provisions  of  title  III.  _ 

Section  109  states  that  the  definition  of  “comprehensive  planning 
includes  the  following,  to  the  extent  directly  related  to  area  needs  or 
needs  or  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  government:  (A)  preparation, 
as  a  o-uide  for  long-range  development,  of  general  physical  plans  with 
resiievt  to  (i)  the  pattern  and  intensity  of  land  use,  (ii)  the  provision 
of  public  facilities  (including  transportation  facilities)  and  other  gov¬ 
ernmental  services,  and  (iii)  the  effective  development  and  utilization 
of  human  and  natural  resources;  (B)  long-range  physical  and  fiscal 
Ilians  for  such  action;  (C)  programing  of  capital  improvements  and 
other  major  expenditures,  a  determination  of  their  relative  urgency, 
too-ether  with  definitive  financing  plans  for  such  expenditures  in  the 
earlier  years  of  the  program;  (D)  coordination  of  all  related  plans  and 
activities  of  the  State  and  local  governments  and  agencies  concerned; 
and  (E)  preparation  of  regulatory  and  administrative  measures  in 

support  of  the  foregoing.  r  i 

Section  110  defines  the  term  “State  agency,  as  applied  to  titles 
Vn  and  VIII  of  the  amended  bill.  It  means  any  agency  or  mstru- 
mentality  created  by  a  State,  or  by  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State, 
or  by  agreement  between  two  or^more  States,  or  by  two  or  more 
politicarsubdivisions  of  a  State  or  States.  ^ 

Section  111  states  that  the  term  head  of  a  Federal  agency  oi 
“head  of  a  State  agency”  includes  a  duly  designated  delegate  oi  such 

''^'^Section  112  sets  forth  a  comprehensive  definition  of  the  term  “dis¬ 
placed  person”  primarffy  for  purposes  of  title  VII  of  the  amended  bill, 
coverhig  a  person  who  is  the  owner  oi  a  busmess;  a  farm  operatoi  of  a 
farm  operation;  the  head  of  a  family;  an  mdividual,  not  a  membei  ot  a 

family;  and  other  individuals.  .  i 

Section  113  defines  the  term  “business”  to  mean  any  lawful  activity 
conducted  nrimarily  (1)  for  the  purchase  and  resale  ol  products, 
commodities,  or  any  other  personal  property;  (2)  tor  the  mamitacture, 
processing  or  marketing  of  any  such  property;  (3)  for  the  cultiTation 
h'ocLing,  or  marketing  ot  timber;  (4)  for  the  sale  of  servic^  to  the 
public;  or  (5)  by  a  nonprofit  organization.  Such  term  does  not  me  u 
the  activity  b  an  inv^tor  in  acquiruig  or  holding  real  property  for 

"sehionuT  states  that  the  term  “farm  operation”  shall  mean  any 
activity  conducted  solely  or  primarily  tor  **  prodimtion  of  oue  o 
more  aoTiciiltural  products  or  commodities,  other  than  timber,  loi 
sale  and  home  use,  and  customarily  producing  such  products  or  com¬ 
modities  in  sufficient  quantity  to  be  capable  of  the 

to  the  operator’s  support.  At  the  suggestion  of  the  Bureau  ot  tiie 
Budget,  tlie  production  of  timber  is  excluded  from  the  clefimtioii  of  a 
farm  operation,  but  included  in  the  definition  of  busmess  in  section  113 
in  order  that  windfall  relocation  payments  may  be  avoided. 

Sion  115  defines  the  term  “farm  operator’  as  any  owner,  part 
owner,  tenant,  or  sharecropper  who  operates  a  taim. 


S.  Kept.  1456,  90-2- 
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Section  116  proWdes  that  the  term  “family”  shall  mean  two  or  more 
individuals  living  together  in  the  same  dwelling  unit  who  are  related 
to  each  other  by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption. 

Section  117  defines  the  term  “elderly  individual”  as  a  person,  not 
a  member  of  a  family,  who  is  62  years  of  age  or  over. 

Section  118  states  that  the  term  “handicapped  individual”  means 
a  person,  not  a  member  of  a  family,  who  is  handicapped  within  the 
meaning  of  section  202  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1959. 

Section  119  defines  the  term  “displaced,”  when  used  in  relation  to 
any  person,  as  any  person  moved  or  to  be  moved  from  real  property 
on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition 
or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of  such  property  for  a  public 
improvement  constnicted  or  developed  by  or  with  funds  provided  in 
whole  or  in  part  by  the  Federal  Government. 

Section  120  defines  the  terms  “owner”  and  “person”  to  mean  any 
individual,  and  any  partnership,  corporation,  or  association. 

Finally,  section  121  defines  “real  property”  as  used  in  the  amended 
bill  as  including  land,  and  any  interest  in  land,  including  but  not 
limited  to  easements,  rights-of-way,  water  rights,  and  mineral  inter¬ 
ests.  In  particular,  the  question  of  water  rights  was  discussed  at 
considerable  length  by  the  subcommittee.  It  was  observed  that,  in 
times  past,  water  rights  had  not  always  been  recognized  as  a  valid 
property  right  for  which  compensation  should  be  paid  in  accordance 
with  applicable  State  and  Federal  laws.  Therefore,  the  subcommittee 
specifically  included  water  rights  in  the  definition  of  “real  property” 
for  the  purposes  of  the  act. 

Title  II — Improved  Administration  of  Grants-in-Aid  to  the 

St.\tes 

FULL  information  ON  GRANT  FUNDS  RECEIVED 

Section  201  provides  that,  upon  request,  the  Governor  of  a  State,  or 
other  official  designated  by  him,  or  the  State  legislature,  shall  be  noti¬ 
fied  in  writing  by  any  Federal  department  or  agency  of  the  pur])ose 
and  amounts  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  going  to  the  State  or  to  its 
political  subdivisions. 

The  multiplicity  of  Federal  grant  iirograms  (over  500  separate 
authorizations  and  other  200  major  programs)  and  the  increasing 
magnitude  of  their  funding  make  it  highly  desirable  that  State  execu¬ 
tives  and  legislatures  be  informed  of  the  purpose  and  amounts  of 
Federal  grants-in-aid  to  States  and  to  localities  within  the  States  for 
budget  preparation  and  for  the  assistance  this  will  afford  them  in  the 
coordination  and  evaluation  of  public  development  programs. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  the  Office  of  Economic  Opportunity, 
and  other  Federal  agencies  are  presently  involved  in  the  development 
of  informational  systems  and  materials  which  can  be  of  particular 
importance  in  implementing  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

According  to  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations,  coordination  of  grant-in-aid  programs  is  as  critical  a 
problem  at  the  State  level  as  it  is  at  the  Federal  level,  and  Governors 
have  a  major  responsibility  in  this  area.  A  continuing  flow  of  infor¬ 
mation  will  assist  them  in  this  role. 
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DEPOSIT  OF  GRANTS-IN-AID 

Section  202  is  designed  to  assist  the  States  in  more  efficient  account¬ 
ing  for  funds  derived  from  Federal  grants-in-aid.  It  would  provide  that 
no  Federal  law  or  administrative  regulation  shall  require  any  State 
to  deposit  grant-in-aid  funds  in  a  separate  bank  account  apart  fronr 
other  funds  administered  by  the  State. 

It  is  provided,  however,  that  Federal  grant  funds  made  available 
to  the  States  must  be  properly  accounted  for  as  Federal  funds  in  the 
accounts  of  the  State,  and  each  State  is  required  to  render  regular 
authenticated  reports  to  the  approjiriate  Federal  agency  covering 
the  status  and  the  application  of  the  funds,  the  liabilities  and  obliga¬ 
tions  on  hand,  and  such  other  facts  as  may  be  required  by  the  Federal 
agency. 

Some  of  the  older  Federal  laws  and  regulations  require  that  Federal 
money  must  be  kept  in  separate  bank  accounts  by  State  governments. 
However,  with  modern  accounting  methods  and  computer  equipment, 
it  is  possible  to  identify  appropriate  fund  accounts  and  obtain  ajipro- 
.  priate  facts  with  respect  to  the  fiscal  status  of  such  funds  even  though 
F  they  are  not  deposited  in  separate  accounts. 

SCHEDULING  OP  FEDERAL  TRANSFERS  TO  THE  STATES 

Section  203  requires  Federal  agencies  and  departments  to  schedule 
their  transfers  of  grant  funds,  consistent  with  program  purposes  and 
Treasury  regulations,  in  a  manner  that  will  minimize  the  time  between 
the  Treasury  transfer  and  the  disbursement  by  the  State. 

Furthermore,  the  section  provides  that  States  shall  not  be  held 
accountable  for  the  interest  earned  on  the  grant  funds,  pending  their 
disbursement  for  program  purposes. 

This  section  establishes  a  procedure  to  discourage  the  advancement 
of  Federal  funds  for  longer  periods  of  time  than  necessary.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Treasury  has  already  moved  administrati^'ely  to  achieve 
this  objective  in  its  Departmental  Circular  No.  1075,  issued  May  28, 
1964.  Under  this  circular,  a  letter  of  credit  procedure  has  been  estab¬ 
lished  Avhich  maintains  funds  in  the  Treasury  until  needed  by  recipients. 
Advances  are  limited  to  the  minimum  allowances  that  are  needed  and 
are  timed  to  coincide  with  actual  cost  and  program  reciuirements. 

.  This  section  is  designed  to  place  this  administratUe  practice  on  a 
*  legislatiA^e  basis  and  to  extend  it  to  cover  disbursements  Avhich  occur 
both  prior  and  subsequent  to  the  transfer  of  funds.  It  is  further  in¬ 
tended  that  States  will  not  draw  grant  funds  in  ach^ance  of  program 
needs. 

Decisions  of  the  Comptroller  Geiieral  of  the  United  States  have  in 
the  past  required  that  recipients  of  Federal  grants  return  to  the  Treas¬ 
ury  any  interest  earned  on  such  grants  prior  to  their  use,  unless 
Congress  has  specifically  precluded  such  a  requirement.  The  new 
techniques,  such  as  the  letter  of  credit  and  sight  draft  procedures  now 
used  by  Treasury,  should  minimize  the  amount  of  grants  advanced, 
and  thus  it  should  not  be  necessary  to  continue  to  hold  States  account¬ 
able  for  interest  or  other  income  earned  prior  to  disbursement. 
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ELIGIBLE  STATE  AGENCY 

Section  204  provides  that  the  head  of  any  Federal  department  or 
a2;ency  may,  upon  the  request  of  the  State  executive  or  appropriate 
l^islative  authority,  waive  the  "single  State  agency,  multimember 
board  or  commission”  requirement  in  Federal  grant  programs  under 

certain  conditions;  •  i  o 

(1)  That  there  is  an  adequate  showing  that  the  single  State 
agency  requirement  prevents  the  most  effective  and  efficient 
administration  of  the  Federal  program  by  the  State;  and 

(2)  That  under  such  waiver,  the  objectives  of  the  Federal 
program  will  not  be  endangered  by  the  new  State  structure 
designated  to  run  the  program. 

The  intent  of  tliis  section  is  to  give  a  flexibility  to  the  States  m  any 
reorganization  of  their  executive  structures  to  meet  modern  day 
problems  of  coordination  in  planning  and  programing  of  their 

development  goals.  i  -o  i  • 

The  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  esti¬ 
mates  that  almost  three-fourths  of  total  Federal  grant  funds  are 
disbursed  under  "single  State  agency”  requirements. 

The  merits  of  the  single  State  agency  requirements  now  appear  to 
be  largely  historical.  In  the  formative  years  of  the  public  assistance, 
for  example,  the  requirement  was  essential  to  bring  order  out  of  chaos 
in  the  existing  as  well  as  newly  emerging  public  assistance  programs 
in  the  States.  It  was  necessary  then  that  the  Federal  agency  have  one 
and  only  one  State  agency  to  deal  with  in  matters  regarding  public 
assistance  and  that  this  agency  be  held  responsible  for  administering 
these  programs.  With  improved  State  administration  of  Federal  aid 
programs,  however,  and  the  pressing  contemporary  need  of  the  States 
to  restructure  their  governmental  organization  in  order  to  keep  abreast 
of  their  added  functions  and  responsibilities,  the  kind  of  flexibility 
permitted  by  section  204  is  of  the  utmost  significance. 

Title  III — Permitting  Federal  Departments  and  Agencies  To 

Provide  Special  or  Technical  Services  to  State  and  Local 

Units  of  Government 

Section  301  declares  it  to  be  the  purpose  of  the  title  to  encourage 
intergovernmental  cooperation  in  the  conduct  of  specialized  or  tech¬ 
nical  services  and  the  provision  of  facilities  essential  to  State  and  local 
lirogram  administration;  to  assist  State  and  local  governments  in 
avoiding  unnecessary  duplication  in  special  service  functions;  and  to 
authorize  Federal  departments  and  agencies,  not  already  authorized, 
to  provide  specialized  or  technical  assistance  to  the  States  and  localities 
on  a  reimbursable  basis. 

AUTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 

Section  302  authorizes  the  head  of  any  Federal  department  or 
agency,  within  his  discretion,  and  upon  written  request  from  a  State 
or  any  of  its  political  subdivisions,  to  provide  specialized  or  technical 
services. 

Such  services  are  to  be  provided  upon  payment  to  the  Federal  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  by  the  requesting  State  or  local  government  of  the 
salaries  and  all  computable  overhead  and  indirect  costs  of  performing 
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such  services.  The  services  to  be  provided  shall  include  only  those 
which  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  determines  through 
rules  and  regulations.  Such  rules  and  regulations  are  required  to  be 
consistent  with  and  in  furtherance  of  the  Federal  Government’s 
})olicy  of  reljdng  upon  the  private  enterprise  system  to  provide  those 
services  which  are  reasonably  and  exi)editiously  available  through 
ordinary  business  channels. 

During  hearings  on  a  predecessor  title  in  S.  561,  89th  Congress,  the 
question  arose  as  to  whether  the  authorization  of  Federal  special  and 
technical  services  constituted  a  threat  to  private  business  and  profes¬ 
sional  interest,  particularly  those  of  engineers  and  architects.  The 
present  language  of  section  302  is  designed  to  provide  a  safeguard 
against  this  potentiality,  and  this  language  has  met  with  the  approval 
of  the  major  private  organizations  which  have  expressed  concern. 

REIMBURSEMENT  OF  APPROPRIATION 

Section  303  requires  that  any  payments  received  by  the  Federal 
departments  and  agencies  for  special  or  technical  services  shall  be 
deposited  to  the  credit  of  the  principal  appropriation  which  is  to  be 
charged  for  the  cost  of  providing  such  services,  or  to  the  appropriation 
currently  available  for  the  cost  of  similar  services.  Performance  of 
the  service  for  State  and  local  governments  thus  would  not  interfere 
with  the  agency’s  fiscal  ability  to  fulfill  its  other  responsibilities. 

REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

Section  304  calls  for  an  annual  report  in  summary  form,  of  the 
scope  of  the  services  provided  under  this  title.  The  reports  are  to  be 
submitted  to  the  respective  Committees  on  Government  Operations 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives. 

RESERVATION  OF  EXISTING  AUTHORITY 

Section  305  reserves  the  authority  now  possessed_  by  a  Federal 
department  or  agency  with  respect  to  furnishing  specialized  services 
to  State  and  local  governments.  It  is  not  the  intention  to  alter  any 
current  provision  for  the  rendering  of  such  services,  whether  they  are 
cuirently  provided  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimbursable  basis. 

In  fact,  the  “services  in  aid”  policy  stipulated  in  this  title  is  entirely 
permissive,  leaving  it  up  to  the  State  and  local  governments  to  make 
their  requests  and  work  out  with  the  Federal  departments  and 
agencies  agreements  as  to  scope  and  costs  of  services  to  be  performed. 

Title  IV — Coordinated  Intergovernmental  Policy  and  Adminis¬ 
tration  OF  De^T5LOPMENT  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

This  title  provides  for  a  coordinated  Federal  policy  with  respevt  to 
all  Federal  programs  and  projects  having  a  significant  impact  onpirea 
and  community  development,  both  urban  and  rural. 

DECLARATION  OF  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE  POLICY 

Section  401(a)  declares  that  the  economic  and  social  developmpt 
of  the  Nation  and  the  achievement  of  satisfactory  levels  of  living 
depend  upon  sound  and  orderly  development  in  all  areas,  both  uibaii 
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and  rural.  It  further  states  that  in  a  time  of  rapid  urbanization,  the 
development  of  urban  communities  depends  to  a  large  degree  upon  the 
social  and  economic  health  and  sound  development  of  smaller  com¬ 
munities  and  rural  areas. 

It  provides  that  the  President  shall  establish  rules  and  regidations 
for  uniform  application  in  the  formidation,  evaluation,  and  review  of 
Federal  programs  and  projects  to  the  end  that  they  shall  most  effec¬ 
tively  serve  these  basic  objectives.  More  definitively,  such  rules  and 
regulations  shall  provide  for  the  full  consideration  of  the  achievement 
of  the  following  specific  objectives,  and  to  the  extent  authorized  by 
law,  reasoned  choices  shall  be  made  between  such  objectives  when 
they  conflict: 

(1)  Ap])ropriate  land  uses  for  residential,  commercial,  indus¬ 
trial,  goverimiental,  institutional,  and  other  purposes; 

(2)  Wise  development  and  conservation  of  natural  resources, 
including  land,  water,  minerals,  wildlife,  and  others; 

(3)  Balanced  transportation  systems,  including  highway,  air, 
water,  pedestrian,  mass  transit,  and  other  modes  for  the  move¬ 
ment  of  people  and  goods; 

(4)  Adequate  outdoor  recreation  and  open  spaces ; 

(5)  Protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural  beauty,  historical, 
and  scientific  mterest; 

(6)  Properly  plamied  community  facilities;  mcludmg  utilities 
for  the  supply  of  power,  water,  and  communications,  for  the  safe 
disposal  of  wastes,  and  for  other  purposes; 

(7)  Concern  for  high  standards  of  design;  and 

(8)  Any  other  objective  through  which  Federal  or  federally 
assisted  development  programs  or  projects  can  contribute  to  the 
balanced  economic,  social  and  cultural  development  of  the  Nation 
and  the  achievement  of  enhanced  levels  of  living. 

Section  401(b)  requires  that  all  viewpoints — national,  regional. 
State,  and  local — shall,  to  the  extent  i^ossible,  be  fully  considered  and 
taken  into  account  in  planning  Federal  or  federally  assisted  develop¬ 
ment  programs  and  projects.  Regional,  State,  and  local  government 
objectives  shall  be  considered  and  evaluated  within  a  framework  of 
national  public  objectives,  and  available  projections  of  future  national 
conditions  and  needs  of  regions.  States,  and  localities  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  plan  formulation,  evaluation,  and  review. 

Section  401(c)  pro\ddes  for  the  interrelationship  between  urban 
development  and  State,  regional,  and  local  comprehensive  planning. 
It  requires  that  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  consistent  with  na¬ 
tional  objectives,  all  Federal  aid  for  urban  develoi)ment  purposes  shall 
be  consistent  with  and  further  the  objectives  of  State,  regional,  and 
local  comprehensive  planning.  Consideration  shall  be  given  to  all 
developmental  aspects  of  our  total  national  community,  including  but 
not  limited  to  housing,  transportation,  economic  development,  natural 
and  human  resources  development,  community  facilities,  and  the 
general  improvement  of  living  environments. 

Section  401(d)  establishes  a  congressional  jjolicy  for  coordination 
among  Federal  agencies.  It  requires  that  each  Federal  department 
and  agency  administering  a  development  assistance  program  shall, 
to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  consult  with  and  seek  advice 
from  all  other  significantly  affected  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
in  an  effort  to  assure  fully  coordinated  programs. 
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Section  401(e)  concerns  planning  coordination.  It  requires  that 
insofar  as  ])ossible,  systematic  planning  required  by  individual 
Federal  programs  (such  as  highway  construction,  urban  renewal, 
and  open  space)  shall  be  coordinated  with  and  made  part  of  compre¬ 
hensive  local  and  areawide  development  planning. 

FAVORING  UNITS  OF  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Section  402  states  that  where  Federal  law  provides  that  both 
special-purpose  units  of  local  government  and  units  of  general  local 
government  are  eligible  to  receive  loans  or  grants-in-aid,  heads  of 
Federal  departments  and  agencies  shall,  in  the  absence  of  substantial 
reasons  to  the  contrary,  make  such  loans  or  grants-in-aid  to  units  of 
general  local  government  rather  than  to  special-purpose  units  of 
local  government. 

RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 

Section  403  provides  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  such  other 
^  agency  as  may  be  designated  by  the  President  is  hereby  authorized 
to  prescribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are  deemed  appropriate  for 
the  effective  administration  of  this  title. 

The  need  for  this  national  policy  of  coordination  and  cooperation, 
as  set  forth  in  section  401,  is  manifest  in  the  light  of  the  tremendous 
growth  of  Government  at  all  levels  in  our  Federal  system. 

There  are  today  over  82,000  local  units  of  government,  most  with 
their  own  taxing,  planning,  and  operating  powers,  and  most  eligible 
for  some  form  of  Federal  assistance.  There  are  50  State  governments 
with  hundreds  of  relatively  autonomous  State  departments,  agencies, 
and  authorities,  all  carrying  additional  operating  and  planning  respon¬ 
sibilities.  State  and  local  governments  have  increased  their  expendi¬ 
tures  from  $21  billion  in  1948  to  an  estimated  $100  billion  this  year. 
Their  governmental  employment  has  increased  from  3.6  million  in 
1946  to  nearly  9  million. 

Governmental  activity  with  respect  to  domestic  assistance  is  also 
fragmented.  There  are  over  21  departments  and  agencies  presently 
administering  over  500  separately  authorized  programs,  of  which  at 
least  one-half  can  be  considered  of  major  importance  to  State  and  local 
development.  Nearly  100  of  these  programs  have  separate  planning 
I  requirements.  In  fiscal  year  1969,  total  Federal  grant  programs  dealing 
with  national  goals  in  a  joint  endeavor  by  Federal,  State,  and  local 
governments  will  reach  $20  billion.  This  is  a  tripling  of  Federal  aid  in 
10  years,  while  State  and  local  expenditures  have  more  than  doubled. 
In  addition,  Federal  direct  payments  to  individuals  in  those  areas 
which  relate  to  social  and  economic  development  will  add  an  additional 
$30  billion  contribution. 

There  are  Federal  project  grants  and  apportioned  grants,  open- 
ended  grants,  shared  revenues,  loans,  and  technical  assistance.  Some 
Federal  programs  are  processed  through  State  agencies,  sorne  through 
county  governments,  others  directly  through  smaller  units  of  local 
government,  special  authorities,  and  in  some  instances,  private  organ¬ 
izations.  Some  programs  require  the  approval  of  planning  bodies; 
some  do  not.  All  Federal  programs  provide  a  barrage  of  rules,  regula¬ 
tions,  and  procedures  to  be  followed  as  a  condition  for  the  grants. 
Many  States  have  their  own  grants-in-aid  which  add  to  the  Federal 
contribution. 


20 


In  liis  message  to  the  Congress  in  }^larch  1967  on  the  quality  of 
American  Government,  President  Johnson  said  that  because  of  the 
social  and  economic  legislation  passed  in  recent  years,  the  Nation  now 
has  the  programs  that  can  lift  the  quality  of  American  life  higlier  tlian 
any  before  us  have  known. 

“What  remains  now,”  said  the  President,  “is  to  improve  the^qiudity 
of  government — its  machinery,  its  manpower,  its  methods.”  “The 
partnership  which  liidis  every  level  of  our  government  is  the  genius 
of  our  system  as  that  system  took  life  under  the  Constitution,  the 

President  said.  _  i  i 

Title  IV  is  directed  toward  the  objectives  stated  by  the  President 
a  more  effective  partnership  with  the  Federal  system  to  improve  the 
quality  of  government  and  the  quality  of  life  in  the  Nation. 

Title  V — Congressional  Review  of  Federal  Grants-in-Aid  to 
States  and  to  Local  Units  of  Government 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Section  501  sets  forth  the  purpose  of  this  title:  That  there  shall  be 
established  a  uniform  policy  of  review  of  future  grants-in-aid  by  the 
Congress  and  that  such  programs  shall  be  revised  or  redirected  as 
necessary  to  meet  new  conditions,  and  terminated  when  they  have 
substantially  achieved  their  purpose.  _  _ 

It  is  further  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  provide  for  continuing 
review  of  existing  Federal  programs  for  grant-in-aid  assistance  to 
the  States  or  their  political  subdivisions  by  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  with  a  view  to  the  formulation  of  recommendations  to  assist  the 
Congress  in  making  changes  in  requirements  and  procedures  appli¬ 
cable  to  such  programs  in  the  interest  of  eliminating  areas  of  conflict 
and  duplication  in  program  operations  and  achieving  more  efficient, 
effective,  and  economical  administration  of  such  programs,  and 
greater  uniformity  in  the  operation  thereof. 

EXPIRATION  OF  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Section  502  provides  that  in  those  cases  Avhere  Congress  subse¬ 
quently  authorizes  grants-in-aid  to  two  or  more  States,  or  to  their 
political  subdivisions,  and  Avhere  no  expiration  date  is  specified  by 
laAv  and  there  is  no  specific  exemption,  they  shall  be  automatically 
terminated  in  5  years  from  the  effectiA^e  date  of  the  legislation. 

COMMITTEE  STUDIES  OF  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Section  503  proAudes  for  Senate  and  House  reAueAA'  of  all  future 
grant-in-aid  programs  AA’liich  liac’e  authorizations  of  more  than  3  years. 
Such  reAueAV  shall  consider  the  extent  to  AAdiich  the  purposes  of  the 
programs  have  been  met,  the  extent  they  can  be  carried  on  Avith  or 
Avithout  further  financial  assistance,  changes  needed  in  direction, 
administration,  or  purpose,  and  the  adequacy  of  the  programs. 

STUDIES  BY  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  OP  FEDERAL  GRANT-IN-AID 

PROGRAMS 

Section  504  provides  for  continuing  studies  of  Federal  grant  pro¬ 
grams  to  be  made  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 
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STUDIES  BY  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

RELATIONS 

Section  505  provides  that  on  the  request  of  any  committee  in  the 
Senate  or  in  the  House,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  shall  conduct  studies  of  the  intergovernmental 
relations  aspects  of  such  Federal  grant  programs,  including  their 
impact  on  the  structural  organization  of  State  and  local  governments, 
and  the  coordination  of  Federal  administration  with  State  and  local 
administration. 

RECORDS  AND  AUDIT 

Section  506(a)  provides  for  the  keeping  of  records  by  State  and  local 
grant  recipients,  including  those  which  fully  disclose  the  amount  and 
disposition  by  such  recipient  of  such  grant-in-aid,  tlie  total  cost  of  the 
project  or  undertaking  in  connection  with  which  sucli  grant-in-aid  is 
given  or  used,  and  the  amount  of  that  portion  of  the  cost  of  the  proj  ect 
or  undertaking  supplied  by  other  sources,  and  such  other  records  as 
will  facilitate  an  effective  audit. 

Title  V  has  a  lengthy  legislative  hist(.)ry  dating  back  to  the  87th 
Congress.  In  substantially  its  present  form,  it  has  twice  been  i)assed  by 
the  Senate — -as  S.  2114,  which  was  passed  in  the  88th  Congress  and 
as  title  III  of  S.  561,  which  was  passed  in  the  89th  Congress.  In  neither 
instance  did  the  House  take  final  action  on  the  legislation. 

The  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  has 
repeatedly  urged  adoption  of  this  measure,  as  in  its  report  on  “Peri¬ 
odic  Congressional  Reassessment  of  Grants-in-Aid  to  State  and  Local 
Governments”  (1961).  The  Joint  Committee  on  Congressional  Reor¬ 
ganization  in  one  of  its  major  findings  clearly  underscored  the  need 
for  this  title.  It  was  strongly  supported  in  hearings  on  S.  698,  with 
questions  raised  only  with  reference  to  the  5-year  termination  pro¬ 
vision.  The  Advisory  Commission  testimony  made  the  folloAving  points 
on  this  provision:  It  does  not  apply  to  those  future  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  that  would  have  a  termination  date;  it  would  not  apply  to 
grants  wherein  Congress  had  waived  application  of  this  termination 
provision;  and  it  would  apply  only  to  those  grants  which  Congress — 
for  some  reason  or  other — failed  to  designate  as  on-going  or  short- 
run  programs. 

As  a  practical  matter  and  if  the  past  is  any  guide,  few  grants-in-aid 
would  be  affected  by  this  termination  provision.  The  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  reported  on  its  analysis  of  recently  enacted  grant  programs 
indicating  that  Congress  as  a  matter  of  course  now  provides  expi¬ 
ration  dates  for  almost  all  grant  programs.  Of  the  41  enactments  of 
new  or  expanded  grant  programs  in  1965,  all  but  tliree  contained 
expiration  or  other  limiting  provisions.  Of  the  30  naajor  grant-in-aid 
enactments  in  1966,  only  four  contained  no  expnation  provision.  Of 
the  17  enacted  during  the  first  session  of  the  90th  Congress  (1967), 
only  one  had  no  expiration  provision.  Finally,  of  the  four  passed  thus 
far  in  this  session,  only  one  lacks  such  a  provision.  The  Commission 
submitted  for  the  record  a  list  of  grant-in-aid  programs  enacted  during 
the  period  1961-68  (April),  showing  the  extent  to  which  specific 
expiration  dates  have  been  provided. 
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Title  VI^ — Acquisition,  Use,  and  Disposition  of  Land  Within 

Urban  Areas  by  Federal  Agencies  in  Conformity  With  Land 

Utilization  Programs  op  Affected  Local  Government 

AMENDMENT  OF  FEDERAL  PROPERTY  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES 

ACT 

The  object  of  title  VI  is  to  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Admin¬ 
istrative  Seiudces  Act  by  adding  a  new  title  VIII  to  that  act  (see 
40  U.S.C.  471,  et  seq.).  This  new  title  to  the  act  has  five  sections. 

Section  801  cites  the  new  title  as  the  “Federal  Urban  Land-Use 
Act.” 

Section  802  declares  the  purpose  of  the  new  title  to  i)romote  more 
harmonious  intergovernmental  relations  and  to  encourage  sound 
planning,  zoning,  and  land-use  practices  by  prescribing  uniform 
policies  and  procedures  whereby  the  General  Services  Administrator 
shall  acquire,  use,  and  dispose  of  land  in  urban  areas  in  order  that 
such  land  transactions,  shall,  to  the  gi'eatest  extent  practicable,  be 
consistent  vdth  zoning  and  land-use  practices  and  shall  be  made  in 
accordance  vdth  plamiing  and  development  objectives  of  the  local 
governments  and  local  planning  agencies  concerned. 

Section  803(a)  states  that  whenever  the  Administrator  contem¬ 
plates  the  disposal  of  any  real  property  situated  \vithin  an  urban 
area,  he  shall,  prior  to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give  reasonable 
notice  to  the  head  of  the  governing  body  of  the  unit  of  general  local 
government  having  jurisdiction  over  the  zoning  and  land-use  regu¬ 
lations  in  the  geographical  area  within  which  the  land  is  located  in 
order  to  afford  such  government  the  opportunity  of  zoning  for  the 
use  of  such  land  in  accordance  with  local  comprehensive  planning. 

Section  803(b)  provides  that  the  Administrator,  to  the  greatest 
practicable  extent,  shall  furnish  to  all  prospective  purchasers  of  such 
real  property,  full  and  complete  information  concerning  (1)  current 
zoning  regulations  and  prospective  zoning  requirements  and  objectives 
for  such  property  when  it  is  unzoned;  and  (2)  current  availability  to 
such  property  of  streets,  sidewalks,  sewers,  water  street  lights,  and 
other  service  facilities  and  prospective  availability  of  such  services  if 
such  property  is  included  in  comprehensive  planning. 

Section  804(a)  of  the  new  title  requires  that  to  the  extent  practicable, 
prior  to  a  commitment  to  acquire  any  real  property  situated  in  an 
urban  area,  the  Administrator  shah,  notify  the  unit  of  general  local 
government  exercising  zoning  and  land-use  jurisdiction  over  the  land 
proposed  to  be  purchased  of  his  intent  to  acquire  such  land  and  the 
proposed  use  of  the  property.  In  the  event  that  the  Adrninistrator 
determines  that  such  advance  notice  would  have  an  adverse  impact  on 
the  proposed  purchase,  he  shall,  upon  conclusion  of  the  acquisition, 
immediately  notify  such  local  government  of  the  acquisition  and  the 
proposed  use  of  the  property. 

Section  804(b)  provides  that  in  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use  of 
any  real  property  situated  in  an  urban  area  as  a  site  for  public  building, 
the  Administrator  shall,  to  the  extent  he  determines  practicable 
(1)  consider  all  objections  made  to  any  such  acquisition  or  change  of 
use  by  such  unit  of  government  upon  the  ground  that  the  proposed 
acquisition  or  change  of  use  conflicts  or  would  conflict  with  the  zoning 
regulations  or  planning  objectives  of  such  units;  and  (2)  comply  with 


23 


and  conform  to  such  regulations  of  the  unit  of  general  local  govern¬ 
ment  having  jurisdiction  with  respect  to  the  area  within  which  such 
property  is  situated  and  the  planning  and  development  objectives  of 
such  local  government. 

Section  805  provides  that  the  procedures  prescribed  in  sections  803 
and  804  may  be  waived  during  any  period  of  national  emergency 
proclaimed  by  the  President. 

Section  806  is  concerned  with  definitions  especially  related  to  the 
new  title  VIII  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services 
Act.  These  involve  “unit  of  general  local  government,”  which  is  similar 
to  the  definition  under  the  amended  bill;  “urban  area”;  and  “compre¬ 
hensive  planning.” 

Title  yi  provides  for  uniform  procedure  for  acquisition,  use  and 
disposition  of  land  witlfin  urban  areas  by  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration  in  conformance,  to  the  extent  possible,  with  local  govern¬ 
ments’  planning  and  land  use  goals.  The  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors 
and  the  National  League  of  Cities  have  adopted  specific  resolutions 
calling  for  this  title  and  it  is  wholly  consistent  with  the  findings  and 
recommendations  in  the  Advisory  Commission’s  report  on  the  im¬ 
pact  of  Federal  union  development  programs  on  local  government  orga¬ 
nization  and  planmng. 

Federal  land  acquisition  disposal  practices  in  urban  areas  clearly 
have  a  significant  impact  on  local  schools,  water  and  sewage  services, 
highways  and  streets,  and  other  local  governmental  functions.  At 
present  there  is  no  formal  Federal  policy  mth  respect  to  these  practices, 
in  contrast  to  the  planning  requirements  in  several  grant  programs 
that  seek  to  strengthen  local  and  areawide  planning  and  land-use 
regidations.  The  notice  required  in  disposition  proceedings  would  give 
local  governments  an  opportunity  to  zone  the  use  of  such  land  in 
accordance  with  local  comprehensive  planning  objectives.  Moreover, 
the  GSA  Administrator  in  such  proceedings,  to  the  extent  feasible, 
would  furnish  any  prospective  purchasers  with  local  planning  infor¬ 
mation  relating  to  zoning,  land  use,  and  other  regulations  which  would 
be  applicable  to  the  use  and  development  of  the  property  offered  for 
sale.  In  acquiring  or  changing  the  use  of  real  property  in  urban  areas, 
the  Administrator,  to  tHe  extent  practicable,  would  consider  all 
objections  made  by  the  affected  local  government  relating  to  possible 
conflicts  with  its  zoning  regulations  or  planning  objectives  and  GSA 
is  required  to  comply  vfith  such  regulations  and  objectives — to  the 
extent  he  determines  feasible.  The  language  of  this  title  clearly  pro¬ 
tects  the  Federal  interest  in  these  various  proceedings.  At  the  same 
time,  due  consideration  is  given  to  protecting  the  legitimate  planning 
and  land  use  objectives  of  urban  local  governments. 

The  thrust  and  even  some  of  the  language  of  this  title  closely  re¬ 
semble  legislation  enacted  in  the  88th  Congress  establishing  similar 
procedures  for  sale  or  disposition  of  public  lands  by  the  Department  of 
Interior  (78  Stat.  986).  The  following  excerpt  from  the  regulations 
issued  by  the  Department  of  Interior  on  this  act  (Federal  Register, 
Feb.  20,  1965)  demonstrate  that  the  procedures  established  in  title 
VI  of  S.  698  are  both  practical  and  desirable: 

Disposal  programs  will  be  scheduled  in  a  manner  to  make 
all  actions  consistent  with  established  or  proposed  State  or 
local  governmental  programs  and  with  State,  county,  and 
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other  local  governmental  master  and  detailed  plans.  Disposals 
within  the  area  of  influence  of  growing  communities  will  be 
deferred  until  local  governmental  master  plans  have  been 
adopted  and  zoning  regulations  are  in  effect.  However,  in 
the  absence  of  master  plans,  critical  needs  in  such  areas  or 
influence  may  be  met  if  such  action  appears  proper  to  the 
authorized  oMcer  after  consultation  with  the  appropriate 
local  planning  and  governing  officials. 

No  less  than  90  days  before  offering  for  sale  lands  which 
have  been  classified  for  disposal  under  the  act  in  accordance 
with  the  procedures  in  part  2410,  the  authorized  officer 
will  notify  the  head  of  the  governing  body  of  the  political 
subdivision  of  the  State  having  jurisdiction  over  zoning  in 
the  geographic  area  within  which  the  lands  are  located,  to 
afford  that  body  an  opportunity  to  zone  the  land  for  \ise  in 
accordance  with  local  planning  and  development. 

Title  VII — Unifokm  Relocation  Assistance 

DECLARATION  OF  POLICY 

Section  701  states  that  it  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  estabhsh  a 
uniform  policy  for  the  fair  and  equitable  treatment  of  owners,  tenants, 
and  other  persons  displaced  by  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  any 
Federal  agency  under  a  Federal  program,  or  by  any  State  or  local 
agency  under  a  federally  assisted  program.  Section  701  provides  that 
as  far  as  practical,  such  persons  shall  be  left  not  worse  off  economically 
than  they  were  before  being  displaced.  It  provides  that  such  a  pplicy 
shall  be  uniform  as  practicable  as  to  relocation  payments,  advisory 
assistance,  assurance  of  availability  of  standard  housing,  and  Federal 
reimbursement  for  relocation  payments  under  federally  assisted 
programs. 

PART  A— FEDERAL  PROGRAMS 
RELOCATION  PAYMENTS 

Section  702  provides  that  a  person  displaced  by  a  Federal  acquisi¬ 
tion  program  shall  be  given  his  choice  of  reimbursement  (1)  according 
to  his  fair  and  reasonable  expenses  of  relocation  or  (2)  according  to  a 
fixed  or  formularized  schedule  of  various  payments.  Under  the  first 
alternative,  such  person  would  have  to  make  a  formal  application  and 
prove  his  expenses  in  accord  with  administrative  procedures  and 
regulations.  Under  the  second  alternative — geared  primarily  to  assisting 
lower-income  displacees — there  is  made  available  to  him  a  simplified 
procedure  whereby  he  can  receive  fixed  relocation  payments  in  lieu  of 
itemizing  and  justifying  his  relocation  expenses. 

A  major  effect  of  the  section  would  be  to  standardize  relocation 
pavments  among  all  Federal  agencies  involved  in  the  acquisition  of 
real  propertv. 

Section  762(a)  provides  that  heads  of  Federal  agencies  are  required 
to  make  fair  and  reasonable  relocation  payments  to  displaced  persons 
in  accordance  with  regulations  established  by  the  President  under 
section  705  of  the  bill.  This  is  the  administrative  procedure  of  reim¬ 
bursement  described  in  the  first  alternative  above. 
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Section  702(b)  provides  that  in  addition  to  payments  authorized  by 
702(a),  a  payment  of  $300  is  authorized  to  be  made  to  any  displaced 
person  who  moves  from  a  dwelling  if  such  person  purchases  a  dwelling 
for  the  purpose  of  residence  withii:  a  j^ear  from  the  date  of  the  actual 
displacement. 

Section  703(c)  begins  a  series  of  ojjtional  payments  referred  to  in 
the  second  alternative  described  above.  In  lieu  of  his  actual  and 
reasonable  expenses  of  relocation,  a  person  who  moves  or  discontinues 
his  business  may  elect  to  receive  from  the  Federal  agency  a  fixed 
relocation  payment  in  an  anioimt  equal  to  the  average  net  earnings  of 
his  business,  or  $5,000,  whichever  is  the  lesser.  However,  no  payment 
shall  be  made  under  this  subsection  unless  the  head  of  such  agency 
is  satisfied  that  the  business  (1)  cannot  be  relocated  without  a  sub¬ 
stantial  loss  of  its  existing  patronage,  and  (2)  is  not  a  part  of  a  com¬ 
mercial  enterprise  having  at  least  one  other  establishment,  not  being 
acquired  by  the  United  States,  which  is  engaged  in  the  same  or  similar 
business. 

This  subsection  also  provides  that  the  fixed  relocation  payment  to 
a  displaced  person  who  is  62  years  of  age  or  over  may  be  increased 
by  an  amount  equal  to  twice  the  average  annual  net  eaimings  of  his 
business  or  $5,000,  whichever  is  the  lesser. 

For  purposes  of  this  section,  average  annual  net  earnings  are  defined 
as  one-half  of  any  net  earnings  of  the  business,  before  Federal,  State, 
or  local  income  taxes  during  the  2  taxable  years  preceding  the  taxable 
year  in  which  the  business  moves.  Such  earnings  would  include  any 
compensation  paid  by  the  business  to  the  owner,  his  spouse,  or  his 
dependent  children  during  this  2-year  period  and  would  be  established 
by  pertinent  income  tax  returns.  This  provision  recognizes  the  eco¬ 
nomic  impact  of  displacement  on  the  proprietor  who  must  buy  an 
established  concern;  reestablish  his  business  at  a  different  location; 
or  discontinue  business  operations  and,  in  some  cases,  lose  his  liveli¬ 
hood  as  a  residt.  Moreover,  it  permits  disbursements  to  a  qualifying 
displaced  concern  promptly  after  a  move  and  with  a  minimum  of 
administrative  expense  and  redtape. 

Section  702(d)  concerns  a  dis])laced  person  who  moves  from  a 
dwelling.  In  lieu  of  payments  authorized  under  Section  702  (a)  and 
(b),  he  may  elect  to  recieve:  (1)  a  moving  expense  allowance,  deter¬ 
mined  according  to  a  schedule  established  by  the  head  of  the  Federal 
agency,  not  to  exceed  $200;  (2)  a  dislocation  allowance  equal  to  the 
amount  paid  for  moving  expenses  or  $100,  v  hichever  is  lesser;  and  (3) 
an  additional  payment  of  $300  if  the  displaced  person  purchases  a 
residence  within  1  year  from  the  date  of  actual  displacement. 

Section  702(e)  concerns  a  dis]ilaced  person  who  inoves  or  discon¬ 
tinues  a  farm  operation.  In  lieu  of  payments  authorized  by  Section 
702(a),  he  may  elect  to  acce])t  a  fixed  relocation  payment  in  the  amount 
of  $1,000.  In  the  case  where  the  entire  farm  oi)eration  is  not  acquired 
by  the  Federal  agency,  the  payment  authorized  shall  be  made  only  if 
the  head  of  the  agency  determines  that  the  remainder  of  the  property 
is  no  longer  an  economic  unit. 

The  lump-sum  payment  under  this  subsection  .is  intended  to  cover 
such  costs  as  moving  expenses,  loss  of  i)roi)erty,  and  related  costs 
in  securing  a  replacement  farm  or  adjusting  to  nonagricultural  acti\  - 
ity.  It  should  be  noted  that  payments  under  this  subsection  relate 
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to  relocation  or  discontinuance  of  a  farm  operation.  A  farm  operator 
w  lio  is  forced  to  move  from  a  dwelling  is  covered  in  the  same  manner 
as  any  other  disi)laced  ])erson  in  section  702(cl). 

This  subsection  is  designed  i)rimarily  to  assist  the  sinall  farm  oper¬ 
ator.  The  large  farm  or  ranch  operator  who  incurs  sizable  moving 
expenses  and  costs  in  searching  for  re])lacement  property  obviously 
will  prefer  to  claim  reimbursement  as  provided  under  section  702(a) 
of  this  title. 

Sections  702(f)  and  702(g)  relate  to  reimbursement  in  addition  to 
amounts  authorized  under  the  provisions  of  section  702  (a)  and  (b), 
or  the  optional  payments  under  section  702  (c),  (d),  and  (e). 

Section  702(f)(1)  authorizes  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  to  pay 
to  any  displaced  family,  displaced  elderly  individual,  or  displaced 
handicapped  individual,  monthly  payments  oyer  a  period  not  to 
exceed  2  years,  and  totaling  not  more  than  $500  in  the  first  12  months 
and  $500"^  in  the  second  12  months  for  relocation  in  “a  decent,  safe, 
and  sanitary  dwelling.”  This  additional  payment  shall  be  an  amount 
which,  when  added  to  20  percent  of  the  annual  income  of  the  displacee,  . 
will  equal  the  average  annual  rental  required  for  a  decent,  safe,  and  \ 
sanitary  dwelling  of  modest  standards  adequate  to  accommodate  the 
displaced  family  or  indi\’idual  in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in 
regard  to  public  utilities  and  commercial  facilities. 

The  subsection  further  provides  that  such  payment  shall  be  made 
only  to  an  individual  or  family  wTo  is  unable  to  secure  a  dwelling  unit 
in  a  low-rent  housing  project  assisted  under  the  United  States  Housing 
Act  of  1937,  or  under  a  State  or  local  program  found  by  the  Secretary 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  to  have  the  same  general  pur¬ 
poses  as  such  federally  assisted  program,  or  a  dwelling  unit  assisted 
under  section  101  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1965. 

The  amount  of  the  monthly  payment  an  eligible  person  would 
receive  can  be  easily  computed  by  determining  the  average  annual 
rental  required  for  such  a  dw-elling — deducting  from  this  amount  20 
percent  of  the  annual  income  of  the  displaced  family  or  individual — 
and  dividing  by  12.  It  is  hoped  that  by  the  end  of  the  2-year  period 
during  which  monthly  payments  would  be  made  to  such  persons, 
there  wmidd  be  a  significant  increase  in  the  siipply  of  standard  low- 
income  and  medium-income  housing.  Further,  it  is  hoped  that  some  of 
the  families  involved  would  have  increased  their  incomes  and  rent-  i 
paying  capacity.  Finally,  the  committee  believes  that  these  relocation  " 
assistance  payments  wull  ease  the  transitional  period  during  wdiich 
some  displaced  persons  must  adjust  to  somewdiat  higher  housing  costs. 

Section  702(f)(2)  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  to  make  the  determinations  necessary  imder  this  sub¬ 
section  on  the  amount  of  assistance  according  to  family  size,  family  or 
individual  income,  average  rents  required,  and  similar  considerations, 
for  all  agencies  making  such  payments. 

Section  702(f)(3)  authorizes  payments  made  under  the  subsection 
to  be  ])aid  on  a  lump  sum  or  other  than  a  monthly  basis  in  cases  where 
the  small  size  of  the  payments  do  not  w  arrant  a  number  of  separate 
payments,  or  in  other  cases  where  monthly  payments  are  determined 
by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  to  be  not  warranted. 

Section  702(f)(4)  states  that  no  payment  under  the  subsection 
shall  be  considered  as  income  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  extent 


27 


of  eligibility  of  any  ])erson  for  assistance  under  the  Social  Security 
Act  or  any  other  Federal  act.  This  would  have  i)articular  application  to 
puldic  welfare  recii)ients  in  addition  to  those  on  social  security. 

Section  702(g)(1)  authorizes  new  benefits  not  included  in  the 
Lhiiform  Relocation  Act,  S.  1681,  which  passed  the  Senate  in  the  89th 
Congress.  It  provides  that  in  addition  to  all  other  amounts  authorized, 
the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  shall  pay  to  the  owner  of  real  property 
acquired  (where  the  property  is  a  single-  or  two-family  dwelling 
occupied  by  the  owmer  for  a  period  not  less  than  a  year  prior  to 
negotiations  for  takmg)  an  amount,  up  to  $5,000,  which  when  added 
to  the  acquisition  payment,  equals  the  average  price  required  for  a 
decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling  of  modest  standards,  adequate  in 
size  and  reasonably  accessible  to  public  services  and  places  of  em- 
[)loyment  and  available  on  the  private  market. 

Such  payment  shall  be  made  only  to  a  displaced  owner  wdio  pur¬ 
chases  and  occupies  a  dwelling  witliin  1  year  subsequent  to  the  date 
on  which  he  is  required  to  move. 

I  This  subsection  specifically  deals  -with  the  problem  of  the  owner- 
*  occupant  wdiose  real  property  is  acquired,  but  at  a  market  value  not 
sufficient  to  enable  him  to  obtain  a  decent,  safe,  sanitary,  and  adequate 
dwelling  elsewhere  with  the  proceeds  he  received.  This  situation  most 
frequently  occurs  where  the  private  market  is  no  longer  producing  a 
significant  volume  of  new  housing  in  price  ranges  comparable  to  that 
being  acquh'ed.  This  additional  economic  benefit  to  the  owner-occupant 
was  suggested  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  it  represents  a  meri¬ 
torious  step  in  reducing  the  hardships  Avhich  continually  occur  through 
strict  interpretations  of  the  “fair  market  value  concept”  in  the  public 
acquisition  of  real  property. 

Section  702(g)(2)  requh’es  that  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  shall  make  the  determinations  under  this  subsection  on 
the  prices  prevailing  in  the  locality  for  dwellings  meeting  the  require¬ 
ments  of  section  702(g)(1)  for  all  Federal  agencies  making  payments 
thereunder. 

RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

Section  703(a)  requires  that  when  a  Federal  agency  acquires  real 
property  for  public  use,  it  shall  provide  a  relocation  assistance  pro- 
L  gram  which  shall  offer  services  as  described  in  section  703(c)  set  forth 
r  below.  It  also  recj[uires  that  such  assistance  be  supplied  to  persons 
occupying  property  immediately  adj  acent  to  the  real  property  acquired 
where  substantial  economic  injury  has  been  caused  by  the  public 
improvement. 

Section  703(b)  requires  that  Federal  agencies  administering  pro- 
i  grams  that  could  be  of  assistance  in  the  relocation  of  displaced  persons 
shall  cooperate  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible  with  the  agency  caus¬ 
ing  the  displacement  to  assure  that  displaced  persons  received  the 
maximum  assistance  available. 

Section  703(c).  This  subsection  spells  out  the  type  of  relocation 
:  assistance  programs  required  by  section  703(a).  Each  such  program 
shall  include  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  such  measures, 
facilities,  or  services  as  may  be  necessary  or  appropriate  in  order — 
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(1)  To  determine  tlie  needs  of  displaced  families,  individuals, 
business  concerns,  and  farm  operators  for  relocation  assistance, 

(2)  To  assure  that  vithin  a  reasonable  period  of  time  prior 

to  displacement,  there  will  be  available,  in  areas  not  generally 
less  desirable  in  regard  to  public  utilities  and  public  and  com¬ 
mercial  facilities  and  at  rents  or  prices  within  the  financial  means 
of  the  families  and  individuals  clisplaced,  decent,  sale,  and  sam- 
tarv  dwellings  equal  in  number  to  the  number  of,  and  available 
to,"  such  displaced  families  and  individuals  and  reasonably 
accessible  to  their  places  of  emplojmient;  ,  i  i 

(3)  To  assist  owners  of  displaced  businesses  and  _  displaced 
farm  operators  in  obtaining  and  becoming  established  in  suitable 
business  locations  or  replacement  farms; 

(4)  To  supply  information  concerning  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration  home  acquisition  program  under  section  221(d)  (2) 
of  the  National  Housing  Act,  the  small  business  disaster  loan 
program  under  section  7(b)(3)  of  the  Small  Business  Act,  and 
other  programs  offering  assistance  to  displaced  persons; 

(5)  To'assist  in  minimizing  hardships  to  displaced  persons  in  | 

adjusting  to  relocation;  and  _  _  _  .  . 

(6)  To  assure  the  coordination  of  relocation  activities  with 
other  project  activities  and  other  planned  or  proposed  govern¬ 
mental  actions  in  the  community  or  nearby  areas  which  may 
affect  the  carrjung  out  of  the  relocation  program. 

With  respect  to  item  2  above,  the  President  is  authorized  to  jire- 
scribe  by  regulations  situations  when  such  assurances  may  be  waived. 

Provisions  (1)  through  (5)  above,  in  effect,  extend  present  urban 
renewal  relocation  assistance  requirements  to  all  Federal  programs. 

Section  703(d)  amends  the  Small  Business  Act  to  proHde  assistance 
to  any  small  business  concern  if  it  is  determined  that  such  an  establish¬ 
ment  has  suffered  substantial  economic  injury  as  a  result  of  a  Federal, 
federally  aided,  or  State  public  improvement  progrmn.  The  Housing 
Act  of  1961  authorized  the  Small  Business  Administration  to  make 
loans  on  favorable  terms  to  displaced  business  concerns  suffering  such 
injury.  Many  small  business  concerns  are  adversely  affected  even 
though  the  property  they  occupy  may  be  located  outside  the  bound¬ 
aries  of  the  development  project;  highway-oriented  businesses  gen- 
erally  are  most  adversely  affected.  This  subsection  would  provide  loan  \ 
assistance  for  these  and  other  concerns,  as  well  as  for  business  entei- 
prises  actually  displaced. 

STATES  ACTING  AS  AGENTS  FOR  FEDERAL  PROGRAMS 

Section  704  provides  that  the  same  requirements  for  relocation 
payments  and  assistance  programs  shall  apply  in  cases  lyhere  a  State 
agency  requires  real  propertv  for  a  Federal  public  improvement 
project.  Data  compiled  by  the  House  select  subcommittee  revealed 
that  some  displacements  have  occurred  when  local  interests  have 
acquired  the  necessary  lands  for  the  Federal  Government.  In  some 
of  these  cases,  the  Federal  agency  in  question  has  been  unable  or 
unwilling  to  extend  relocation  payments. 
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AUTHORITY  OF  PRESIDENT 

Section  705(a)  sets  forth  the  areas  of  authority  granted  to  the 
President  in  making  rules  and  regulations  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  title  VII. 

First,  the  subsection  requires  that  relocation  payments  authorized 
by  section  702  shall  be  fair  and  reasonable  and  as  uniform  as  prac¬ 
ticable. 

Second,  it  requires  that  a  disjilaced  person  vho  makes  application 
for  relocation  payments  under  the  administrative  approach  contained 
in  section  702(a)  (as  contrasted  with  the  o[)tional  approach  in  sections 
702  (c),  (d),  and  (e))  shall  be  reimbursed  for  or  paid  his  actual  and 
reasonable  expenses  in  moving  himself,  his  family,  his  business,  farm 
operation,  or  other  personal  property,  and  for  his  expenses  in  search¬ 
ing  for  a  replacement  pro]3erty.  If  he  disposes  of  personal  property 
on  moving  his  business  or  farm  operation  and  rejilaces  such  property 
at  a  new  location  at  a  price  exceeding  the  sale  price  of  the  disposed 
property,  he  shall  be  entitled  to  the  difference  between  the  sale  and 
purchase  prices,  not  to  exceed,  however,  the  estimated  cost  of  moving 
the  property  or  its  market  value,  whichever  is  less.  He  also  shall  re¬ 
ceive  reimbursement  for  such  other  expenses  as  may  be  provided  for 
by  regulations  issued  by  the  President  under  this  section. 

Section  705(a)  establishes  further  requirements.  A  displaced  person 
who  makes  jiroper  application  for  a  relocation  payment  shall  be  paid 
pi-omptly  after  his  move,  or  in  hardship  cases  the  President  may,  by 
regidation,  authorize  advance  payment.  Any  person  aggrieved  by  a 
determination  as  to  eligibility  for  a  relocation  payment,  or  the  amount 
of  such  payment,  may  have  his  application  reviewed  by  the  head  of 
the  agency"  Finally,  the  displacee  shall  have  a  reasonable  time  in  which 
to  appty  i'or  a  relocation  payment  under  title  VII. 

Section  705(b)  permits  the  President,  by  regulation  to  establish  a 
limitation  on  the  amount  of  a  relocation  payment  authorized  under 
section  702(a)  with  due  consideration  to  the  declaration  of  policy  in 
section  701  of  the  title.  The  committee  feels  that  discretionary  author¬ 
ity  is  needed  in  order  that  relocation  costs  shall  not  exceed  the  bounds 
of  reasonableness  with  respect  to  the  Federal  project._  HoweA'er,  the 
overall  objectives  of  fair  and  equitable  treatment  as  stipulated  in  the 
declaration  of  purpose  and  other  fiscal  guidelines  in  the  title  shall  be 
given  primary  consideration  in  imposition  of  any  limitations  set  forth 
bv  the  President. 

"Section  705(c)  authorizes  the  President  to  require  affected  Federal 
agencies  to  use  established  relocation  facilities  of  other  Federal  agencies 
or  State  and  local  agencies  in  carrying  out  relocation  activities._  This 
subsection  seeks  to  eliminate  unnecessary  expense  and  overlapping  of 
relocation  functions  and  is  intended  to  assist  in  promoting  more  uni¬ 
form  and  effective  administration  of  relocation  assistance  payments. 

Section  705(d)  authorizes  the  President  to  make  such  other  rules 
and  regulations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  responsibilities 
under  this  act. 

Section  706  stipulates  that  funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  available 
to  any  Federal  agency  for  the  acquisition  of  real  property,  or  any 
interest  therein,  are  available  for  obligation  and  expenditure  to  im¬ 
plement  provisions  of  this  act. 
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PART  B— FEDERALLY  ASSISTED  PROGRAMS 

Part  B  of  title  VII  is  concerned  with  the  displacement  of  persons 
from  their  homes,  businesses,  and  farms  as  a  residt  of  real  property 
acquisitions  by  State  and  local  governments  in  programs  recei\'ing 
Federal  assistance.  It  is  the  intention  of  the  committee  to  apply  pro¬ 
tection  to  those  persons  displaced  under  these  federally  assisted  pro¬ 
grams  in  much  the  same  manner  that  they  are  protected  under 
programs  of  direct  Federal  acquisition. 

RELOCATION  P.WMENTS  AND  ASSIST.INCE;  ASSURANCE  OF  AV.\IL.\BILITY 

OF  HOUSING 

Section  707(a)  requires,  in  essence,  that  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  administering  federally  assisted  development  programs  must 
also  agree  to  provide  the  relocation  payments,  services,  and  assur¬ 
ances  of  available  housing  that  are  required  of  Federal  agencies,  as 
a  condition  for  receiving  the  Federal  assistance  for  the  programs 
involved. 

More  specifically,  the  subsection  requires  (1)  the  same  fair  and 
reasonable  payments  as  authorized  under  section  702  (a)  and  (b) 
through  administrativ'e  application  and  negotiation,  and  subject  to 
regulations  and  limitations  authorized  by  the  President;  (2)  the  same 
fixed  or  formularized  relocation  payments  which  were  provided  as 
optional  payments  under  section  702  (c),  (d),  _(e),  and  (f)  and  (3) 
relocation  assistance  services  described  in  section  703(c).  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  subsection  requires  that  State  and  local  recipients  must 
provide  a  feasible  method  for  the  temporary  relocation  of  families 
and  indi\'iduals  displaced  from  the  property  acquired,  and  assurance 
that  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time  prior  to  displacement,  there 
will  be  available  in  areas  not  general^  less  desirable  in  regard  to 
juiblic  utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities  and  at  rents  or 
])rices  within  the  financial  means  of  the  families  and  individuals  dis- 
jilaced,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings  equal  in  number  to  the 
number  of  and  available  to  such  displaced  families  and  individuals 
and  reasonably  accessible  to  their  places  of  employment. 

Phe  payment  of  up  to  $5,000  to  the  owner-occupant  of  a  dwelling 
in  addition  to  the  acquisition  payment  received  for  his  home,  as  set 
out  in  section  702(g),  must  also  be  included  as  an  additional  payment 
under  federally  assisted  programs.  However,  no  such  payment  will 
be  included  as  a  project  cost  if  the  owner-occupant  receives  a  jiayment 
required  by  the  State  law  of  eminent  domain  which  is  determined  by 
the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  to  have  substantially  the  same  i)urpose 
and  effect  as  subsection  702(g)  and  to  be  part  of  the  cost  of  the  project 
for  which  Federal  financial  assistance  is  available. 

Section  707(b)  begins  a  series  of  further  conditions  which  must  be 
met  by  State  and  local  governments  receiving  Federal  assistance 
affecting  real  property  acquisitions  and  displacement.  This  subsection 
states  that  as  a  condition  for  receiving  further  Federal  assistance,  the 
Federal  agency  shall  require  the  State  or  local  agency  to  give  assur¬ 
ances  before  displacement  occurs  that  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary 
dwellmgs  are  available  for  the  relocation  of  each  displaced  individual 
or  family.  This  requirement  that  suitable  relocation  housing  be 
available  to  disjilaced  persons  within  a  reasonable  time  prior  to  their 


31 


actual  displaceiiient  is  critically  important  to  accomi)lishment  of  the 
purposes  of  this  title.  It  is  intended  that  it  be  administered  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  declaration  of  policy  of  title  VII  that  “persons  should  be 
left  no  worse  off  economically  than  they  were  before  being  displaced.” 

Section  707  provides  that  the  cost  to  a  State  agency 'of  providing 
relocation  payments  and  services  may  be  included  as  part  of  the  cost  of 
the  project  for  which  Federal  financial  assistance  made  available  to 
the  State  agency,  and  the  State  agency  shall  be  eligible  for  Federal 
financial  assistance  with  respect  to  such  payments  and  services  in 
the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  with  respect  to  other 
project  costs.  It  is  jn-ovided,  however,  that  notwithstanding  any 
other  law  the  Federal  agency  providing  such  assistance  shall  contribute 
the  first  $25,000  of  the  cost  of  providing  such  payments  to  any  person 
displaced  prior  to  July  1,  1971,  and  that  no  State  agency  need  agree 
to  make  any  relocation  payment  in  excess  of  $25,000  to  any  displaced 
person  in  order  to  receive  Federal  assistance. 

S.  698,  following  its  predecessor,  S.  561,  provided  for  the  full 
Federal  contribution  of  100  percent  of  relocation  costs  up  to  $25,000 
for  an  unlimited  period.  This  followed  established  practice  in  the 
Federal  housing  and  urban  development  programs,  notably  the  urban 
renewal  prograrn.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  opposed  this  provision, 
taking  the  position  that  the  cost  of  relocation  should  be  considered  as 
a  part  of  the  cost  of  the  acquisition  of  land,  to  be  shared  in  accord  with 
the  particular  cost-sharing  arrangements  authorized  for  each  Federal- 
aid  program. 

The  Bureau  recommendation  would  have  deferred  the  effective 
date  of  this  portion  of  S.  698  to  allow  the  State  and  local  governments 
up  to  3  years  in  Avhich  to  remedy  any  lack  of  legal  authority  to  make 
the  required  payments. 

Section  707(c),  as  amended,  is  a  compromise  between  the  two 
positions.  In  authorizing  Federal  contribution  of  relocation  costs  up  to 
$25,000  during  the  first  3  years,  it  provides  for  payments  to  displaced 
persons  during  a  period  when  human  dislocation  resulting  from  public 
improvement  programs  may  be  particularly  severe.  In  deferring  for 
3  years  the  date  after  which  State  and  local  agencies  must  share  in 
relocation  costs,  it  allows  ample  time  for  such  agencies  to  obtain  any 
needed  legal  authority  to  comply  with  this  requhement. 

At  the  end  of  the  3-year  period,  a  State  or  local  agency  which  has 
not  obtained  any  legal  authority  needed  to  conform  to  the  require¬ 
ments  of  section  707(c),  will  be  unable  to  obtain  Federal  assistance  for 
the  project  to  which  the  relocation  reciuirements  are  related. 

Section  707(d)  is  directed  to  the  prevention  of  duplication  of 
functions.  It  seeks  uniformity  and  coordination  of  relocation  assistance 
programs  at  State  and  local  levels.  It  states  that  any  agreement  by 
a  State  agency  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  provide  that 
such  agency  may  make  relocation  payments  or  provide  relocation 
assistance  or  otherwise  carry  out  its  "functions  under  this  title  by 
utilizing  the  facilities,  personnel,  and  services  of  any  other  State 
agency  having  an  established  organization  for  conducting  relocation 
assistance  programs. 

Sections  707  (e)  and  (f)  are  administrative  sections  dealing  with 
amendments  to  the  Federal  contract  Avith  States  and  localities,  and 
the  advancement  of  the  Federal  funds  for  relocation  payments. 
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Section  708  makes  any  clisplacee  nnder  any  project  or  program 
receiving  Federal  assistance  nnder  title  I  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  a 
“displaced  person”  under  title  VII. 

Section  709  is  the  usual  “severability  provision”  found  in  many 
pieces  of  Federal  legislation.  It  states  that  if  any  provision  of  this 
title,  or  the  application  thereof  to  aiw  person  or  circumstance  is  held 
inv^alid,  the  remainder  of  this  title  and  the  application  of  the  provision 
to  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

Section  710  repeals  all  existing  provisions  of  Federal  law  which  are 
to  be  replaced  by  the  provisions  of  this  title.  Those  Federal  assistance 
programs  which  do  not  now  have  relocation  provisions  are  automat- 
cially  covered  by  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

Title  VIII — Uniform  Land  Acquisition  Policy 
PART  A— FEDERAL  PROGRAMS 

Title  VIII,  like  title  VII,  is  set  forth  in  two  ])arts,  the  first,  part  A, 
relating  to  the  taking  of  real  property  by  Federal  agencies  directly; 
and  the  second,  part  B,  related  to  real  property  taking  by  State  or 
local  agencies  under  federally  assisted  programs. 

UNIFORM  POLICY  ON  LAND  ACQUISITION  PRACTICES 

Section  801(a)  set  forth  a  congressional  mandate  of  12  provisions 
which  Federal  agencies  must  follow  in  the  taking  of  real  property  for 
Federal  purposes: 

(1)  Transactions  shall  be  conducted  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
assure  to  the  extent  possible  that  persons  whose  property  is 
acquired  shall  not  be  worse  off  economically  than  thej^  were  before 
the  property  was  acquired. 

(2)  Every  reasonable  effort  shall  be  made  to  acquire  real 

]H’operty  by  negotiated  purchase.  _  .  .  .  .  . 

(3)  Real  property  shall  be  appraised  before  the  initiation^  of 
negotiations,  and  the  owner  or  his  designated  representative 
slndl  be  given  an  opportunity  to  accompany  the  appraiser  during 
his  inspection  of  the  property. 

(4)  Before  the  initiation  of  negotiations  for  property,  the  head 
of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  shall  establish  a  price  which  he 
determines  to  be  a  fair  and  reasonable  consideration  therefor, 
which  price  shall  not  be  less  than  the  appraised  value  of  the 
jiroperty  as  approved  by  such  agency  head,  and  he  shall  make  a 
prompt  offer  to  acquire  the  property  for  the  full  amount  so 
established.  This  provision  is  intended  to  assure  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  reimburse  a  property  owner  in  an  amount  which  is 
fair  and  reasonable,  and  that  its  offer  to  the  owner  shall  not  be 
less  tban  appraised  value.  It  is  not  intended  to  preclude  effective 
negotiation  or  to  establish  a  one-price  policy. 

(5)  No  owner  shall  be  required  to  surrender  possession  of  real 
property  before  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  pays 
the  agreed  purchase  price,  or  deposits  with  the  court  in  an 
amount  not  less  than  the  appraised  fair  value  of  such  property 
as  determined  by  such  agency  head,  or  the  amount  of  the  award 
of  compensation  in  the  condemnation  proceeding  for  such 
property. 
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(6)  The  construction  or  development  of  public  improvements 
shall  be  so  scheduled  that,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  no 
person  lawfully  occupying  real  property  will  be  required  to  move 
from  a  dwelling,  or  to  move  his  business  or  farm  operation  without 
at  least  90  days’  written  notice  from  the  head  of  the  Federal 
agency  concerned,  of  the  date  by  which  such  move  is  required. 

(7)  If  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  does  not 
require  a  building,  structure,  or  other  improvement  acquired  as 
a  part  of  the  real  property,  he  shall  where  practicable  offer  to 
permit  its  owner  to  remove  it. 

(8)  If  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  permits  an  owner  or 
tenant  to  occupy  the  real  property  acquired  on  a  rental  basis  for 
a  short  term  or  for  a  period  subject  to  termination  by  the  Govern¬ 
ment  on  short  notice,  the  amount  of  rent  required  shall  not 
exceed  the  fair  rental  value  of  the  property  to  a  short  term 
occupier. 

(9)  In  no  event  shall  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  either 
advance  the  tune  of  condemnation,  or  defer  the  condemnation 
and  the  deposit  of  funds  in  court  for  the  use  of  the  owner,  in  order 
to  compel  an  agreement  on  the  price  to  be  paid  for  the  property. 
If  an  agency  head  cannot  reach  an  agreement  with  the  owner, 
after  negotiations  have  continued  for  a  reasonable  time,  he  shall 
promptly  institute  condemnation  proceedings  and,  at  the  same 
time  or  as  soon  thereafter  as  practicable,  file  a  declaration  of 
taking  and  deposit  funds  with  the  court  if  possession  is  required 
prior  to  the  entry  of  the  judgment  in  the  condemnation  proceeding. 

(10)  If  an  interest  in  real  property  is  to  be  acquired  by  exercise 
of  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
concerned  shall,  except  as  to  property  to  be  acquired  under  sec¬ 
tion  25  of  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  Act  of  1933,  request 
the  Attorney  General  to  institute  formal  condemnation  proceed¬ 
ings.  No  Federal  agency  head  shall  intentionally  make  it  necessary 
for  an  owner  to  institute  legal  proceedings  to  prove  the  fact  of 
the  taking  of  his  property. 

(11)  If  the  acquisition  of  only  part  of  a  property  would  leave 
its  owner  with  an  uneconomic  remnant,  the  head  of  the  Federal 
agency  concerned  shall  offer  to  acquire  the  entire  property. 

(12)  In  determining  the  boundaries  of  a  proposed  public  im¬ 
provement,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  should 
take  into  account  human  considerations,  including  the  economic 
and  social  effects  of  such  determination  on  the  owners  and  tenants 
of  real  property  in  the  area,  in  addition  to  engineering  and  other 
factors. 

Section  801(b)  makes  clear  that  the  above  provisions  shall  not  affect 
the  validity  of  any  acquisitions  by  purchase  or  condemnation. 

BUILDINGS,  STRUCTURES,  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 

Section  802(a)  states  that  if  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  acquires 
land  or  any  interest  in  and  for  public  use  in  a  State,  he  shall  acquire 
a  like  interest,  or  greater  interest,  in  all  buildings,  structures,  or  other 
improvements  comprising  part  of  the  real  ]iroperty  so  acquired  which 
are  required  to  be  removed  from  the  land  which,  in  the  opinion  of  such 
agency  head,  will  be  adversely  affected  by  such  public  use. 
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However,  there  are  situations  where  tlie  buildiiig:s,  structures,  and 
improvements  do  not  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  laud,  but  are  the 
proi)erty  of  a  tenant  or  other  person  holding  legal  possession.  In  such 
instance  section  802(c)  provides  that  for  the  i)urpose  of  determining 
the  extent  of  the  acquisition  of  real  property  and  the  valuation  thereof, 
no  building,  structure,  or  other  improvement  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
other  than  a  part  of  the  real  pro])erty  solely  because  of  the  right  or 
obligation  of  a  tenant,  as  against  the  owner  of  any  othp’  interest  in 
the  real  property,  to  remove  such  building,  structure,  or  improvement 
at  the  expiration  of  his  term,  and  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
shall  pay  to  the  tenant  the  fair  value  of  the  building,  structure,  or 
improvement,  which  shall  be  determined  as  the  greatest  of  (1)  the 
contributive  value  of  the  improvement  to  the  present  use  of  the  en¬ 
tirety,  (2)  the  current  cost  of  re[)roduction  less  depreciation  of  the 
improvement,  or  (3)  the  value  of  the  improvement  for  removal  from 
the  ]iroperty.  It  is  provided  (1)  that  payment  hereunder  will  not 
result  in  duplication  of  any  jjayments  otherwise  authorized  by  law, 
(2)  that  the  fee  owner  of  the  land  involved  shall  disclaim  any  interest 
in  the  improvements  of  the  lessee,  and  (3)  the  lessee  in  consideration 
for  such  payment  shall  assign,  transfer,  and  release  to  the  United 
States  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  such  improvements 
It  is  also  })rovided  that  no  provision  of  this  section  shall  be  construed 
to  deprive  the  lessee  of  his  right  to  reject  the  payments  hereunder 
and  to  obtain  payment  for  his  i)roperty  interests  of  just  compensation 
as  otherwise  defined  by  law. 

EXPENSES  INCIDENTAL  TO  TRANSFER  OF  TITLE  TO  UNITED  STATES 

Section  803  provides  for  reimbursement  of  the  owner  as  soon  as 
possible  after  the  real  property  has  been  purchased  or  compensation 
awarded  under  condemnation  with  respect  to  the  following  expenses: 

(1)  Recording  fees,  transfer  taxes,  and  similar  expenses  in 
conveying  such  real  jiroperty  to  the  United  States; 

(2)  "Penalty  costs  for  prepayment  of  mortgage  incident  to  such 
real  property,  provided  that  such  mortgage  shall  be  of  record  as 
required  by  law  on  the  date  the  official  announcement  of  the 
project  i^  made  by  the  authorized  Federal  agency;  and 

(3)  The  pro  rata  portion  of  real  property  taxes  allocable  to  a 
lieriod  subsequent  to  the  date  of  vesting  title  or  the  effective  date 
of  a  court  order  of  possession,  whichever  is  the  earlier. 

PART  B— FEDERALLY  ASSISTED  PROGRAJVIS 

REQUIREMENTS  FOR  APPROVAL  OF  CONTRACTS  OR  AGREEMENTS  FOR 
FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Section  804  sets  forth  the  requirements  and  conditions  which  must 
be  agreed  to  by  State  or  local  recipients  of  Federal  assistance  in  con¬ 
nection  with  projects  involving  the  acquisition  of  real  property.  _ 

Section  804(a)  states  that  no  Federal  assistance  will  be  available 
to  any  State  or  local  agency  in  whole  or  in  part  to  pay  the  cost  ot 
acquisition  of  real  pro^ierty  or  of  a  public  improvement  for  which  real 
proiierty  is  to  be  acquired  unless  such  agency  agrees  to  the  following: 


(1)  That  every  reasonal)le  effort  shall  be  made  to  acquire  the 
real  property  by  negotiated  purchase; 

(2)  That  the  construction  or  development  of  the  public  improve¬ 
ment  shall  be  so  schednled  that,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable, 
no  person  will  be  recjuired  to  move  from  a  home,  farm,  or  business 
location  without  at  least  90  days’  written  notice  from  such  State 
agency  of  the  date  by  which  the  move  is  required;  and 

(3)  That  it  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  head  of  the  State  agency, 
before  initiating  negotiations  for  real  property,  to  establish  a  price 
which  he  believes  to  be  a  fair  and  reasonable  consideration  there¬ 
for,  such  price  not  to  be  less  than  the  appraised  value  of  the 
property  as  approved  by  such  State  agency  liead,  and  to  make  a 
prompt  offer  to  acquire  the  property  for  the  full  amount  so 
established. 

Section  804(b)  states  that  on  or  after  July  1,  1971,  no  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  shall  be  available  for  land  acquisitions  by  State  and  local  agencies 
unless  such  agency  agrees  to  the  following: 

(1)  That  no  owner  will  be  required  to  surrender  possession  of 
real  property  before  the  head  of  the  State  agency  (A)  pays  the 
agreed  purchase  price,  (B)  makes  available  to  the  owner,  by  court 
deposit  or  otherwise,  an  amount  not  less  than  the  appraised  fair 
value  of  such  property,  as  approved  by  such  State  agency  head, 
without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the  owner  to  contest  the  amount 
of  compensation  due  for  the  property,  or  (C)  deposits  or  pays 
the  final  award  of  compensation  in  the  condemnation  proceeding 
for  such  property; 

(2)  That  the  head  of  the  State  agency,  not  later  than  the  date 
of  payment  of  the  purchase  price  or  the  date  of  deposit  of  funds 
to  satisfy  the  award  of  compensation  in  a  condemnation  proceed¬ 
ing  to  acquire  real  property,  whichever  is  the  earlier,  shall  reim¬ 
burse  the  owner,  to  the  extent  the  head  of  such  agency  deems  fair 
and  reasonable,  for  expenses  necessarily  incurred  for — 

(A)  recording  fees,  transfer  taxes,  and  similar  expenses  in 
conveying  such  real  property  to  the  United  States; 

(B)  penalty  costs  for  prepayment  of  mortgage  incident  to 
such  real  property;  and 

(C)  the  pro  rata  portion  of  real  property  taxes  allocable 
to  a  periocl  subsequent  to  the  date  of  vesting  title  or  the 
effective  date  of  a  court  order  of  possession,  whichever  is  the 
earlier. 

(3)  That  any  decrease  in  the  value  of  real  property  prior  to 
the  date  of  valuation  caused  by  the  public  im[)rovement  for  which 
such  property  is  acquired,  or  "by  the  likelihood  that  the  proi)ertj’ 
would  be  acquired  for  the  proposed  ])ublic  improvement,  other 
than  that  due  to  physical  deterioration  within  the  reasonable 
control  of  the  owner,  will  be  disregarded  in  determining  the 
compensation  for  the  property;  and 

(4)  That  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  extent  of  the 
acquisition  of  real  property  and  the  valuation  thereof,  no  building, 
structure,  or  other  improvement  will  be  deemed  to  be  other  than 
a  part  of  the  real  property  solely  because  of  the  right  or  obligation 
of  a  tenant,  as  against  the  owner  of  any  other  interest  in  the  real 
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property,  to  remove  such  building,  structure,  or  improvement  at 
the  expiration  of  his  term,  and  the  head  of  the  State  agency  shall 
pay  to  the  tenant  the  fair  value  of  the  building,  structure,  or 
improvement,  which  fair  value  shall  be  determined  by  such  agency 
head  as  the  greatest  of  (1)  the  contributive  value  of  the  improve¬ 
ment  to  the  present  use  of  the  entirety,  (2)  the  current  cost  of 
reproduction  less  depreciation  of  the  improvements,  or  (3)  the 
value  of  the  improvement  for  removal  from  the  property;  jiro- 
vided,  (1)  that  payment  hereunder  will  not  result  in  duplication 
of  any  payments  otherwise  authorized  by  law;  (2)  that  the  fee 
owner  of  the  land  involved  disclaims  any  interest  in  the  improve¬ 
ments  of  the  lessee;  and  (3)  the  lessee  in  consideration  for  such 
payment  shall  assign,  transfer,  and  release  to  the  State  agency 
all  his  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  such  improvements; 
provided  further,  that  no  provision  of  this  section  shall  be 
construed  to  deprive  the  lessee  of  his  right  to  reject  the  payments 
hereunder  and  to  obtain  payment  for  this  property  interests  of 
just  compensation  as  otherwise  defined  by  law. 

Section  805  repeals,  effective  July  1,  1971,  sections  of  the  Housing  ^ 
Act  of  1949  which  on  that  date  will  be  superseded  by  provisions  of  ’ 
this  title. 

Title  IX — Judicial  Keview 

Title  IX  makes  clear  that  all  sections  of  title  VII  (Uniform  Relo¬ 
cation  Assistance)  and  title  VIII  (Uniform  I^and  Acquisition)  which 
require  any  actions  by  a  Federal  agency  shall  be  subject  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Procedure  Act  for  purposes  of  administrative  and  judicial 
review  of  such  action. 

Section  901  makes  the  appropriate  review  provisions  applicable  to 
an  action  by  a  Federal  agency  under  title  VII  and  title  VIII,  and  makes 
clear  that  a  State,  which  includes  a  local  subdivision,  is  entitled  to 
such  review  in  the  same  manner  as  a  person. 

Section  902  establishes  the  right  for  any  person  or  State,  including 
a  local  subdivision,  which  has  been  adversely  affected  or  aggrieved  by 
a  final  order  under  title  VII  or  title  VIII,  to  institute  in  a  Federal 
district  court  an  action  seeking  review  of  such  final  action  of  the 
Federal  agency,  and  demanding  appropriate  relief  therefrom. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law  | 

In  compliance  with  subsection  4  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported,  are  shown  as  follows  (matter  omitted  enclosed  in  brackets; 
new  matter  printed  in  italic;  existing  law  in  which  no  change  is  reported 
shown  in  roman) : 

MOVING  EXPENSES  RESULTING  FROM  ACQUISITION  OF  LANDS  BY 

SECRETARY  OF  INTERIOR 

The  bill  repeals  43  U.S.C.  1231-1234,  relating  to  payment  of  moving 
expenses  resulting  from  acquisition  of  lands  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior: 
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[moving  expenses  resulting  from  acquisition  of  lands  by 

SECRETARY  OF  INTERIOR 

[§  1231.  Payment  of  moving  expenses  to  owners  and  tenants  of 
lands  acquired  for  developments ;  limitation  on  amount ;  appli¬ 
cation  for  payment. 

[The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized,  to  the  extent  adminis¬ 
tratively  determined  by  him  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  to  reimburse 
the  owners  and  tenants  of  lands  acquired  for  the  construction,  opera¬ 
tion,  or  maintenance  of  developments  under  his  jurisdiction  for  ex¬ 
penses  and  other  losses  and  damages  incurred  by  them  in  the  process 
and  as  a  direct  result  of  such  moving  of  themselves,  their  families,  and 
their  possessions  as  is  occasioned  by  said  acquisition,  which  reimburse¬ 
ment  shall  be  in  addition  to,  but  not  in  duphcation  of,  any  payments 
that  may  otherwise  be  authorized  by  law:  Provided,  That  the  total  of 
such  reimbursement  to  the  owners  and  tenants  of  any  parcel  of  land 
shall  in  no  event  exceed  25  per  centum  of  its  fair  value,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary.  No  payment  under  sections  1231 — 1234  of  this 
title  shall  be  made  unless  application  therefor,  supported  by  an  item¬ 
ized  statement  of  the  expenses,  losses,  and  damages  incurred,  is  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Secretary  within  one  year  from  the  date  upon  which  the 
premises  involved  are  vacated  or,  in  the  case  of  lands  acquired  and 
vacated  prior  to  May  29,  1958  but  after  July  14,  1952,  within  one  year 
from  May  29,  1958.  (Pub.  L.  85-433,  §  1,  May  29,  1958,  72  Stat.  152.) 

[§  1232.  Administration;  rules  and  regulations;  exemption  from 
Administrative  Procedure  Act. 

The  Secretary  may  perform  any  and  all  acts  and  make  such  rules 
and  regulations  as  he  finds  necessary  and  proper  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  1231 — 1234  of  this  title.  All 
functions  performed  under  this  Act  shall  be  exempt  from  the  operation 
of  sections  1001 — 1011  of  Title  5,  except  as  to  the  requirements  of 
section  1002  of  Title  5.  (Pub.  L.  85-433,  §  2,  May  29,  1958,  72  Stat. 
152.) 

[§  1233.  Definitions. 

As  used  in  sections  1231 — ^1234  of  this  title,  the  term  “lands”  shall 
include  interests  in  land;  the  term  “acquisition”  and  its  cognates  shall 
include  the  exercise  of  a  right-of-way  upon  lands  subject  thereto  under 
section  945  of  this  title;  and  the  term  “fair  value”  shall,  in  the  case  of 
interests  in  land  and  of  rights-of-way  under  section  945  of  this  title, 
mean  a  fair  value  of  the  interest  acquired  or  of  the  right-of-way 
occupied.  (Pub.  L.  85-433,  §  3,  May  29,  1958,  72  Stat.  152.) 

[§  1234.  Availability  of  appropriations. 

Funds  appropriated  for  the  construction,  operation,  or  maintenance 
of  developments  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  shall  also  be 
available  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  1231 — 1234  of 
this  title.  (Pub.  L.  85-433,  §  4,  May  29,  1958,  72  Stat.  152.)] 
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NATIONAL  AERONAUTICS  AND  SPACE  ACT  OF  1958 

The  bill  rei)eals  paragraph  14  of  section  203(b)  of  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Act  of  1958  (42  U.S.C.  2473(b)(14)) ; 

[§  2473.  Functions  of  the  Administration. 

[(b)  In  the  performance  of  its  functions  the  Administration  is 
authorized — 

[(14)  to  reimburse,  to  the  extent  determined  by  the  Administrator 
or  his  designee  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  the  owners  and  tenants 
of  land  and  interests  in  land  acquired  on  or  after  November  1,  1961, 
by  the  Lhiited  States  for  use  by  the  Administration  by  ])urchase, 
condemnation,  or  otherwise  for  expenses  and  losses  and  damages 
incurred  by  such  owners  and  tenants  as  a  direct  result  of  moving 
themselves,  their  families,  and  their  i)ossessions  because  of  said 
acquisition.  Such  reimbursement  shall  be  in  addition  to,  but  not  in 
duplication  of,  any  jjayments  that  may  otherwise  be  authorized  by 
law  to  be  made  to  such  owners  and  tenants.  The  total  of  any  such 
reimbursement  to  any  owner  or  tenant  shall  in  no  event  exceed  25 
per  centum  of  the  fair  value,  as  determined  by  the  Administrator,  of  I 
the  parcel  of  land  or  interest  in  land  to  which  the  reimbursement  is 
related.  No  payment  under  this  paragraph  shall  be  made  unless 
application  therefor,  supported  by  an  itemized  statement  of  the 
expenses,  losses,  and  damages  incurred,  is  submitted  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  within  one  year  from  (a)  the  date  xqjon  which  the  parcel  of 
land  or  interest  in  land  is  to  be  vacated  under  agreement  with  the 
Government  by  the  owner  or  tenant  or  pursuant  to  law,  including 
but  not  limited  to,  an  order  of  a  court,  or  (b)  the  date  upon  which  the 
parcel  of  land  or  interest  in  the  land  involved  is  vacated,  whichever 
first  occurs.  The  Administrator  may  perform  any  and  all  acts  and 
make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he  deems  necessary  and  proper 
for  the  purpose  ot  carrying  oiit  this  jiaragraph.  All  functions  per¬ 
formed  imder  this  paragraph  shall  be  exempt  from  the  operation  of 
sections  1001 — 1011  of  Title  5,  except  as  to  the  requirements  of  section 
1002  of  Title  5.  Funds  available  to  the  Administration  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  real  property  or  interests  therein  shall  also  be  available  for 
carrying  out  this  paragraph.] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE — REIMBURSEMENT  OF  OWNERS  OF  PROPERTY  i 
ACQUIRED  FOR  PUBLIC  WORKS  PROJECTS  FOR  MOVING  EXPENSES  ' 

The  bill  repeals  section  2680  of  title  10  of  the  United  States  Code; 

[§  2680.  Reimbursement  of  owners  of  property  acquired  for  public 
works  projects  for  moving  expenses. 

[(a)  Under  regulations  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
without  regard  to  sections  1001  and  1003 — 1011  of  title  5,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  a  military  department,  or  his  designee,  may,  upon  application 
by  the  OAvners  and  the  tenants  of  land  to  be  acquired  for  a  public 
works  jiroject  of  his  department,  reimburse  those  owners  and  tenants 
for  those  expenses,  losses,  or  damages  that  he  determines  to  be  fair 
and  reasonable  and  that  are  incurred  by  them  as  a  direct  result  of 
moA’ing  themseh-es  and  their  families  and  jiossessions  because  of  that 
acquisition.  HoAA’ever,  application  for  reimbursement  must  be  made 
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within  one  year  after  that  acquisition  or  witliin  one  3’ear  after  the 
propertj'  is  vacated,  whichever  date  is  later,  and  be  accompanied  by 
an  itemized  statement  of  the  ex])enses,  losses,  and  damages  incurred. 

[(b)  The  total  pajunents  under  this  section  with  respect  to  a  parcel 
of  land  may  not  be  more  than  25  ])ercent  of  the  fair  value  of  that  land, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  military  department  concerned. 
Thej'  are  in  addition  to,  but  maj"  not  duplicate,  any  other  payments 
that  may  be  made  under  law  as  a  result  of  acquisition  of  that  land. 

[(c)  Any  funds  appropriated  for  civil  or  military  public  works  may 
be  used  to  make  payments  under  this  section.  (Added  Pub.  L.  87-65f , 
title  I,  §  112(c),  Sept.  7,  1962,  76  Stat.  511).] 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 

The  bill  repeals  section  133  of  the  Federal-Aid’Highway  Act  of 
1962  (23  U.S.C.  133): 

[§  133.  Relocation  assistance. 

[(a)  As  used  in  this  section  the  term  “eligible  person”  means  any 
)  individual,  family,  business  concern  (including  the  operation  (d'  a 
farm)  and  nonprofit  organization  to  be  displaced  by  construction  of  a 
project. 

[(b)  The  Secretary  prior  to  his  approval  of  any  project  under 
section  106  of  this  title  for  right-of-way  acquisition  or  actual  construc¬ 
tion  shall  require  the  State  highwaj^  department  to  give  satisfactory 
assurance  that  relocation  advisory  assistance  shall  be  provided  for  the 
relocation  of  families  displaced  by  acquisition  or  clearance  of  rights-of- 
way  for  any  Federal-aid  highwaj'. 

[(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve,  as  a  part  of  the  cost  of  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  such 
relocation  payments  as  may  be  made  by  a  State  highway  department, 
or  a  local  public  agency  acting  as  an  agent  for  the  State  highway 
department  for  this  purpose,  to  eligible  persons  for  their  reasonable 
and  necessary  moving  expenses  caused  bx"  their  displacement  from 
real  property  acquired  for  such  project.  However,  the  Secretary  shall 
not  require  a  State  to  pay  relocation  payments  where  not  authorized 
by  State  law. 

[(d)  Payments  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  such  rules  and 
L  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  bj^  the  Secretary,  and  shall  not  exceed 
'  $200  in  the  case  of  an  individual  or  famil}^,  or  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a 
business  concern  (including  the  operation  of  a  farm)  or  nonprofit 
organization.  In  the  case  of  a  business  (including  the  operation  of  a 
farm)  and  in  the  case  of  a  nonprofit  organization,  the  allowable 
expenses  for  transportation  under  this  subsection  shall  not  exceed  the 
cost  of  moving  50  miles  from  the  point  from  which  such  business  or 
organization  is  being  displaced.  Such  rules  and  regulations  may 
include  provisions  authorizing  reimbursement  for  payments  made  to 
individuals  and  families  of  fixed  amounts  (not  to  exceed  $200  in  any 
case)  in  lieu  of  their  respective  reasonable  and  necessary  moving 
expenses. 

[(e)  This  section  shall  apply  onl}'  with  respect  to  projects  approved 
under  section  106  of  this  title  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
section.  (Added  Pub.  L.  87-866,  §  5(a),  Oct.  23,  1962,  76  Stat.  1146.)] 
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URBAN  MASS  TRANSPORTATION  ACT  OF  1964 

The  bill  repeals  the  relocation  payments  jiro vision,  section  7(b)  of 
the  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Act  of  1964  (78  Stat.  305),  (49  U.S.C. 

1606(b)):  .  X,  •  , 

[(b)  Notwithstanding:  any  other  provision  of  this  chapter,  hnancial 
assistance  extended  to  any  project  under  section  1602  of  this  title 
may  include  grants  for  relocation  payments,  as  herein  defined.  Such 
grants  may  be  in  addition  to  other  financial  assistance  for  the  project 
under  section  1602  of  this  title,  and  no  part  of  the  amount  of  such 
relocation  payments  shall  be  required  to  be  contributed  as  a  local 
grant.  The  term  “relocation  payments”  means  payments  by  the 
applicant  to  individuals,  families,  business  concerns,  and  nonprofit 
organizations  for  their  reasonable  and  necessary  moving  expenses 
and  any  actual  direct  losses  of  property,  except  goodwill  or  profit, 
for  which  reimbursement  or  compensation  is  not  otherwise  made, 
resulting  from  their  displacement  by  the  project.  Such  payments 
shall  be  made  subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Administrator,  and  shall  not  exceed  $200  in  the  case 
of  an  individual  or  family,  or  $3,000  (or  if  greater,  the  total  certified 
actual  moving  expenses)  in  the  case  of  a  business  concern  or  nonprofit 
organization.  Such  rules  and  regulations  may  include  provisions 
authorizing  payment  to  indivuduals  and  families  of  fixed  amounts 
(not  to  exceed  $200  in  any  case)  in  lieu  of  their  respective  reasonable 
and  necessary  moving  expenses  and  actual  direct  losses  of  property. 
(Pub.  L.  88-365,  §  7,  July  9,  1964,  78  Stat.  305.)] 

HOUSING  ACT  OF  1949— RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE 


The  bill  repeals  section  105(c)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42 
U.S.C.  1455(c)): 

[(c)  Temporary  relocation  of  individuals  and  families  displaced 
from  urban  renewal  area;  relocation  assistance  program. 

[There  be  a  feasible  method  for  the  temporary  relocation  of  indi¬ 
viduals  and  families  displaced  from  the  urban  renewal  area,  and  that 
there  are  or  are  being  provided,  in  the  urban  renewal  area  or  in 
other  areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to  public^  utilities 
and  public  and  commercial  facilities  and  at  rents  or  prices  within  the 
financial  means  of  the  individuals  and  families  displaced  from  the 
urban  renewal  area,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings  equal  in 
number  to  the  number  of  and  available  to  such  displaced  individuals 
and  families  and  reasonably  accessible  to  their  places  of  employ¬ 
ment:  Provided,  That  the  Administrator  shall  issue  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations  to  aid  in  implementing  the  requirements  of  this  subsection 
and  in  otherwise  achieving  the  objectives  of  this  subchapter  which 
shall  require  that  there  be  established,  at  the  earliest  practicable 
time,  for  each  urban  renewal  iiroject  involving  the  displacement  of 
families,  individuals,  or  business  concerns  occupying  property  in  aii 
urban  renewal  area,  a  relocation  assistance  program  which  shall 
include  such  measures,  facilities,  and  services  as  may  be  necessary  or 
approjiriate  in  order  (1)  to  determine  the  needs  of  such  families, 
individuals,  and  business  concerns  for_  relocation  psistance,  (2)  to 
[irovude  information  and  assistance  to  aid  in  relocation  and  otherwise 
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minimize  the  hardships  of  displacement,  and  (3)  to  assure  the  neces¬ 
sary  coordination  of  relocation  activdties  with  other  project  activities 
and  other  planned  or  proposed  governmental  actions  in  the  com¬ 
munity  which  may  affect  the  carrying  out  of  the  relocation  program.] 

HOUSING  ACT  OF  1949 — EELOCATION  ASSISTANCE 

The  bill  repeals  section  114  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (78  Stat. 
788-789),  (42  U.S.C.  1465): 

[§  1465.  Relocation. 

[(a)  Financial  assistance  to  displaced  individuals,  families,  busi¬ 
nesses,  and  nonprofit  organizations. 

[Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  subchapter,  an  urban 
renewal  project  may  include  the  making  of  payments  as  prescribed  in 
this  section  to  displaced  individuals,  families,  business  concerns,  and 
nonprofit  organizations;  and  any  contract  for  financial  assistance 
under  this  subchapter  shall  provide  that  the  capital  grant  otherwise 
jiayable  for  the  project  shall  be  increased  by  an  amount  equal  to  such 
payments  and  that  no  part  of  the  amount  of  such  payments  shall  be 
required  to  be  contributed  as  part  of  the  local  grant-in-aid.  As  used  in 
this  section,  “displaced”  refers  to  displacement  from  an  urban  renewal 
area  made  necessary  by  (1)  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  a  local 
public  agency  or  by  any  other  public  body,  (2)  code  enforcement 
activities  undertaken  in  connection  with  an  urban  renewal  [iroject, 
or  (3)  a  program  of  voluntary  rehabilitation  of  buildings  or  other 
improvements  in  accordance  with  an  urban  renewal  plan. 

[(b)  Payments  to  business  concerns  or  nonprofit  organizations; 
considerations ;  maximum  amounts. 

[A  local  public  agency  may  pay  to  any  displaced  business  concern 
or  nonprofit  organization — 

[(1)  its  reasonable  and  necessary  moving  expenses  and  any 
actual  direct  losses  of  property  except  goodwill  or  profit  (which 
are  incurred  on  and  after  August  7,  1956,  and  for  which  reim¬ 
bursement  or  compensation  is  not  otherwise  made) :  Provided, 
That  such  payment  shall  not  exceed  $3,000  (or,  if  greater,  the 
total  certified  actual  moving  expenses) ;  and 

(2)  an  additional  $2,500  in  the  case  of  a  private  business  con¬ 
cern  vdth  average  annual  net  earnings  of  less  than  $10,000  per 
year  which  (A)  was  doing  business  in  a  location  in  the  urban 
renewal  area  on  the  date  of  local  approval  of  the  urban  renewal 
plan  (or  of  acquisition  of  real  property  under  the  third  sentence 
of  section  1452(a)  of  this  title,  (B)  is  displaced  on  or  after  Jan¬ 
uary  27,  1964,  and  (C)  is  not  part  of  an  enterprise  ha\dng  estab¬ 
lishments  outside  the  urban  renewal  area. 

Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  clause  (1)  of  the  preceding  sen¬ 
tence,  a  business  concern  which  is  not  being  displaced  from  an  urban 
renewal  area  shall  be  eligible  for  payments  under  such  clause  (1) 
of  its  certified  actual  moving  expenses  with  respect  to  its  outdoor 
advertising  displays  being  removed  from  the  urban  renewal  area  in 
the  same  manner  as  though  such  business  concern  were  being 
displaced. 
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[(c)  Payments  to  individuals  and  families;  considerations;  com¬ 
putation  of  amount;  maximum  amounts;  restrictions. 

[(1)  A  local  public  agency  may  pay  to  any  displaced  individual  or 
family  his  or  its  reasonable  and  necessary  mo^’ing  expenses  and  any 
actual  direct  losses  of  property  (which  are  incurred  on  and  after 
August  7,  1956,  and  for  which  reimbursement  or  compensation  is  not 
otherwise  made) :  Provided,  That  such  payment  shall  not  exceed  $200 : 
And  provided  jurther,  That  the  Administrator  may  authorize  payment 
to  individuals  and  families  of  fixed  amounts  (not  to  exceed  $200  in 
any  case)  in  lieu  of  their  respective  reasonable  and  necessary  moving 
exjjenses  and  actual  direct  losses  of  property. 

[(2)  A  local  public  agency  may  ))ay  (in  addition  to  any  amount 
under  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection),  on  behalf  of  any  displaced 
family  or  any  displaced  individual  sixty-two  years  of  age  or  over,  dur¬ 
ing  the  first  five  months  after  displacement,  a  relocation  adjustment 
payment,  not  to  exceed  $500,  to  assist  such  displaced  individual  or 
family  to  acquire  a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dw'elling.  The  relocation 
adjustmoit  payment  sliall  be  an  amount  which,  when  added  to  20  per 
centum  of  the  annual  income  of  the  displaced  individual  or  famih"  at 
the  time  of  displacement,  equals  the  average  rental  required,  for  a 
12-mouth  period,  for  such  a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling  of 
modest  standards  adequate  in  size  to  accommodate  the  displaced  indi- 
^ddual  or  family  (in  the  urban  renewal  area  or  in  other  areas  not  gen¬ 
erally  less  desirable  in  regard  to  public  utilities  and  public  and  com¬ 
mercial  facilities) :  Provided,  That  such  payment  shall  be  made  only 
to  an  individual  or  family  who  is  unable  to  secure  a  dwelling  unit  in  a 
low^-rent  housing  project  assisted  under  the  United  States  Housing 
Act  of  1937,  or  under  a  State  or  local  program  found  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  to  have  the  same  general  purposes  as  the  Federal  program  under 
such  Act  or  a  dwelling  assisted  under  section  1701s  of  Title  12 :  Provided 
jurther,  That  payments  under  this  paragraph  shall  be  available  only 
in  the  case  of  families,  and  individuals  sixty-tw'o  years  of  age  or  over, 
displaced  on  or  after  January  27,  1964. 

[(d)  Payments  to  individuals,  families,  business  concerns,  and  non¬ 
profit  organizations  for  recording  fees,  transfer  taxes,  incidental 
expenses,  penalty  costs,  and  pro  rata  taxes. 

In  addition  to  payments  authorized  to  be  made  under  subsections 
(b)  and  (c)  of  this  section,  a  local  public  agency  may  pay  to  any  dis¬ 
placed  individual,  family,  business  concern,  or  nonprofit  organization 
reasonable  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  for  (1)  recording  fees, 
transfer  taxes,  and  similar  expenses  incidental  to  conveying  real 
property  to  a  project  assisted  under  this  subchapter,  (2)  penalty  costs 
for  prepayment  of  any  mortgage  encumbering  such  real  property,  and 
(3)  the  pro  rata  portion  of  real  property  taxes  allocable  to  a  period 
subsequent  to  the  date  of  vesting  of  title  or  the  effective  date  of  the 
acquisition  of  such  real  property  by  such  agency,  whichever  is  earlier. 

[(e)  Rules  and  regulations;  finality  of  administrative  decisions; 
promptness  of  payments. 

Tlie  Administrator  is  authorized  to  establish  such  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations  as  he  may  deem  appropriate  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  section  and  may  provide  in  any  contract  with  a  local  public 
agency,  or  in  regulations  promulgated  by  the  Administrator,  that 
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determinations  of  any  duly  designated  officer  or  agency  as  to  eligibility 
for  and  the  amount  of  relocation  assistance  authorized  by  this  section 
shall  be  final  and  conclusive  for  any  purposes  and  not  subject  to  re¬ 
determination  by^  ^i'ny  court  or  any  other  officer.  Such  regulations 
shall  include  provisions  to  assure  that  relocation  payments,  as  author¬ 
ized  by  this  section,  shall  be  made  as  promptly  as  possible  to  all 
families,  individuals,  business  concerns,  and  nonprofit  organizations 
found  to  be  eligible  for  such  payments  by  reason  of  their  having  been 
displaced  from  property  in  the  urban  renewal  area,  without  regard 
to  any  subsequent  proceedings,  determinations,  or  events  relating  to 
such  property  which  do  not  bear  upon  whether  such  displacement  in 
fact  occurred.  (As  amended  Aug.  10,  1965,  Pub.  L.  89-117,  title  1, 
§  101  (i),  title  IV,  §  404  (b),  (c)(1),  79  Stat.  453,  486.)] 


HOUSING  ACT  OF  1937— RELOCATION  PAYMENTS; 

DEFINITION 

^  The  bill  repeals  section  15,  paragraph  (8)  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1937  (42  U.S.C.  1415(8)),  except  the  first  sentence: 

(8)  Relocation,  payments;  inclusion  with  development  or  acquisition 
cost  for  determination  of  loans  and  contributions;  definition. 

*  *  *  [For  purposes  of  this  paragraph  a  “relocation  payment” 
is  a  payment  (i)  which  is  made  to  an  individual,  family,  business 
concern,  or  nonprofit  organization  displaced  on  or  after  January  27, 
1964,  from  a  low-rent  housing  project  site  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition 
of  real  property  by  a  public  housing  agency,  (ii)  which  is  not  otherwise 
authorized  under  any  Federal  law,  and  (iii)  which  is  made  only  on 
such  terms  and  conditions,  and  subject  to  such  limitations,  as  are 
authorized  (as  of  the  time  such  payment  is  approved)  under  section 
1465  (b)  or  (c)  of  this  title  for  relocation  payments  made  to  individuals, 
families,  business  concerns,  or  nonprofit  organizations,  as  the  case 
may  be.] 

HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965— 

RELOCATION  PAYMENTS  UNDER  FEDERALLY  ASSISTED 
I  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAMS 

The  bill  repeals  section  404(a)  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  485,  42  U.S.C.  3074) : 

[§  3074.  Relocation  payments  under  federally  assisted  development 
programs. 

[To  the  extent  not  otherwise  authorized  under  any  Federal  law, 
financial  assistance  extended  to  an  applicant  under  any  federally 
assisted  development  program  may  include  grants  for  relocation  pay¬ 
ments,  as  herein  defined.  Such  grants  may  be  in  addition  to  other 
financial  assistance  under  such  federally  assisted  development  pro¬ 
grams,  and  may  cover  the  full  amount  of  such  relocation  payments. 
Any  funds  available  for  any  such  program  may  be  used  for  such 
grants.  The  term  “relocation  pa3maents”  means  pajunens  by  the  appli¬ 
cant,  to  a  displaced  individual,  family,  business  concern,  or  nonprofit 
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organization,  which  are  made  on  such  terms  and  conditions  and  sub¬ 
ject  to  such  limitations  (to  the  extent  applicable,  but  not  including 
the  date  of  displacement)  as  are  provided  for  relocation  payments, 
at  the  time  such  payments  are  approved,  by  sections  1465  (b),  (c), 
and  (d)  of  this  title  with  respect  to  projects  assisted  under  subchapter 
II  of  chapter  8A  of  this  title.  Kelocation  payments  authorized  by  this 
subsection  shall  be  made  subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may 
be  prescribed  by  the  Administrator.  (Pub.  L.  89-117,  title  IV,  §  404(a), 
Aug.  10,  1965,  79  Stat.  486.)! 

HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1965 - COMPENSATION  OF 

CONDEMNEES  IN  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAMS 

The  bill  repeals,  effective  July  1,  1971,  Sections  401,  402,  and  403 
of  the  Housmg  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1965  (79  Stat.  485) , 
(42  U.S.C.  3071-3073): 

[Chapter  36.— COMPENSATION  OF  CONDEMNEES  IN  DE- 
VELOPMENT  PROGRAMS  [New] 

[Sec. 

3071.  Definitions. 

3072.  Acquisition  of  realty  by  eminent  domain. 

3073.  Financing  of  payments  in  eminent  domain  when  amount  is  in  dispute. 

3074.  Relocation  payments  under  federally  assisted  development  programs. 

[§  3071.  Definitions. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  chapter — 

[(1)  the  term  "development  program”  means  any  program 
established  by  or  conducted  under  any  of  the  following  provisions 
of  law: 

i:(A)  the  United  States  Housing  Act  of  1937 ; 

[(B)  title  I  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949; 

[(C)  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Act  of  1964; 

[(D)  title  II  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955; 

[(E)  title  VII  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1961 ;  and 

[(F)  title  VII  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Act  of  1965; 

[(2)  the  term  "Federal  assistance”  means  a  grant,  loan,  con¬ 
tract  of  guaranty,  annual  contribution,  or  other  assistance  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  United  States; 

[(3)  the  term  "applicant”  means  any  public  body  or  other 
agency  authorized  to  receive  Federal  assistance  under  a  develop¬ 
ment  program ; 

[(4)  the  term  "real  property”  means  any  land,  or  any  interest 
in  land,  and  (A)  any  building,  structure,  or  other  improvements 
embedded  in  or  affixed  to  land,  and  any  article  so  affixed  or  at¬ 
tached  to  such  building,  structure,  or  improvement  as  to  be  an 
essential  or  integral  part  thereof;  (B)  any  article  affixed  or 
attached  to  such  real  property  in  such  manner  that  it  cannot  be 
removed  without  material  injury  to  itself  or  the  real  property; 
and  (C)  any  article  so  designed,  constructed,  or  specially  adajited 
to  the  purpose  for  which  such  real  property  is  used  that  (i)  it  is 
an  essential  accessory  or  part  of  such  real  property,  (ii)  it  is 
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not  capable  of  use  elsewhere,  and  (iii)  it  would  lose  substantially 
all  its  value  if  removed  from  the  real  property;  and 

[(5)  the  term  “Administrator”  means  the  Housing  and  Home 
Finance  Administrator. 

(Pub.  L.  89-117,  title  IV,  §  401,  Aug.  10,  1965,  79  Stat.  485.) 

[§  3072.  Acquisition  of  realty  by  eminent  domain. 

[As  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  Federal  assistance  pursuant  to  a 
development  program,  each  applicant  for  such  assistance  shall  satisfy 
the  Administrator  that  the  following  policies  will  be  followed  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  eminent  domain  in 
the  course  of  such  program — 

£(1)  the  applicant  shall  make  every  reasonable  effort  to  acquire 
the  real  property  by  negotiated  purchase; 

[(2)  no  owner  shall  be  required  to  surrender  possession  of  real 
property  before  the  applicant  pays  to  the  owner  (A)  the  agreed 
purchase  price  arrived  at  by  negotiation,  or  (B)  in  any  case 
where  only  the  amount  of  the  payment  to  the  owner  is  in  dispute, 
not  less  than  75  per  centum  of  the  appraised  fair  value  of  such 
property  as  approved  by  the  applicant;  and 

[(3)  the  construction  or  development  of  any  public  improve¬ 
ments  shall  be  so  scheduled  that  no  person  lawfully  occupying 
the  real  property  shall  be  required  to  surrender  possession  on 
account  of  such  construction  or  development  without  at  least 
90  days’  written  notice  from  the  applicant  of  the  date  on  which 
such  construction  or  development  is  scheduled  to  begin. 

(Pub.  L.  89-117,  title  IV,  §  402,  Aug.  10,  1965,  79  Stat.  485). 3 
[§  3073.  Financing  of  payments  in  eminent  domain  when  amount  is 
in  dispute. 

[Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  financial  assistance 
under  any  federally  assisted  development  program  may  include 
amounts  necessary  for  financing,  in  the  same  manner  that  other  costs 
of  a  project  assisted  under  such  program  are  financed,  the  payments 
described  in  paragraph  (2)(B)  of  section  3072  of  this  title.  (Pub.  L. 
89-117,  title  IV,  §403,  Aug.  10,  1965,  79  Stat.  486.) 

SMALL  BUSINESS  ACT - DISASTER  LOANS  TO  SMALL  BUSINESS  CONCERNS 

The  bill  amends  section  7(b)(3)  of  the  Small  Business  Act  (78  Stat. 
786)  (15  U.S.C.  636(b)(3))  as  follows: 

“§  636  Additional  Powers. 

******* 

“(b)  Disaster  loans;  term ;_ interest. 

“The  Administration  also  is  empowered — 

******* 

“(3)  to  make  such  loans  (either  directly  or  in  cooperation  with 
banks  or  other  lending  institutions  through  agreements  to  participate 
on  an  immediate  or  deferred  basis)  as  the  Administration  maj^  de¬ 
termine  to  be  necessary  or  appropriate  to  assist  any  small-business 
concern  in  coutiuuiTig  iu  busiuess  at  its  prescut  locatioji^  iu  reestablishing 
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its  business,  in  purchas-imf  a  bxsinesti,  or  in  establishing  a  new  business, 
if  the  Administration  determines  tliat  such  concern  has  suffered  sub- 
staiitial  economic  injury  as  [a]  the  result  of  its  displacement  by,  or 
location  in,  adjacent  to,  or  near,  a  federally  aided  urban  renewal  project 
or  highway  construction  jirogram  or  [by]  any  other  [construction] 
public  improvement  program  conducted  by  or  with  funds  provided 
m  whole  or  in  part  by  the  Federal  Government  or  by  the  States;  and 
the  purpose[s]  of  a  loan  made  i)ursnajit  to  [this  paragraph]  such 
project  or  program  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  [Administrator] 
Administration,  include  the  jiiirchase  or  construction  of  other  premises 
whether  or  not  the  borrower  owned  the  ])remises  [from  which  it  was 
displaced]  occupied  by  the  business;  and” 
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90th  CONGEESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1437 

S.  698 

[Report  No.  1456] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  26, 1967 

Mr.  Muskie  (for  himself,  Mr.  Baker,  Mr.  Bath,  Mr.  Boggs,  Mr.  Brewster, 
Mr.  Clark,  Mr.  Ervin,  INIr.  Gruening,  Mr.  Hansen,  Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Hat¬ 
field,  Mr.  Jackson,  Mr.  Jordan  of  Idaho,  Mr.  Kennedy  of  Massachusetts, 
Mr.  Long  of  Missouri,  Mr.  McGee,  Mr.  McGovern,  Mr.  McIntyre,  Mr. 
Metcalf,  Mr.  Miller,  Mr.  Montoya,  Mr.  Morse,  Mr.  Moss,  Mr.  Mundt, 
]\Ir.  Pastore,  Mr.  Pell,  Mr.  Prouty,  Mr.  Randolfh,  IMr.  Eibicoff,  Mr. 
Scott,  Mr.  Tydings,  and  Mr.  Wileiaims  of  New  Jersey)  introduced  the 
following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the.  Committee  on 
Government  Opera!  ions 

July  21, 1968 

Reported  by  Mr.  Muskie,  with  amendments 
[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities 
among  the  levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the 
operation  of  our  federal  system  in  an  increasingly  complex 
society,  to<  improve  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the 
States,  to  provide  for  periodic  congressional  review  of  Fed¬ 
eral  grants-in-aid,  to  pennit  provision  of  reimhursahle  tech¬ 
nical  services  to  State  and  local  government,  to  establish 
coordinated  mterg'overnmental  policy  and  administiation  of 
<>-rants  and  loans  for  urban  development,  to  authorize  the 
consolidation  of  certain  grant-in-aid  programs,  to  jirovide 
for  the  acipiisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within  urlian 
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areas  by  Eederal  agencies  in  conformity  with  local  govern¬ 
ment  programs,  to  establisli  a  uniform  relocation  assistance 
policy,  to  establish  a  nniform  land  acquisition  policy  for 
Federal  and  federally  aided  programs,  and  for  other  pui*poses. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 


Fhfit  this  Act  he  eite4  as  the 


tkm  Aet  ej 


4--PEF4A4-T-IOAS 
When  nse4  in  this  Aet — 

SeC;  4A4t  The  term  -^^Federal  ageney’^  means  any  4e- 


jJcLl 


er  instmmentatlity  in  the 


ef  the 


and  any 


owned  Oev-emmcnt  eer- 


ratieny  and  for  the  pm^eses  et  title 


rj  the  Arebiteet 


c<rp  A  mm 
C5  X:^  X  -lh 

SePt  hOA  The  term  ^^ate^  means  any  ei  the  several 
8tat.es  ef  the  Fnited  ^tatesj  the  Pistriet  ef  Gelumhia,  Puerto 
Rieo,  any  temtery  er  pessessien  ef  the  TJnitcd  Statesy  er 
any  ageney  er  instrumentality  ef  a  8tate-,-  hut  dees  net  in- 
eludc  the  gevernmcnts  ef  the  pehtieai  sn-bdivisions  ef  the 
8tateT  Fer  the  purposes  ef  title  Will  and  title  IW  the  term 
■■‘8tate”  dees  include  sueh  pelitieal  suhdivisiensT 
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rOLITieAL  ^ 


Oft  LOCAL  (IOV»NMENT 


4-0-3t  44te  lemi  ‘‘political  sobiliviaion’-’  ot  “local 
geAmtinciil”  meoae  a  local  wall  ol  go-\o^riOHeol7  locludin^ 
specifically  a  cettolyj  oiaoicipality,  c+tyr  towoy  towoofilpy  op 
a  school  OP  othop  special  chstricl  created  hy  op  pnrsimot  to 
State  IftWr 

UNIT  eu  OUN-EUAJ-  LOCAL  OOVEUNMEN-T 
SeCt  404t  ^ftit  ot  general  local  goA-emmeot^  mearts 
ooy  dtyj  countyj  towoy  parlshj  vUlage^  op  other  geoeral- 
purposc  political  subdlAislon  ol  a  Stater 

LPECIAL-rUIlF08E  UNIT  OU  LOeAL  OeVE]ENM-ENT 
SeGt  405t  ‘ ‘ Spccial-poppose  wfit  ol  local  government-’- 
ineane  any  speelal  distrlcty  piiblic-piippose  corporation^  op 
etlicp  strictly  limited -purpose  political  subdivision  ol  a  State-, - 
hnt  shall  not  in  elude  a  school  distrletr 

CEA-NT  OB  GEANT  IN  2\ID 

SbOt  dOfir  fifipe  teon  -“grants ■■  op  “gimtfin-ald^  means 
pyeperty  provided  In  Hen  ol  moneys  paid  op  Iup- 
dlnited  Sta^tes  under  a  fi^cd  anual  or  aggro 
^te  authorization — 

-{A^  to  a  State-;-  or 

-(Bf  to  a  political  subdivision  ol  a  State;  or 
-{Of  to  a  beneficiary  under  a 
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w4iit4i  k  subject  te 


li\3  V  ^4* 

L  *  XcUX  \JX 

Fcdoml 

y  stteb  authorkati-eii:  either  -(4)-  re^kes  tbe  8-teles  jfiolilieal 
s«4»4i¥isieHS  lo  ox^ead:  He^  -Ikde-r-al  tads  as  a  cendilieft  fee 
die  eei^eijd  ef  meaey  ee  pro^er-fey  fseei  Ike  United  8tetes-; 
ee  -fk)-  speeikes  dkeettyj  ee  cste-bkskes  ky  means  ef  a 
formulaj  Ike  ameunts  wkiek  may  ke  paid  ee  fmiiisked  le 

fee  ase  m  eaek  ef  tke  Stales  ky  Ike  Slalcsj  pekical  sak- 
di\isionsy  ee  elkee  keaekeiaeiesT  ¥ke  term  dees  ael  inelade 

meals  ia  kea  ef  taxes-y  rfdf  leans  ee  repayable  advaaees-;- 
-{§)-  sarplus  properly  ee  sarpliis  agricullaeal  commodities 
as  suck-;  -(k)-  paymeals  under  reseaeck  aad  do¬ 
ts  ee  geaals  -wkiek  aee  awarded 


aad  ea  similae  terms  le  all  qualifying  eegaakalieasy  wdicthcr 
pablie  ee  peteate-j  ee  -f7)-  payareals  le  Stales  ee  peklieal 
as  fall  reimkaesemeal  fee  Ike  eesls  a 


ia  paying  bcnckls  ee 
tlieeeto  under  Federal  lawsr 


ig  serviees  le 


FEDERAL  FIX Aj^CJA-L  A-BBIS-TAXCE 
Seo.  1-07-v  ?ke  teem  -Federal  kiiaaeial  assistance’-  dees 
net  iii<;ludc  any  aaaaal  pa-yaicsit  ky  Ike  Fnited  States  le  Ike 
j4i strict  ef  Celuaikia  aatkeeifuk  ky  article  ^  ef  Ike  -Idislriet 
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of  €efnmbia.  Aei  ef  W47-  €e4%  S'CC'S  •  4"7 — 

2§Qla  afi4  47  25Qlb). 

STECIALIZED  Oft  ^EEEROOAft  fiEft^^CEB 
SeEt  1-08t  -8pcGialige4  ep  technicftf  meftm 

Gpccml  statistical  ajftt  elbcc  sttt4ica  aft4  cefflpiliations,  4c- 
¥clepfflcnl  pcejcctcj  tccfecical  teats  aft4  cvaluationsj  teebei- 
cal  fflfecffiaticfty  tcaining  actwiticsj  swf^caSj  la^pcctsy  4ecft- 
fflciitsj  aft4  asy  etfecc  simUac  sccvicc  focctlefts  wblcb  tbc 
8ec?ctaiy  ef  acy  4cpaatffiCRt  ec  tbc  ft4ft4ftistcatl¥c  bca4  ef 
aey  agency  ef  tbc  cxocntiyc  beaneb  ef  tbc  -F ctlcrol  Oovem- 
fflcnt  is  afttbeciac4  by  bw  te  ^ccfec-ftc 

^Ot  404r  ‘-Cemprchcnsiyc  pbinningj^  except  in  tblc 
includes  tbc  febeayingj  te  tbc  extent  4icectly  fclatc4  te 
area.  ncc4s  ec  ncc4s  ef  a  nnit  ef  general  lecal  geyemmenta 
-f4)-  pccparatioiij  as  a  gni4c  fee  leng-range  bcyeloptncnF  ef 
general  physical  plans  with  respect  te  tbc  pattern  and  in¬ 
tensity  ef  fend  nse  and  tbe  preyisien  ef  pnl^bc  faeditiesy  in- 

tal  impreyenicnts  based  en  a  detcHninatien  ef  la^latiye 
nrgencyj  -(Of  long  range  bscal  plans  fee  imjdementing  sneb 
plans  and  programs-;-  and  -(O-f  proposed  regulatory  and  ad- 
imnistratiye  measn re s  ydneb  aid  in  aebie-ving  ceerdinatien 
ef  ab  related  plans  ef  tbe  departments  er 


s  ef  tbc 
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govornmeirts  eeiicem(4  aii4  h 


L/VtTl  liTrltttll/lr 


ef  related  plaiiRcd 


ttffleBg  tee  Slate  aed:  leeal 


I)EVICLOr3IEjf¥ 

SfiGr  4407  ^teaft  dcvciopmeiil’’  leeaea  aO  pre^jeela  er 
ler  tee  ae^iakilieRy  esej  a«4  developmeal  ef  opeii- 
spaee  land-;-  a«4  tee  ptaeteg  and  eoealntdieH  ef  kespdafej 

waler  supply  and  distribution:  faetelleej 
facilities  and  ^'ivasle 

facilities,-  bigliwaysy  Crater  de^-elepmenl  and  land 
teeny  and  olliei-  pnblie  weeks  faciliticsT 

STATE  AGENEA 

SeGv  44-4t  teer  tee  purposes  ef  lilies  VI4I  and  4^  tee 
term  ‘‘Stale  agency’’  nreans  any  agency  er  instrumentality 
created  by  a  Slalcy  er  by  a  pebtecal  subdiAisien  ef  a  Stale  er 
by  agrecnicnl  belween  Iwe  er  mere  Slates  er  by  Iwe  er  mere 
political  subdtAisiens  ef  a  Slate  er  States. 

HEAD  OE  AGE?^CY 

SEe7  442-7  4tee  term  ‘-bead  ef  a  Federal  agency’-  er 
“bead  ef  a  Slate  agency^’  includes  a  duly  designated  delegate 
ef  sneb  agency  heate 

SeGt  -1-43.  4be  term  telisplaced  person-  means — 

-(4-)-  any  j^aaseii  wbe  is  Ibe  owner  ef  a  business 

will  ell  moves  from  real  nrenertv  er  is  disconlinued  en  er 
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after  Ike  eflet'-ti^e  of  tkia  Ael  m  a  rcault  of  tke 
tOH^sitioo  or  rearoiorWo  o?qreekvtio«  of  ae(|uisit4oii:  el 
soek  real  pro})crty,-  m  wkole  or  m  park  ky  a  -Eodcral  or 
8lato  a^ciie^j 

aoy  poTHOo  wko  rs  tko  farm  operator  of  a  farm 
operatioo  wlkt4i  rooroa  k-om  real  property  or  ia  discon- 
tinoed  oo  or  fdter  tke  effective  date  of  tkla  Aet  aa  a 
reault  of  tke  aeqokdtloo  or  reasonafde  expectation  of 
acquisition  of  aoek  real  property^  in  wltole  or  In  party 
ky  a  Fedei’al  or  State  ageney ; 

-{k)-  any  individual  -wko  ia  tke  liead  of  a 
wkiek  moves  from  real  property  occupied  as  a 
on  or  after  tke  effeetiv^e  date  of  tkia  Aety  as  a  result  of 
tke  acquisition  or  reasonakle  cx])CCtation  of  acquisition 
of  suek  real  propei4yy  in  ^le  or  in  party  ky  a  Federal 
or  State  agency,  or  vrldck  moves  from  suck  dwelling  as 
^  j^eault  of  tke  acquisition  or  reasonakle  e-xpectation  of 
acquisition  ky  suck  Federal  or  State  agency  of  otker 
real  propertv  on  ^vkick  suek  family  conducts  a  kusiness 

or  farm  operation-y 

-(4)-  any  indkridualy  net  a  member  of  a  famd-yy  wFo 
nioves  from  real  property  occupied  as  a  dwelling  on  or 
tPler  tke  eHeetive  date  of  tkis  Aety  as  a  result  of  tke 
aequiskien  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of 
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Kw4i  m  wlwb  «-i=  m  W  a  1^ 

m  8la.4e  w  wko  froiH  Httek  dweUin^i^’  tt 

festtk  e4  4ke  aiO(|uiskioR  w  roasona1)]e  expceta-keft  of 
aa(|uisi4k)tt  ky  siiok  4k^(lei=al  fa  84a4e  agciiay7  el  oilier 
real  properly  oa  wlkek  seek  indivklaal  eoadaels  a  basi  ■ 
aess  or  la^  operation^  aad 

-fk)-  aay  iadividaalj  aol  described  ia  paragrapk 
-fl^  43)7  -(k)7  or  -flf  ol  Has  seclioa^  wko  arares  kis 
persoaal  properly  Iroai  real  properly  oa  or  aller  Ike  ek 
leelrro  dale  ol  Has  Ael  as  a  resall  ol  Ike  aepuisiHoa  or 
reasoaakle  oxpcetalioa  ol  acquisition  ol  sack  real  prop- 
erty,  ia  whole  or  ia  park  by  a  Federal  or  Stale  agency  :■ 
Provfdedj  Fkal  this  skak  aol  iackido  Ike  owner  ol  prop¬ 
erty  oa  Ike  premises  ol  aaolker  aader  a  lease  or  licensing 
arrangement  wlmre  sack  owner  is  required  parsaaal  lo 
sack  lease  or  license  lo  more  saek  propeidy  al  kis  own 


expense: 


Se(\  4-14.  4ke  lenn  ^rasiaessk  mcMns  aay  lawlal  af-'Hw 
ky  eoadaeled  prinairily  -fH"  lor  Ike  pm*<4iase  and  resale  of 
products,  eommodities,  or  aay  other  personal  property ;  -f3)- 
lor  Ike  manufaeture,  proeessiagj  or  marketing  ol  aay  saek 
])ro}>erty ;  -(kf  lor  Ike  sale  ol  services  lo  Ike  pakke-j  or  -f4f 
ky  a  noaprofil  organizaliom  Saek  term  does  not  kadade  Ike 
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Iw  feSftlii  gft+HT 


F^VEM 


^er  4444  44h"  lerni  “l^riii  of eta-tieii^  nioaiiH  any  aali-s^ 
ity  cen4ae4e4:  solely  oe  priiiiapily  loe  44e  ])ro(liK44oR  ol  oae 
e¥  mo¥e  agricultural  fro^luets  or  eorm-iio4i4ies  for  sale  a«4 
lioroe  ftsej  ao4  oustoinarily  produclug  sueli  products  or  eoro- 
itt  suffieieut  quantity  to  6e  eapaWe  of 
to  the 

FATtM 

^3^  44ie  terffi  ^rm  operator^  means  any  o-wnerj 
owimr7  tenan-tj  or  sharecropper  who  operates  a  farmr 

FA-mnY 

geer  4474  4he  term  -familv’’  means  two  or  more  ffi4i- 


vidnals  living 


in  the  same  dwehmg  unit  who  are 


related  to  each  other  hy  hlood^ 

ELDERTSg  INDIVEBtrAJi 

g3^(:u  p4g-  term  -‘elderly  indiAidnal^  means  a  per- 
333)4-  33  333^3334)3^  3)|  33  f3mnly7  who  Is  si-xty4wo  years  of  age 


or  overr 


HA^rWFAFFEF) 


gj^  4l3e  term  ^ndicapped  individual-  means 

persour  not  a  member  of  a  famih^  who  is  handicapped 
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tiie  ol  set’lieii  el  ihe  Ilousiiig  Ael  el 


DISrLAOKD 

Seer  4^9t  44ie  le^e  whe-tt  esed  m 

le  aii¥  persettj  eicaHS  pcrsoit  meved  et  le  l)e  niO¥cd 
laem  p¥epei4y  e«  ea  altea  Ike  effeedae  dale  el  Ikis  Ael 
as  a  resalt  el  Ike  aeaaiaitlea  er  reaseealde  expectation  el 
ae^isitiea  el  seek  properly  ler  a  pubke  impro¥emeiit  eea- 
straeted  er  developed  ky  er  -witk  lands  provided  la  wkele 
er  la  part  ky  Ike  k^edead 

ow^EB  ei:??© 

Se©;  1-Mt  d%e  tcrars  ‘‘owner’-’  and  “person-’  areaa  any 
individaa-1,  and  ^ly  partnership,  eerperatien-,-  er  asseelatlon. 
T4TLE  n  BkPdtO-VED  ATOffiHgTEATIOkI  OT 
0&A5m-4kf-A4©  TO  THE  STAT-Eg 

FULL  IKFOBM-V^IOtj^  0?f  EWDS  BEC-EiMCD 

SeGt  SOE  Any  department  er  agency  el  the  United 
States  Govemment  wkiek  adatinisters  a  program  el  grants 
in  aid  te  any  el  the  State  gavemaients  el  the  United  States 
shall,  upon  request,  netlly  la  witing  the  Gaverner  er  ether 
edieial  designated  ky  hlap  er  the  State  Icgislatarc,  el  the 
purpose  and  amounts  el  aetaal  grants  in  aid  te  the  State. 
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DEPOSITS  OE  GEANTS-I?j^-iyEB 

SeOt  ^  grant  m-ai4  te  a  State  sbaH 
hf  Federal  law  to  fee  deposited  in  a  separate  feank 
npttrt  frem  other  lands  administered  fey  the  Statev  All 
Federal  grant  in-aid  lands  made  availafele  to  the  States 
shall  fee  properly  accounted  lor  as  Federal  lands  in  the  ae- 


4n  each  ease  die  State 


VlUxl 


counts  ol  the 

propriato  Federal  agency  eovering  the  status  and  the  appli¬ 
cation  ol  the  landsy  the  hafeiht-ies  and  obligations  on  hand, 
and  saefe  other  laets  as  may  fee  repaired  fey  said  Federal 


igcncyT 

SeU-EDULIj^G  OE  EEDEBA*  TEANSEEBS  TO  THE 

SeEt  30^7  44eads  ol  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
lor  administering  grant-in-aid  piogi^anis  shad 
the  transler  ol  grant-in-aid  femds  eonslstent  with 
megram  purposes  and  applieafele  Freasary  regalationsT  so 
ts  to  minimke  the  time  elapsing  between  the  transler  ol 
neb  lands  bom  the  febiited  States  dbeasary  and  the  dis¬ 
bursement  tbereol  fey  a  State^  ^diether  such  disfearsement 
bcears  prior  to  or  safeseqaent  to  such  transler  ol  landsT 
States  shah  not  fee  held  aeeoantafele  lor  interest  earned  on 
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fH«4s7  paiidiag  dlalaimfaa+eal  Iw  pya^raiH 


Seg.  201.  j>J^ot-witlis4aiKli»g  afPr  -Fcalta-al  law  -wkiak 
■piwi4cs  iFal  a  aiagla  8la4e  agency  ee  fflidtimemljeF  ])eard  cf 
eommission  natsl  fea  eelablis}ie4  of  daagnale4  le  administer 
or  supervise  tfee  administralien:  el  any  granl-in-aid  pregramj 
hea4  el  any  Federal  department  er  ageney  mayy  npen 
refpiest  el  tlie  Gevcrner  er  etder  apprepriatc  executive  er 
legislatrve  antkerlty  el  tde  8tate  responsible  ler  determining 
er  revising  tke  ergankatienal  stmetnre  el  State  gevemmenty 
waive  tbe  single  State  ageney  er  midtimember  beard  er  eenr- 
missien  prevision  npen  adequate  shewing  that  sneb  prevision 
the  establishment  el  the  most  effective  and  efficient 


Ttrnctnre  er  arrange 


arrangements  within  the  State  ge^mrnment  and 
appreve  other  State  administrativ< 
ments :  Pmt^defl,  -That  the  head  el  the  Fedeml 
er  ageiins-  d<^termffles  that  the  el>jeetives 

1 0  111  llld  ])regram  will  m)t  ha 

taidangered  hv  the  nse  el  sneh  ether  State  stmetm-’e  er 
arrangementST 
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I 


TITlj^  III— I^]>ERAL 

2  MEE^S  AEE  AIEKM41E8  TO  EEOWEE  gEEGEAE 

3  OE  EEGEETOAE  gEEATOEg  TO  g-EATE  AEE 

4  EOGAE  EEEEg  OE  G-OAEEEAIEEE 


;j 
6 

7 

8  61= 


STATI^.MF.^T  ep 


gpPr  301 .  E  E  Oio 


el  EE  Ele  E 
m  Ee  ooiiduel  el 

seFvEes  aed  previsien  E  laeililica  oaseiEal  E 
9  Ee  admlnielFalieii:  E  glale  eF  leeE  govcFemeelE  aeEEiesy 

10  leaiiy  E  wEek  ai=e  eatieiiwEe  m  seope  aed  finaiieed  m  paE 

11  ky  -EodeFtd  kie-daj  E  eeakE  glato  eF  leeal  govcrimiciitH  E 


12 


a¥ea 


3fwa7Fy  dupHeatioii  E  special  sofvIoc 


13  aed  E  aaEeiEe  E  depaFEaada  aE  ageeeiea  E  Ee  eseea- 

14  d¥e  kFaiiek  E  lE  EedeFal  Government-  wkiE  E  net  kave 

15  anek  antlieFity  E  peevide  speeialEE  ee  teekmea-l  ser-vieea  E 

16  gtaE  and  leeal  gevermnents? 

17  ArPTHOItm  ¥e  PPEEBE  SERVieP 

18  gBOr  dOE  TOe  geeretaFy  E  any  EpaFtment  eF  Ee  ad- 

19  mnnatFatEe  kead  el  any  ageney  E  Ee  exeeiitEe  kFanE  el 

20  Ee  ■k’edeFal  Ge-veenment  E  antliorixed  witkin  kE  diHeretionj 

21  npen  wFitten  Fepnest  Irom  a  gtate  eF  pekEE  ankdiEden 
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through 


thcrcofy  le  pro^44e  s^eoifth*e4  or  toohftieal  scrvieooj  upoo 
lo  ^  4opai4rBO«t  or  ogciioy  hy  tho  uoit  of  g<rr- 
mafrmg  tf^o  re^iioot7  of  oafarieo  muf  oli  oonipiitable 
ovorhoft4  mwf  fodiro<4  oooto  of  porformwg  suok  sor^icoor 
Provkifflj  hoii'Gue^j  ■'Phat  ouoft  scrvicoB  shall  include  oiil}- 
tkooo  which:  the  44irector  of  the  Bureau  of  tho  -1 
rulos  awd  rcgulotloooj  hctcrohoco  may  he  provideh  hy  Bod- 
eral  departoreufs  and:  agenelesT  Such  rules  aud  regulations 
sh-ah  he  eouslsfeuf  whh  aud  iu  hudherauee  of  the  Goveru- 
meuhs  pohey  o-f  relying  un  the  private  enterprise  system  to 
provide  those  services  vdrieh  are  reasouahly  aud 
through  ordiuary 


SbOt  hOdr  All  moueys  received  hy  auy  department  or 
ageuey  of  the  evecutlv-e  hraueh  of  the  Eederal  Goveniueent7 
or  auy  hureau  or  other  administrative  division  thereofy  iu 
payment  for  furulshlug  specialized  or  teehuieal  servlees  as 
autl^orized  uuder  seetiou  dOA  shall  he  deposited  to  the  credit 
Oi  the  principal  appropriatlou  from  which  the  cost  of  pro¬ 
viding  such  services  has  heeic  paid  or  Is  to  he  charged,-  or 
to  the  appropriatlou  currently  avallalde  for  the  cost  of 
similar  sei 


RErOET-S  TO  CO?^GE-ESU 
BeEt  &04r7  54ie  Secretary  of  auy 
miuistrative  head  of  auy  agene3^  of  the 


or  the  ad- 
hraueh 
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/-w4-  -f  llY\ 

trr  TiTt? 


far-iwli  to  tke 


Oovoriinifoit  el 

Situate  ftft4  IIoiiso  el  Ilepreeoi  VOS  ft  S 1 1  If  11 11  ft }" V  1*(* pOl't  ODt 
the  seopc  el  Ike  ser^lees  preA-ided  eedee  Ike  adiiileistration 

i^i£  1  a  ki  f  1 
wT  TTTtT5  L  1 1 1  U  • 

EESERVtVTIOX  OE  EXiSEENE-  AETEIOEI-TY 
8^07  ^ll§T  44ke  title  ie  m  additiee  te  aed  dees  eet  mipor 
sede  aey  existing  autkerity  new  possessed  i>y  any  kedei-al 

whetkei-  en  a  reimkm^aldo  ee  nonreknkn-rsakle  basisy  te 
State  and  lecai  nnits  el  government-r 
TITLE  IV  CQQREdNATIdd  I^ITI^OVEEMIE^f- 
PQLIOV  ADMINISTRAT-IO^^  OE 

HRA-NT-S  EOR  EEVELOEMEAT 


DECLAEAq^ie^  OP  URBAy 


B  rOMBA 


SpBt  4047  -(a)-  Tke  eeenende  and  social 
el  tke  Aation,  its  strength  in  -werld  aSairs  and  tke  aeliieve- 
fiflent  el  satisfaetei-y  le¥els  el  living  depend  in  large 
upon  tke  sound  and  orderly  develepnient  el  urban 
ties7  In  pursuit  el  tins  baste  ob)eettAe,  tke  President  skak 
establish  rules  and  regulations  ler  nidform  application  in  tke 

nr  and  review  el  urban  development 
)s  and  ]>rojects  ler  tke  provision  el  lederaky  aided 
urban  laeditiesj  and  Eederal  projects  having  a  sig 
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miuirtiefir  8u6h  yiilos  rcgultitioiis 


Oft  Ike  dovclepHieel  el  iirbae  aek  urbanizieg  eem- 

prov44e  fee  Ml 

spcoifie  ebjeefebrea  ef  eebee  keYefepmeelj  aekj  le  Ibe  (‘steel 
autbeHiHel  by  btwy  reasoned  ebefees  fbeb  be  ieade  between 
eneb  o})jee.tiv(si  when  they  eenfllek 

-fl-)-  Apprefriate  fend  nees  fee  resldentiafj  eoinmee- 
(4a;l7  bednstefeij  ge¥eenniental7  bietitntionafj  and  etbe*« 


-(2^  Wfee  deeelefanent  and  eenser^atien  el  nalneal 
y  inebnbng  landj  water^  nnneeafej  wibbdey  and 

/-\1-  K  /~v -• 
t7tllUrt5^ 

-(d)-  Ibdaneed  trans^rertalien  systernsj  ineluding 
Ingliwa-yr  abj  watery  pe(festrfen7  mass  transit,  and  other 
modes  ler  tbe  movement  ef  peepfe  and  geeds-j 

-(4)-  Ade<p^ate  entdeer  recreatien  and  open  space-; 
-(A)-  4feeteetien  el  areas  el  nnbpte  natural  beantyy 
bisteriealy  and  seientrbe  interest-; 

-(0)-  dfeeperly  planned  eemmimity  faeibtiesy  inebid- 
ing  utibties  ler  tbe  supply  el  X)0wei7  watery  and  cem- 
(Sy  ler  tbe  sale  disposal  el  wastesy  and  ler  etber 


-(7(-  Any  etber  objective  tbrougb  wbieb  urban  de- 
^('l< Roti vitios  i*Rii  contribute  te  tbe  ecenemiey 
socialy  and  cultural  development  el  tbe  Antieny  its 


n 


1  strciig-fe  m  weiM  the  acliiG¥cmcirt  el  ee- 

2  haneed  levels  el  Imng-j  aed 

4  -{h)-  AH  viewpoints — iiat-iemtj  regionaly  State,-  and 

5  — shally  te  tfee  extent  possiMoj  He  Miy  considered  an4 

6  taken  inte  aceoimt  in  planning  iirHan  development  programs 

7  and  projcctST  Eegionaly  State,  and  leeai  government  ek- 

8  jeetives  skaH  ke  eonsidcred  and  evaluated  wit-kin  a  frame- 

9  work  el  national  public  objeetivesj  and  available  projections 

10  el  future  natienal  eenditiens  and  needs  el  regionsy  Statesy  and 

11  localities  skaH  ke  eonsidered  in  plan  formulationy  cvaluat-iem 

12  an4  rovievn 

13  ^  ^  maxim-um  extent  possible,-  consistent  witk 

14  national  ekjeetivesy  all  Federal  aid  ler  urban  development 

15  purposes  shall  ke  consistent  with  and  further  the  objeeti-ves  el 

16  State  and  leeal  government  comprehensive  planning  ler 

17  tifkan  dcvclopmeidr  Consideration  shall  ke  given  te  all  de- 

18  velopmcntal  aspeets  el  the  total  urban 

19  but  net  limited  te  housingy  transportatieny 

20  menty  natural  rcseurees  devclopmenty  eommunity  faeilitiesv 

21  and  the  general  improvement  el  living  cmnronmentST 

22  -(d)-  -Eaeh  Federal  department  and  agency 

23  an  urban  development  aid  program  shally  te  the 

24  extent  practicable,-  consult  widr  and  seek  advice  from  all  other 
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signifioaally  affected  Fedeml  departmente  aftd  agencies  in  an 
effort  te  assure  Mty  coordinated  programsT 

-(o)-  -Insofar  as  possrldoj  systematic  planning  rofpurcd  i^y 
individual  -Eederal  programs  as  Ingkway  coitst ruction, 

urban  renewal^  and  open  s^aeo)-  sball  fee  coordinated  witfe 
and  made  part  of  comprehonsive  loeal  and  areawidc  urban 
development  planning; 


OF 


neeA*  govebment 


8Ee.  40^  ^¥feere  Federal  law  provides  tfeat  feotfe 
pui^sc  units  of  local  government  and  units  of  general  loeal 
government  are  cbgifeic  to  receive  loans  or  grants  in-  aid  for 
urban  development,  beads  of  Federal  deportments  and  agen¬ 
cies  shall,  in  the  absence  of  substantial  reasons  to  the  eon- 
trary,  make  such  loans  or  grants  in  aid  for  urban  develop¬ 
ment  to  units  of  general  local  government  rather  than  to 
special  purpose  units  of  local  government. 

ItULES  BEG-FEATiey-S 

Se€.-  40^7  ¥he  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  such  other 
agency  as  may  fee  designated  fey  the  Bresident  is  hereby 
authorized  to  preserifee  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are 
deemed  appropriate  for  the  effective  administration  of  this 
title. 


19 


1  TITLE  V  GONGLESSIONAL  EEVIE-W  OE  EE©- 

2  EEAL  GEANTS  I-N-AI©  TO  ST-A-TEg  AE©  TO 

3  'LOOAL  IJ-N-m  OE  GOVERNMENT 

4  BTA-TEMEN-F  OE  l*URPO&E- 

5  EeOt  5Q1-.  ©  E  the  purpose  aH4  intent  ol  this  title  to 

6  establish  a  imiforin  poliey  an4  proecdurc  whereby  programs 

7  for  grant  in  ai4  assistaeee  from  the  Eeder-al  Government  to 

8  the  States  or  to  their  pohtieal  suhdivisiofts  whieh  may  he 

9  enacted  hereafter  hy  the  Congress  shah  he  made  the  subject 
4Q  ef  sufficient  subsccjucnt  review  by  the  Congress  to  insure 

11  that  -(L)-  the  eheetiveness  of  grants  in  aid  as  instruments  of 

12  Federal  State  local  cooperation  E  improved  and  enhanced^ 
-j^3  y  grant  programs  are  revised  and  redirected  as  necessary 

14  to  meet  new  conditions  arising  subsequent  to  their  original 

15  enactmenti  and  -{df  grant  programs  are  terminated  when 


16  they  have  substantially  achieved  their  purposcr  ©  E  fur- 
47  ^her  the  purpose  and  intent  of  thE  title  to  provide  for  eon- 

18  tinning  review  of  existing  Eederal  programs  fm  grant  in  aid 

19  assistance  to  the  States  or  their  political  subdivisions  by  the 

20  Comptroller  General  with  a  view  to  the  formulation  of  ree- 

21  ommendations  to  assist  the  Con^^  in  making  changes  in 

22  requirements  and  procedures  applieabE  to  such  programs  in 
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20 


tbe  interest  ef  eliminating  areas  el  confliet  an4  daplie-ation 
in  program  operations  and  aefeieving  mere  effieient, 
and  economical  administration  el  sneii-  pr-egramsj  and  _ 
unilormity  in  tfee  operation  thercel? 

EXPIEA-Tte^  OF  GBAX^IF-AID  rBOGRAMB 

Beg.  Where  anj^^  Aet  el  €ongrcss  enacted  in  the 
Ninety  hrst  or  any  subsequent  Congress  authorizes  the  mak¬ 
ing  el  grants  in-  aid  to  two  er  mere  Btates  er  to  political 
subdivisions  el  two  er  mere  Btates  and  no  expiration  date 
ler  such  authority  k  spccihed  fey  lawj  and  snefe  grant  is  net 
specifically  exempted  from  Ae  previsions  el  this  titloj  then 
the  authority  to  make  grantsdn-aid  fey  reason  el  snefe  Aet 
to  States,  pofetieal  sufedfedsions,  and  other  beneficiaries  Irem 
lands  net  thcrclerc  efefigated  ^all  expire  net  later  than 
June  30  el  fil^  calendar  year  wfeiefe  begins  alter  the 
date  el  snefe  Aetr 


COM-M-FT-TEE 


OF  GRANT  IX  AIF  PROG-BAMS 


BbOt  fiOBr  Where  any  Act  el  Congress  enacted  in  ^ 
Ninety -first  m  any  sufesequent  Cengress  antherizes  the  mak¬ 
ing  el  grants  in- aid  ever  a  period  el  three  er  mere  years  to 
hwe  er  mere  States  er  te  political  subdivisions  el  tvro  er  mere 
Btatesj  then  during  the  period  begining  net  later  than  twelve 
months  immediately  preceding  the  date  en  which  snefe  an- 
therity  is  te  expire,  the  committees  el  the  Senate  and  el  the 
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21 


te  wbicli  legislation  cxtendn^g  snob  authority  wouM 
ho  referred  shahy  or  jointly,-  conduet  studies  of 

the  yrogrmn  unde^  whieh  seeh  grants-hi-aid  a^e  made  with  a 
^w  to  ascertaining^  among  other  matters  of  eoneern  to  the 

-(4-)-  44ie  extent  to  which  the  ynryoses  for  which  the 
rid  are  authormed  ha¥e  been  met^ 

-(Sj-  ^hhe  extent  to  which  such  programs  can  he 
on  without  furtlier  hnaneial  assistance  from  the 
IJnited  8tates-j 

-fd)-  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  pm’pose,  direc- 
tiony  or  administration  of  the  original  program,-  or  in 


7  to  eon- 
Gencral 


and  refpnreffients  a 
form  to  recommendations  hy  the 
under  section  504,  should  he 

-(4rf  Whether  or  not  any  changes  m 
tionj  or  administration  of  the  original 

niade  in  the  light  of  reports  and  recommendations 
Sirhmitted  on  repue-st  hy  the  -Advisory  Commission  on 
IntcrgovemmeHttd  Eelationsy  and 

^5)-  !phe  extent  to  whieh  such  grant  in  aid  pro¬ 
grams  are  adepnate  to  meet  the  growing  and  changing 
needs  which  they  were  designed  to  support 
Each  such  committee  shall  report  the  results  of  its  inxesti- 
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gatioii  afi4  study  te  its  respective  House  uet  later  tbau  oee 
a«4  twenty  days  before  sueb  authority  is  due  te 


cxpircT 

STUDIES  eeMUTR0LUEB  GENERAL  OF  EEDER^VL  GRANT 


SeUv  §#47  44ie  Comptroller  General  shall  naafec  eou- 
timung  studies  el  presently  existing  and  ah  future  programs 
for  grant-in-aid  assistance  from  the  Eederal  Government  te 
the  ^ta.tes  or  their  political  subdivisions  coneerning  the  ex-tent 
to  which  programs  eonhiet  and  duplication  can  he  eliminated 
and  more  effective,  efficient^  ceonemiealj  and  uniform  admin  ■ 
istratien  of  such  programs  eould  he  achieved  by  changing 
certain  requirements  and  procedures  applicable  thereto? 

In  reviewing  sucl+  programs  the  Comptroller  General 


shah  (‘onsider,  airmng  otlMU  rcdcATmt  matters,  the  equahza- 
tion  formulas,  and  the  budgetary,  ac(a) unting,  reporting  and 
administrative  procedures  applical)lc  to  such  programs. 
Reports  on  such  studies,  together  with  recommendations 
shah  he  submitted  by  the  Comptroller  GciuTal  to  the  Con 
^ess.  Reports  on  expiring  programs  shoidd,  to  the  extent 
be  s^#mittod  in  the  vear  prior  to  the  date  set  for 
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STUDIES  B¥  ADVISeilY  COMMI^SIO?^  OJf  INTEBGOVERN- 


SeO;  Upon  request  of  coniirntt^e  ref€rFe4  to  m 
scctioB:  tfee  Advisory  Conin^s^n  on  Intcrgovcnimental 

Relations  (established  by  Unblie  Law  86  380,  os  amended) 
shadj  during  the  same  period  referred  to  in  sneb  seetion^ 
conduet  studies  of  tbe  intergovernmental  relations  aspects 
of  programs  which  are  subject  to  tbe  Revisions  of  such 
seetioej  including  -fL)-  tbe  impact  of  such  programs^  if  anyj 
os  tbe  structural  organisation  of  State  and  local  governments 
aed  os  FcdcraLStatc  local  fiscal  rdarionsr  and  -(2^  tbe  co- 
ordinatios  of  U cderal  administratios  of  such  programs  with 
State  and  local  administration  thercofy  and  shall  report  its 


findings  end 


to  sneb 
EEOOIIDB  AiCB  AUDIT 


SeOt  50^7  -(af  -Uaeb  State  or 
thereof  receiving  assistance  under  -fl)-  any  Act  of  Congress 
enacted  after  tbe  effective  date  of  this  Act  which  provides 
for  a  grant-in-aid  from  tbe  U nited  States  to  a  State  or  a 
political  subdivision  tbereofy  or  -f2)-  any  sew  grant-is-aid 
agrcemcnty  or  extensiosy  modification,  or  alteration  of  any 
existing  grantris-aid  agreement  pursuant  to  existing  law 
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shall  heap  stteh  rccoi^ls  aa  the  -Fehefal  agency  ahminlstering 
sneh  geant  may  prescrihej  inelahing  i^ee-rhs  whieh  fahy  4is- 
eleae  the  aimanit  an4  (hspasitian  hy  saeh  recipient  el  saeh 
grant-in-aidj  the  total  cost  el  the  project  or  andertahing  m 
eennectiea  with  which  sa^  grant-in-aid  is  given  or  asedj  and 
the  amoant  el  that  portion  el  the  cost  el  the  project  or  under 
taking  supplied  hy  other  sources^  and  saeh  other  records  as 
will  lacihtato  aa  elfeetive  audih- 

-fh)-  dlhe  head  ol  the  federal  agency  administering 
saeh  grant  and  the  Comptroller  Ceneral  ol  the  United  States, 
or  any  ol  their  duly  authorized  representa^^vesj  shall  have 
lor  the  purpose  ol  audit  and  ejoimination  to  any  hooks,- 
^7  papers,  and  records  ol  saeh  recipients  that  are 
pertinent  to  the  grants  received. 

TITLE  YI  C0NS0LieATI0:&4  OE  GEANT  m  AID 

moG^ivm 

OF  pgRpesE 

SbGt  -fa)-  The  -President  shah  Irom  thne  to  time 
examine  the  various  programs  ol  grants  in  aid  provided 
hy  law  and  shall  determine  what  emisolidations  are  ncces-- 
sary  or  desirable — 

-f 4)-  to  promote  the  better  execution  and  efficient 
management  ol  individual  grant  p-rogi-ams  within  the 


same  mnetional  area; 

-(hf  to  provide  better 


among  indi- 
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vidttal  grant 


within  the  same  functional  area-j 


er 


to  promote  more  efficient  planning  and  nse  hjr 
the  recipients  of  grante  under  programs  within  the  same 


areuT 


..^^..,res  that  the  pnhhe  interest  de- 
out  of  the  purposes  of  subsection  -(a}- 


-fhf  ¥he 
mands  the 

and  that  the  purposes  maw  he  accomplished  in  great  measure 
proceeding  under  this  tithp  and  can  he  accomplished  more 

rnErAIIATIOtf  AtfB  TIIA^TSMITTAL  09?  PPAif 
gfiOv  602v  -(a)-  When  the  jhresidentj  after  investigationj 
finds  that  a  consolklatmn  of  individual  grant  in  aid  programs 
within  the  same  funetional  area  is  ncccssar-y  or  desirable  to 
accomplish  one  or  more  of  the  pui'poses  set  forth  in  section 
601  (afj  he  shall  prepare  a  grant  consolidation  plan  for  the 
of  such  eonsolidationj  and  shall  transmit  such  plan 

number)-  to  the  Congressy  together 
that  with  respeet  to  each  individual  pro- 
under  sueh  plauy  he  has  found  that  the 
pessary  or  desirable  to  accomplish  one  or 
more  of  the  puqDOses  set  forth  m  section  601  (a)  t  Each  sueh 

consolidation  plan  so  transmitted 

-{df  shall  place  responsibility  in  a  single  agency  for 

administration  of  the  consolidated  program^  and 
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gram 
consolidation  is 
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-fS)-  sMl  m  4elaii  Ibe  formula  er  forniulas 

for  the  making  of  grants  under  tke  consolidated  pre- 
gramy  and  skak  set  forth  the  dihcrcnces  between  sueh 
formula  er  formulas  and  the  formula  for  making  grants 
imdor  eaeh  of  the  individual  programs  consohdated  under 
sueh  plam 

-fhf  Eaeh  grant  consolidation  plan  shall  provide  for 
only  one  consolidation  of  individual  grant  programs. 

-fe)-  ¥he  President  shah  have  a  grant  consolidation  plan 
delivered  to  both  Bouses  on  the  same  day  and  to  eaeh 
Bouse  while  it  is  in  sessiom 

OONOBESSIONAL  CONSIDEIIATION 
hOhr  -(a-)-  Exeept  as  otherwise  provided  in  suh- 
scction  -{e)-7  a  grant  consolidation  plan  shah  become  effeetive 
at  the  end  nf  the  first  period  of  ninety  calc^ndar  days  of  con¬ 
tinuous  session  of  the  Gongress  after  the  date  on  which  the 
plan  is  transmitted  to  it  unless,  between  the  dttte  of  trans 
mittal  and  the  end  of  the  ninety-  day  period,-  either  Bouse 
passes  a  resolution  stating  in  substance  that  the  Bouse  does 
not  favor  the  ffli-ant  eoosolidation  plan. 

-fb)-  Eor  purposes  of  subsection  -^ar) — 

-fk)-  continuity  of  session  is  broken  only  by  an  ad- 
jeumment  of  the  Gongress  sine  dioy  and 
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-{2}-  tbe  4ays  oft  wfeieb  ekto  He^se  is  eet  ift  ses- 
sieft  because  ef  ae  adjoimimcnt  ef  mepe  tbae  feee  days 
to  a  day  ccrtam  shall  be  excluded  ie  the  computatiou:  el 
<be  uinot-^day  period. 

-(e)-  Under  provisions  contained  in  a  grant  consolidation 

6  plany  a  provision  el  sneb  plan  may  become  effective  at  a  tune 

7  la4er  than  the  date  on  which  sneb  plan  becomes  effective 

8  under  subsection  -(a)-r 

9  -(4)-  A  grant  consolidation  plan  which  becomes  effective 

10  shah  be  printed  -(1-f  in  the  Statutes  at  Large  in  the  same 

11  volume  as  the  piibbe  laws  and  {2)  in  the  U cdoral  Register. 

12  gBGr  bOU  -(a)-  ^  section  is  enacted  by  ^  Congress— 

13  -(4-)-  as  an  exercise  el  the  rulemafeing  power  el  the 

14  Senate  and  the  House  ef  Representatives^  respeetivetyr 

15  ivnd  as  such  it  is  dciuned  a  ^  ^  rules  ef  each 

16  Heuscy  respeetivelyy  but  appheable  only  with  respect  te 

17  the  procedure  te  he  lehewed  in  that  House  in  the  ease  el 

18  resolutions  described  in  siibsectien  -(b)y  and  it  supersedes 

19  ether  rules  only  te  the  extent  that  it  is  inconsistent 

20  therewith^  and 

21  -(a)-  with  luh  recognition  el  the  eenstitutienal  right 

el  either  House  te  change  the  rules -(so  far  as  relating  te 
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ihe  procecliHT  el  llevfe  -Heiusc)  el  aey  limey  m  llm  same 
manner  ae^  le  ike  aame  oslcnt  as  m  Ike  ease  el  a«y 
elkee  eale  el  ikal  Heaser 

-{hy  4ke  jawasiefts  el  seelieas  IHO  tltfougk  ^4^  el  lille 
k  el  Ike  kkalek  8lales  Gecle  skak  apply  wilk  respect  le  a 


grant  eer^sekcklien  plan  aaky  ler  sack  purposes — 

-fkf  all  relerenees  m  sack  sections  le  --reerganka 
lien  plan^  skall  ke  ti^ealed  as  relerring  le  -^-^granl  een- 

skak  ke  Irealed  as  relerriiig  le  a  reselation  el  eilker 
House  el  Ike  Congress,  Ike  mailer  aller  Ike  resolving 

clause  el  wkiek  is  as  lekewsa  -^4kal  Ike - 

dees  nel  laver  Ike  granl  eenselidalion  plan  nuinborcd 

-  IransmiHed  le  Ike  Oengress  ky  Ike  President  en 

- j  49 — “  Ike  krst  k-lank  therein  kemg  kllcd 

wilk  Ike  name  el  Ike  reselving  klousc  and  Ike  ether 
Wank  spaces  Ihercin  being  appropriately  kllcd; 


E-XriEATION  DA-TE 

See.  kOkv  4ke  aalkerity  el  Ike  President  under  section 
60S  le  Iransnnl  granl  eenselidalien  plans  skall  expire  Ikree 
years  after  Ike  dale  el  Ike  enactment  el  Ikis  Aek 
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T4T4^  VII-  ACQUISITION,  ATO  DISP08I- 

04^  LAA©  WITHIN  HEHAN  A-HEAS  EA 


EEHEHAL  AHEN€IEg  IN 
LANB  H-TI-EIZA-TION 


WITS 
OE  AE- 


EECT-EH  LQGAL 


AMENDME?^T  OP  EEDEItAL  rfiePEET¥  A?fB  APMINISTHAr- 

¥i¥®  SEEVIOEP  AOP 

gfiOr  T^It  Tfee  Federal  Property  a»d  Adaainistra^Ive 
Services  Aet  el  1949,  as  amended  -(40  U.g.H.'  444  et  seqr)7 
is  amended  fey  adding  at  tfee  end  thereel  a  new  title  as 
follows-: 

liTlTEE  VIII  EREAN  LA-N-D  UTILIZATION 

‘‘SIIOB-P  TIPEB 

“Sec.  80E  Tfeis  titie  may  fee  eited  as  tfee  Hcdcral 
Urban  Land  Use  Actfe 

“DEOLAEATieN  OP  rTJErOPP  A¥B  POLICY 
l^S-EO.-  802t  It  is  He  pnrpese  el  tfeis  title  te  premote 
mere  harmonieus  intcrgovcmmontal  rclatiens  fey  preserifeing 
nniferm  policies  and  procedures  wfecrefey  tfee  xldministrater 
acquirey  nsey  and  dispose  el  land  in  urban  areas  m 
order  tfeat  urban  land  transaetiens  entered  mte  fer  He 
Ocneral  Services  Administration  er  en  feclralf  el  etfeer  Fed- 
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agencies  fee  consistent  witfe  zoning  and  laad-ase 
practices  an4  Aall  fee  made  to  tfee  greatest  extent  in  aoeord- 
anee  witfe  planning  and  development  ofejcctivcs  of  tfee  leeal 
and  leeal  planning  agencies  concemed.- 


DISrOSAL  OF  UEBAN  LANDS 
‘■‘8-ec.  80^  -fa)-  Wlienevcr  tfee  iYdministrator  contem¬ 
plates  tfee  disposal  ter  or  on  feebalf  of  any  Federal  ageney  of 
any  real  property  situated  within  an  ur-fean  area-,-  fee  sfealfe 
prior  to  o^ering  sneb  land  for  saley  give  reasonable  notice 
to  tfee  head  of  the  governing  body  of  the  unit  of  general  local 
having  jurisdiction  over  zoning  and  land  use 
in  the  geographical  area  within  which  tfee  land  or 
lands  are  located  in  order  to  afford  tfee  government  tfee  op¬ 
portunity  of  zoning  for  tfee  use  of  such  land  in  aeeordanee 
with  local  comprehensive  planning. 

‘‘-fh)  dfee  Administrator,  to  the  greatest  practicable 
extent^  shad  furnish  to  all  prospective  purchasers  of  such  real 
property^  full  and  complete  niformation  eoneeming — 

‘^-(4-)-  current  zoning  regulations  and  prospective 
zoning  requirements  and  ofejcctives  for  such  property 
when  it  is  unzoned ; 

‘‘■(2)  current  availabilit-y  to  such  property  of  streets^- 
sidcwallvs,  sewersy  water,  street  lights,  and  other  service 


facilities  and  prospective  availability  of  suefe  services  if 
such  property  is  included  in  comprehensive  planning. 
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1  "‘acquisition  Ofi  CHANG  ID  OU  USB  OP  PEAL  PPOPEBPA 

2  SbOt  804.  -{^  ¥o  extent  pFaetieable^-  prieF  te  a 

3  commitment  to  acquire  any  real  property  situated  in  an  urban 

4  areay  tbe  Administrator  sbab  notify  tbe  unit  of  general  loeal 

5  government  exercising  zoning  and  land-use  jurisdiction  over 

6  tbe  land  proposed  to  be  purchased  of  bis  intent  to  acquire 

7  sueb  land  and  tbe  proposed  use  of  tbe  property.  4n  tbe  event 

8  that  tbe  Administrator  determines  ^at  sueb  advance  notiee 

9  would  have  an  adver-se  impaet  on  tbe  proposed  purchase,  be 

10  sballj  upon  conclusion  of  tbe  acquisition,  immediately  notify 

11  sueb  loeal  government  of  tbe  acquisitioa  and  ^  proposed 

12  use  of  tbe  property.- 

13  --{h)  In  tbe  acquisitioH  or  change  of  use  of  any  real 

14  property^  situated  in  an  urban  area  as  a  site  for  puhbe  build- 

15  ingj  tbe  Administrator  sball,-  to  tbe  extent  be  determines 

16  practicable — 

17  “  (1)  consider  all  objections  made  to  any  sueb  ac¬ 
quisition  or  change  use  by  sueb  unit  of  government  upon 
tbe  ground  that  tbe  proposed  acquisition  of  use  conflicts 
or  would  conflict  wbb  tbe  zoning  regulations  or  planning 

objectives  of  sueb  unitsq  and 

comply  with  and  conform  to  sueb  regulations 
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of  tbe  unit  of  general  local  government  having  jurisdie- 
tion  with  respect  to  tbe  area  within  which  sueb  property 
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devclopR^eiit  objectives 


is  sit-uated  aftd  tfee 
el  seeb  local 

“SE-er  80^7  ¥lie  precedefcs  prescribed  ie 
aed  804  leay  be  waived  during  any  pei-ied  of  national  ciner  ■ 
geney  proclaimed  by  tbe 


DEEMTiej^S 
^‘SeEt  800t  As  used  in  0ns  OOe — 

(a)-  OJnb  ol  general  local  govcrnmciit^  means  any  ebyj 
county^  towny  paOsby  viHagOj  or  other  general  purpose  politb 
eal  subdmsion  of  a  State. 

“■  (b  )-  ‘Urban  area’  means — 

“  (4)-  any  gcograpbieal  area  w-bbin  tbe  jmasdietion 
of  any  incorporated  eityy  town,  borongby  village^  or  other 
n^  of  general  local  governinenty  except  county  or 
parish,-  having  a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more 
inhabitants; 

“-{-2)-  that  portion  of  tbe  gcograpbieal  area  within 

governmental  entity  wliicb  contains  no  incorporated  unb 
of  general  local  government  but  has  a  population  density 
equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand  bve  hundred  inhabi¬ 
tants  per  square  mile-;  and 

‘-■(3)-  that  portion  of  any  geographical  area  ba~sung 
a  population  density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one 
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oo 


iWe  iiikafeitaHte  mife  a«4  a 

a4ja€€M  le  tke  koiiH-dayy  ©I  a«y  incorporated  nnit  ef 
goncral  l©ca4  govciH-imont.  w-lik'lr  Ira©  a  po])ula.ti(at  el  tee 
tkeHsae4  or  teere  ielatkitaetST 


te  tke  e^cteet  directly 
local  ^¥criimeetT 

-w- 


tr  |JlTTlJlllllg 


es  tke  led^wieg, 


te  tke  eeed©  el  a  aert  el  general 


t7  a©  a  gtiido  ler  long-range  develep- 
plans  witli  respect  te  tbe  pat- 


menty  el  general 
tern  and  intensity  el  land  «©e  and  tke  provision  el  pnklie 

long  range  kscal  plans  ler  sack  dcvelopnrent-j 

li  (-2)  programing  el  capital  knprovcinents  based  on 
a  detemnnatien  el  relative  iirgencyj  togetiter  wkk  defini- 
tive  financing  plans  ler  tke  knprevement  te  be  eon- 
strueted  in  tke  earlier  years  el  tke  progrann; 

coordmatien  el  all  related  plans  el  tke  depart¬ 
ment  er  snbdivisions  el  tke  government  eoncerned; 

intergovernmental  coordination  el  related 
planning  activities  among  tke  State  and  local  govern  - 
mental  agencies  eoneemed-j  and 

‘‘  preparatien  el  regnlaterv  and  administrative 

measures  in  support  el  tke 
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¥4^LE  :v^444-4mj^O^  EELQGATIQ:N^  ASSISTANCE 


DECLAEATie^  OF  POMEe¥ 

S®Gt  80-1t  pur]K)ee  ef  this  Ael  is  te  ostai^fek  a  aai- 
le»ft  peiiey  fe?  tke  faif  afi4  equitable  treatment  el  ewuefSj 
tenftutSj  afi4  ethe¥  persons  displaeed  fey  tfee  aequisi-tien  el  real 
property  in  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs  8nefe 
a  poliey  sfead  fee  ae  nniferm  as  praetieafele  as  te  -(4-)-  reloctn 
tien  paymentsj  advisory  assistaneoj  -(df  assuranee  el 
availability  el  standard  housing,-  and  -f4)-  -Federal  reimfeiirse- 
ment  ler  reloeatien  pa^unents  under  federally  assisted  pre- 


Fa-bt-  At. — FedebA:^ 

BEEOCATie^  rA-YVffi-j^^-S 

8eGt  80St  -fa)-  41  the  head  el  any  Federal  a^gency  ae- 
qnires  real  property  ler  pufeUe  use  in  a  State,  he  shall  make 
lair  and  reasenafele  reloeatien  payments  te  displaeed  per- 

Fresident  under  seetien  80#  el  this  Aetr 

-fh)-  41  any  displaced  person  who  moves  er  diseem 
tinnes  his  business  elects  te  accept  the  payment  authorized 
hy  this  subsection  in  hen  el  the  pa-}unent  authorized  ler 
such  h^isiness  hy  subsection  -fa-)-  el  this  scetieny  the  head 
el  such  F cderal  agency  shall  make  a  fixed  relocation  payment 
te  such  piU’son  in  an  aanoiint  equal  te  the  a-\^rage  annual  net 
^s  el  the  feusinessj  er  SOyOOOy  v4hehevtu=  is  the  lesscrr 
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huuW  mulor  llw 

l^oad  i4  agcMicy  if*  sa4if4i(Hl  llwl  ll+e  i»Hf*iwf4s  -(4^ 
laf  rekfcatcHl  will+mfl  a  f*tikf*4aalial  lesa  ol  ils  (listing 

aittd  ^  ft  eoHi+Hmaai  eitl-erprifta  kavia^ 

al  kaa*!  wfe  alkfa^  esla Id isk wealT  kak+^  aai|tti^ati  kv  ike 

United  Stataa-  wkiek  ia  ea^a^ed  in  Ike  aajne  ee  f*nniia7H  kf^e+i- 
neafrr  Uta  f»iirpefj(>s  el  tkis  ankaeetieHj  Ike  leant  -averaen 
ainiual  nel  eaattiti-gy-  means  ene-kaU  el  any  net  eaenia^ 
el  Ike  kttfjntess,  keler(>  Uadera],  Stale,  and  ieeal  naanne  laxesr 
dnaiit^  Ike  Iwe  laj^akle  yeaas  iinntetlialely  paeeedin^  Ike 
taxable  yeaa  in  wkiek  seek  kasktess  t-neves  from  Ike  real 
])roperty  aetpiired  by  Ike  Ikdltnl  Stales  and  iiiekides  any 
contpensalien  paid  ky  Ike  knsiness  le  Ike  ewnety  kis  spouse7 
ee  kis  depeftdenl  ekddren  dniditff  seek  t\^a)  year  period.-  Seek 
eariiitt^if  and  eompensttlien  fdtall  be  eslaklkked  ky  Ikdeml 
ineonte  lax  returns  filed  ky  seek  Itusiness  and  its  owner  and 
Ids  spouse  and  dependent  eldkken  for  seek  two  taxable  yearsr 
-(e*)-  41  any  dispkteed  person  wko  tmtved  front  a  dwcdlin^ 
eleets  to  aeeept  Ike  pa^uneitls  antkorrzed  ky  tkis  snkseetien 
Hen  of  Ike  payments  anllMtri'i^ed  ky  snkseetien  -|a)-  el  tkk 
seetion  for  moviny  front  snek  dwdliny-,-  Ike  bead  of  suek 
Uederal  agene-y  skall  make  Ike  lolktwiny  kxed  reloealtoit 
payments  to  snek  persoiH 
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eefding  le  a  schedule  established  hy  the  head  el  saeh 
agency^  eet  te  cxeeed 

4-  (lislocatieBr  allowanee  e<)aal  te  the  ameuet 
]said  iindee  paragrapli  -ft-)-  el  this  siihsoetiee  er  rf-ldOj 
whiehevey  is  the  lesser-j 

-(d)-  Ae  additienal  payment  el  $300  il  the  displaced 
pcrseii  pwehases  a  dwelling  lef  the  purpese  el  resideeee 
withie  eee  year  frem  the  date  el  aetital  displaecmcnt 
except  that  such  displaced  persee  shall  only  he  cligihle 
ler  payment  under  this  subscctien  when  the  dwclhng 
purchased  is  situated  upon  real  estate  in  which  sueh 
person  acquires  lee  title,-  hie  estate-,-  ninety-nine-year 
leasey  er  other  type  el  long  term  lease  equivalent  te  lee 
ownership-;  and 

-(d)-  41  any  displaced  person  who  moves  er  dh 
ft  farm  operation  cloets  te  accept  the  payment 
hy  this  suhseetioii  in  lieu  el  the  pa^unciftt  authorized  ler 
sueh  hifm  operation  hy  suhscction  -(a)-  el  this  scetie-nj  the 
head  el  sueh  Eedeml  ageney  shall  make  a  fixed  relocation 
payment  te  such  person  in  the  amount  el  $4^0007  4n  the 
case  where  the  entire  farm  operation  is  net  acquired  hy  such 
■yederal  agency,-  the  payment  authorized  hy  this 
shall  he  made  only  il  the  head  el  such  agcimy 
that  the  remainder  property  is  ne  longer  an  economic  unitr 
-(c)-(l)  4n  addition  te  any  amount  under  suhseetioirs 
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rtii4  -(4)-  el  ireetieej  Ike  head  el  seek 
Federal  ageney-  may  pay  le  er  ee  keliall  el  aey  displaced 
laiekyj  displaced  elderly  individual^  er  displaced  Iiaiidicappcd 
individnaly  moiitkly  payinciils  ever  a  period  eel  le  eseeed 
twcnt-y-lenr  moritks  in  ae  amounl  nel  le  exceed  $500  in  Ike 
krsi  twelve  moniks  and  $500  kr  Ike  second  twelve  inonlks 
le  assist  seek  displaced  family  er  individual  to  secure  a  de- 
eenlj  safcy  and  sanitary  dwelling-  Subject  to  Ike  limitation 
imposed  by  tke  preceding  scntcnecy  Ike  additional  payment 
shall  be  an  amom^t  wkiclp  when  added  to  ^  per  centum  el 
the  annual  incoine  el  tke  displaced  individual  er  family  at 
tke  time  el  displaccmentj  equals  tke  average  annual  rental 
required  ler  suck  a  dccciity  safcy  and  sanitary  dwelling  el 
modest  standards  adequate  in  sfee  to  aeeommedate  tke  dis- 
plaeeel  individual  er  lamdy  in  areas  net  generally  less  de^m 
alde  in  regard  to  publie  utilities  and  pubke  and  eommeretal 
l^^es^  40Wedy  ddiat  suek  payment  skad  be  made  eidy 
to  an  individual  er  family  wdm  is  unable  to  secure  a  dwell- 
nm=  unit  in  a  lew-rent  bousing  project  assisted  under  tke 
United  States  44eusing  Act  el  1937-  er  under  a  State  er  leeal 

^^egram  found  by  tke  Secretary  el  44eusk^ 
velopnrent  to  have  tke  same  general  purposes  as  tke  Federal 
^j^ogram  under  suek  AeU  er  a  dwelling  unit 
{jootien  404  el  tke  Housing  and  Urban 
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8 


vSoM^aiy  ef  Housing  fttt4 
slinll  nmite  dotorminations  undci-  tMs  a 


Oft  H-e 


ftiftouftt  of  aosistanoc  aocording  lo 


moj  faftiily  o^  ift- 


dmdual  income,  average  foftls  fe(|ftfte4,  oi^  stftiilaF  eonsid- 
orations  fof  aH  agencies  fttalft-ng  soel^  pa^mfienlST 

-f^  additional  paymoftta  uftdof  dds  subsecti-oft  eoay 
be  paid  on  a  bftftp  som  oe  otbee  tbao  montldy  basis  ift  eases 
ift  wliicli  tbe  small  si^  of  tbe  ftavmcnts  tbat  would  other-  - 


-yvoTT 

JTttT 


wise  be  required  do  not  warraftt  a  nuft^ber  of  s 
numts  or  ift  other  eases  ift  -wliich  other  thaft 

«/ 

payments  are  determined  warranted  by  the  head  of  the 
heder-al  agency. 

-f4)-  ?io  payment  received  uinler  this  subsection  shah 
he  considered  as  income  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  ehgibility  or  the  extent  of  eligibility  of  any  person  for 
assistance  under  the  Social  Seeurit}^  Aet  or  any  other  Hed- 

I  rt 

VlTctT  ctw^lTT 


he  su]>ject  to  the 
-(hO  8tah  as 

[HI  I 


under  this  section  shall 
of  the  Aet  of  June  lAj  1916 
-(h  -LhSvCv  JQAl-lOll).  Any 
or  trggrieved  hy  the 


of  this  seetioft  after  the 


date  of  this  Act 


naor  institute  in  the  di^4i-iet  count  of  the  Hnited  8hites  for 


tiip  iiwi;. 
trnr  l  lU  rt 


/•I  1  o4l*  t  /  1  1  \  1  oil  /~«1 

ttrnTTTvT  TTT  wTl  lit  TX  ill.  11 


resides  or  in 


which  such  claim  first  arose  an  action  for  the  rexiew  of  such 
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dotcrmmatioiiT  tke  filing  el  seek  aefeefty  swk  eeei4 


sliak  have  jurisdictiee  le  keat  aed  deteriume  aeak  action  aed 
•te  tkcrciii  seek  ^ulgiiioitk  deefcoy  e^  eider  aa  k  akak 


doom 


and  may  iiimkly  seek 


Hfme 


a  rdi owing  tka,t  seek  deka-'miiiatien  waa  arkitraryj  eafrkaeea; 
0^  ^  :^^Ytieii  el  afaedarda  apykeakle  te  aeek  dotormiitatieea 

ki  similar  oaaeav 


8  RistoeycTfOtf  pmiGilAjVHa 

9  gfier  80dT  -fa)-  41  tke  kead  el  aey  rodoral  agoiiey 

10  aoqniiea^  real  property  ler  pekke  aae  m  a  rdatey  ke  akak  pre- 

11  vPle  0  rcdooation  aaalataeee  pregram  ler  dispkmed  peraeira 

12  wkiok  akak  eder  tke  a{awieea  deaedked  in  aakaeetkm  -fo)- 


13  0I  sootiom  44  tke  kead  el  suck  agency  detenninea  tkat 

14  epher  persenay  occupying  property  adjacent  te  tke  real  prep- 

1 5  0^  eanaed  ankatantial  eeenende  injury  keeauae 

IG  0I  ^ke  pnkke  improvement  ler  wkiek  seek  property  ia 
17  aaqnkedy  ke  may  eder  sack  peraena  releeatien  aervieea  under 


18  sttek  programr 

19  -f}-))-  kdderal  ageneiea  adminiatering  pregrama  wkiek 

20  500^  el  aaaiatanee  te  dkplaeed  persona  eevered  ky  tkk 

21  Aet  akak  eeeperate  te  tke  mammnm  eutent  leaakde  wkk  tke 

22  federal  or  State  agency  eanaing  die  diapkeemeik  te  aaanre 

23  tkat  auek  dispkna^d  pei^aena  reeeke  tke  madmum  aaaiatanee 


24  avnilakle  te  tkenn 

25  )e)-  keek  releeatien  aaaiatanee  program  requked  ky  auk 
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1  soctieit  -(tt)-  of  flection  Hlitiff  itiok-Kle  suclt  nioasiiresy 

2  facilities,  ei=  se^eea  mi  may  ha  iiGccssafy  m  appropria^ 

3  m  order  -(4-)-  to  deterinioe  tke  needs  of  displaced  faniiliesy 

4  individuals,  fmcinosa  eoneernsy  ami  farm  operators  for  re- 

5  loi'ation  aseiatanee-j  assure  tkat  witlrin  a  reasonable 

6  period  of  time  prior  to  displaeenienty  tliere  will  be  availablej 

7  in  arena  not  generally  leaa  desirable  in  regttrd:  to  piibbe 

8  tttibtiea  and  nuljlie  and  eoinmereial  faralities  and  at  rents 


9  or  prieea  catkin  tke  finaneial  means  of  tke  families  and  in- 

10  dividnals  displaeedj  deeentj  satoy  and  sanitary  dwellings  epual 

11  in  number  to  tke  number  efy  and  available  tOy  suek  displaced 

12  families  and  individuals  and  reasonably  accessible  to  their 

13  plac'cs  of  employmeiit,-  cwcept  tkat  suek  assurance  may  be 

15  by  tke  presidenty  -fn}-  to  assist  owners  of  displaced  busi- 

16  nesses  and  displaeml  farm  opcaators  in  obtaining  and  be- 


17 


I  \  rill  1 1 1  5? 

O 


in  suitabde 


loeations  or 


18  ment  fanns;  -(4^  stuppl^-  infomiation  etmeeniing  tke 

19  Federal  Housing  Acbninistration  kerne  acquisition  progTam 

20  nnder  section  221  (d)  (2)-  of  tke  National  Housing  Aety 

21  tke  small  business  disaster  loan  program  under  section  ^ 

22  -|b)  (3)  of  tke  8mall  -Business  Aety  and  etker  programs 

to  displaeed  persons ;  -{§)-  to  assist  in 


23 


24  minimizing  kardskips  to  displaeed  persons  in  adjusting  to 

25  relocation ;  and  -(d)-  to  assure,  to  tke  greatest  extent  prac  - 
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1  coordiiuitiett  ol  m4mfe  witk  ofeltef 

2  ftiwl  €4kf^*  prO'^osed  govcrn- 

3  mewte4  nictioiis  m  ^  (^oin-mund-y  B¥  Wfti43y  f^¥<^  wkieii  may 

4  adoet  dm  ean’ying  etd  el  dm  imieeadon  progimm 

5  44)-  Faragrapli  -f3)-  el  scotio-e  -7-fb)-  el  dm  Sin-all  Biisi- 

6  eesa  Ael  is  ameeded  le  fead  as  follews-7 

7  ‘‘-(-3)-  ^  maim  seed  leaes  -fedlem  ddeedy  ef  ie 

8  oooposadee  widt  banks  €>¥  e^bes  lending  institndens 

9  tbreegk  agreenmnls  pa^deipale  en  an  immediate  e? 

10  dofci-red  1)asis)-  as  dm  A di  nin ialnaden  may  determine  le 

11  ^  nceerjfjary  er  apprepdate  te  assisi  any  small  bnsiness 

12  eoncern  in  eontineing  in  business  al  its  existing  leealmnj 

13  re estadli riling  its  business^  in  pnrebasing  a  bnsiness7 

14  er  in  establisbing  a  new  business?  il  dm  Administration 

15  determiims  tbat  seeli  eeneern  bas  seUered  sebstandal 

16  mieiy  as  tbe  result  el  its  displaeement  byj  er 

17  loeaden  inj  adjaeent  te^  er  neary  e  lederaby  aided  eeban 

18  renewal  preieet  er  bigliway  eonstmeden  program  er  any 

19  ether  peblie  improyement  program  eendeeted  by  er 

20  with  funds  provided  in  wbele  er  in  part  by  dm  Federal 

21  Government  er  by  dm  ^tatesj  and  dm  purpose  el  a 

22  bam  made  pursuant  te  seeb  prejeet  er  program  mayy  m 

23  dm  diserction  el  tbe  Administratioip  include  tbe  per- 

24  abase  er  eonstruetion  el  ether  promises  whether  er  net 


42 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 


«.j*j 


23 

24 


beiTo^vor  ow-rif'4:  tke  -preiittses 


\  \  TT  f-  I  >  ^ 
TT^  TTrtT 


B TATES  -ACTIj^(T  AS  ASEN-TS  EOS  EEOESAE 

SeOt  804-^  Wlionovcr  i=Ea4  s  ftEf|siTe4  I^a  a 

S-tste  a]geft€‘y  fer  ft  44‘4eFal  piiMie  prejftftlj  Sftek 

ftkftWr  isF  ft!  llss  Aftty  doomed  fts 

hy-  Ike  ^kdeFftl  ft^^esey  kftAm«f  ftstkoeky  ovof 
meh  yyejeol  asd:  seek  Federal  ft^esey  skak  stake  releealkm 

aaee  f4  aAfttkabi-lkv  el  kfats-ise:  as  renuired  is  Ike  ease  ef 


aeqnisitioiis  el  real  jaaff^erly  ky  a  Federal  ayeiteyr 
AUTHOETTY  OE  TEPE  ESESEESEEP 
SeGt  89§t  -(a)-  Fe  earry  isle  effeel  Ike  yreeFless  el  ikF 
lilloj  Ike  Fresideel  F  aalkeEked  le  make  seek  raFs  aed  re^m 
ts  as  ke  may  dolormiae  le  ke  aoc’easary  le  assare — 

-fk)-  IkftI  releeation  paymeaF  i-atikorkod  ky  seeliaa 
8(12  skad  ke  lam  aad  reaseaakle  aad  as  aakeeia  as 

riCntTlC^ 

-f2)-  Ikal  a  dls^aood  perseii  eeke  makes  ^asaer 

iX  ki  O  IiFI'*  ry/^/l  4  on  ^ 

ittr  tt  1 V  TUI  ct I  lUJ  I  jtrrvrtTt^iTl;  ?Ult  illH  t/jt  vl  TT7r  ?sUv  11 

ky  seelieft  802  (a.-)-  skad  ke  reaakaesed  ler  er 


paid- 


(A)  las  aelaal  aad  reaseaakle  expeie»es  m 
meting  kimself,  kis  lamdy,  kis  biisiacsfj,  larm  epera- 
liea^  er  elker  persenal  preperlyj  aad  ia  Ike  ease  el 
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ft  fa-FtH  oporatioTiy  fef  hk  aftlftal  ftft4  ¥ms 
m  ft  i^placoiu-eftl  farm-; 

If  kft  of  persftftftl  prep(ft4y  ftft 

kk  biislftena  ftr  farm  op^ratron  amf  replaces 
snek  preperky  al  Ike  ae^  leealkrp  ae  a.moiml  epaal 
le  Ike  reftseftftkle  expeases  ikal  weakl:  kave  keen  re- 


fpkre4  m  mo¥iiig  seek  perseaal  properly  le  ike  aew 

-(kf  sack  elker  expeases  aalkeri^  ky  seekea 
802- (ft}-  as  eaay  ke  provlkek  fer  ia  regulakeas  ksuek 
under  Ikk  seelieay 

-(^  Ikal  ft  dkpfeeed  persea  wko  makes  preper 
application  fer  a  reloeakea  payment  aalkerked  fer  saek 
person  ky  Ikk  ktle  skak  ke  paid  preffi|-)lly  alter  a  mo¥e 
ery  in  eerlam  kardskip  easesj  ike  Ikesideal  aatyj  ky 
regulatierp  aalkorke  ad^aaee  payment  of  eertam  refeea- 


liea  costs-;- 

-{4)-  Ikal  any  person  aggrieved  ky  a  delerndnalion 
as  to  ekgMly  for  a  refoeation  payment  aalkorked  ky 
ikk  lille^  or  Ike  amount  of  a  payment,  may  kave  kk 


ftppkeation  n*  vie  wed  ky  ike  kead  of  the  agency ;  and 
pt«vl  a  dkpkn-ed  person  skak  lawe  a  reasonakle 
W  m  wkiek  to  apply  for  a  rekankon  payment  antkor- 


ked  ky  tkk  titler 
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Prctikkiit  rc^ukitioit,  Chjtablisli  a  foai- 

tatien  ea  tbe  amoHiit  el  a  relocation  payment  aatliorizod  by 
section  802  (a)  with  4ne  consideration  for  tbe  declaration 
of  policy  in  tins  title  and  tbe  provisions  of  subsection  -fa)- 
of  this  section  and  section  80-7-(b}T 

-(e)-  4n  order  to  prevent  unnecessary  expense  and  dupb- 
eation  of  fnnetionsy  and  to  promote  uniform  and  effective 

plaeed  personsj  tbe  fe^sident  is  autboiaeed  to  rep-uire  that 

relocation  servicesj  or  otberwise  carry  out  its  fumdions  under 
titloj  by  utilizing  tbe  facibtiesy  personnel7  and  ser^ 
of  any  other  Federal  agency,-  or  by  entering  into 
(‘ontracds  or  agreements  vntb  any  State  agency  baving  an 


orgainztdfon  for 


relocation  assistance 


-(d)-  ddic  -President  may  make  sneb  otber  rules  and 
regulations  consistent  witb  tbe  provisions  of  this  title  as 
be  deems  necessary  or  appropriate  to  carry  out  tbis  titlcv 

AYATLAniLIT¥ 

SbOt  8O67  Funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  awbablc  to 
any  Federal  agency  for  tbe  acquisition  of  real  property  or 
any  interest  tl^erein  sbab  be  available  also  for  obligation  and 
expenditure  to  ca^  out  tbe  provisions  ^  tbis  titlcr 
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Pae^  B, — PeDEEA-EE¥  2\SBISTEB 


2  EELOOATION  rAYMEjj^TA  ASSTSTANCE-j  ASSTJBAyeE  OE 


3 


AVAIEAE3I-EFJPY  OE 


4  SeGt  807t  Notwitbstan4mg  ftwy  etbe¥  provi-ai-eft  ef 

5  m  aft4  aftef  tba  cffoGtivc  4ate  el  Ibie  Aelj  ee  gfaet  ley  e¥ 

6  eontrael  e¥  agreement  witb  a  State  ageneyj  ante  whieb 

7  Fedei-al  financial  assistanee  wib  be  available  to  pay  tbe  eest 

8  m  eonneetten  wbb  tbe  acquisitien  el  real  property  er  el  a 

9  p^bbe  improYement  ler  wbteb  real  property  ia  te  be  aeqaireb 

10  er  as  tbe  resalt  el  wbieb  displaeemeat  wib  otber-wise  eeearj 

11  appreyed:  by  Ae  beab  el  tbe  Federal  ageney  re- 

12  gponsible  ler  tbe  administration  el  saeb  Feder-al  finaneial 

13  assistaaec  unless  saeb  State  ageaey  bas  entered  mte  aa  agree  - 

14  meat  with  tbe  bead  el  saeb  Feberal  ageaey  te  preyide  te 


15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 
23 


r  moyes  frem  saeb  real  property — 

-(4)-  lair  aad:  reasonable  relocatiea  payaaents  as 
dcseribeb  ia  scctiea  802  (a)-  el  this  title  aad  ia  aeeerd- 
aaee  witb  regulations  cstablisbeb  by  tbe  President  under 

scetiea  805  el  tbis  title-j 

fixed  relocation  payments  in  tbe  same  amounts 
amt  under  tbe  sa-aae  terms  aad  eonditions  as  are  required 
te  be  made  by  a  F ederal  ageaey  by  subsections  802  -(b}7 
-(e}7 -fdfr  aad -{ef  el  tbis  titlei 
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PT 1"^  nt»  f  li 
tTixLl  lilir  trrtt? 


tSOO-fe)-  el  Ikis  tilte-j  ae4 


-f4f  ft  IftftftiWe  eR4lH>4  fe¥  4ke  ^eei^fft^ftiy 
el  IftiHilles  fte4  individuals  disf Ifteed  frem  Ike  ^ro^orly 

«rt  n  1 o  -iv  /^l  n  c:n:<  n  T'>  /  O  4  i  i:l~\  Q.  t*/  \  O  1  ^1  r>  Tir^1*1  <'>^1 

iLv."'  1 1 IXI  v/vty  i  I'l  1 U.  cI'k5I5  LI  A  cbl  1 V  U  LLicLl/  > »  1  ClllH  ct>  Xvtl»4VMlilf_liLl  L7\.  1 1  L*\-t 

el  time  peiee  te  displftccmonty  there  will  he  avftilakle  in 
areas  net  -^enemlly  less  desirable  in  regard  te  pnblie 
utilities  and  public  and  cemmcreial  laeilities  and  at  rents 
er  prices  within  the  hnaneial  means  el  the  lamilies  tmd 

equal  in  mnnhei^  te  the  number  el  and  available  te  sneh 
displaced  families  and  individuals  and  retrsenablj^  ae- 
ccssiblc  te  their  places  el  employment: 

-fb)-  dhe  eest  te  a  8tate  agency  pi-oviding  the  payments 

in  suhseetion  -(a)-  el  this  section 


lb  iftay  he  inednded  as  part  el  the  eest  el  the  projeet  ler  which 
1"^  Imderal  finarreial  assistance  is  available  te  such  State  agency, 

18  and  such  State  agency  sliall  he  cligihlc  ler  -Federal  financial 

19  assistance  with  respect  te  such  payments  and  services  in 

20  the  same  manner  and  te  the  same  extent  as  with  respect  te 

21  ether  projeet  costs,  exc'C-pt  that  the  Federal  agency  providing 

22  such  assisance  shall  contribute  the  first  $25,000  el  the  eest 

23  el  providing  a  rdeeatien  pa.ymeiit  te  any  displaced  person.- 

24  4-Iewever,  ne  State  agency-  need  agree  te  make  any  releca- 

25  tien  payment  in  excess  el  $'25,000  te  any  displaced  person 
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1  m  orJei=  ^  ym4v(^ 


I  tTT  4  1  ^  /\  r<i  1  K_ 
Ti^  t'JiC  n  M  n 


^  HO(‘tioitT 

^  ^  pi-ev<-4it-  wmeef^sary  e-x]>eiisefj  hw4  4tt- 

4  pli<‘atiio-H  twl  to  pi=f»«->f4e  ittotoiH-H  aito 

5  ftdministmtiett  ef  rol<3cat4i>it  a^rHiftowee  pro^rama  top  4k- 

6  pljaato  pta-seaaj  any  agraeaiaH-^  tor  a  Stato  agency  mato^  sa4- 

7  seetom  -{a)-  af  tok  aaatom  ^ito4i  paeto4e  toat  aaek  ageney 

8  may  maka  aetoaatom  payamnto  ea  paetode  i'oloeatiea  aaakt- 

9  arioo  oa  otherwise  (‘any  eat  ka  funetiona  aa4ee  tkk  tole  hy 

10  utilizing  tke  tae4itiea7  p>eraeaael7  aa4  aervieea  el  any  ether 

11  Stale  agcney  havi-ng  an  estahliaho4  organization  fee  con4iiet- 

12  mg  relocation  assistance  progranrsT 

13  -^4-)-  Any  grant  to7  or  eentraet  er  agrera^reirt  with  a  State 

14  agency  exeeate4  helere  the  eheethrc  4ate  et  this  Aek  un4er 

15  which  Eederal  hnaneial  assiatanee  k  a¥aih44e  to  pay  the 

16  eeat  in  eonneetien  with  the  acquisition  of  real  propertyj  or 

17  ef  the  impre¥enient  fee  which  such  property  k  acquirehy 

18  may  he  amen4e4  to  incWe  an  agreemeiit  as  4eaerihe4  in 

19  suh  section  -(a)-  ef  thk  sectiein 

20  -(e)-  41  the  hea4  el  a  Federal  agency  dcternnnea  that  it 

21  jieeeaaary  ler  the  expe4itiena  eempletien  el  a  pubhe  hn- 

22  provcnient  ler  which  a  State  agency  has  entered  into  an 

23  ap’roementr  as  dcscrihe4  in  snh section  -(a)-  el  thk  seetieny  to 

24  make  rdeeatien  payments  to  dkpkeeh  pcrsons7  or  to  pre- 

25  ei4e  the  Innda  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  ol  a 
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1  905  (b)  -(4)-  ^  ^  ^  ad^anoe  Federal  sitafe 

2  e^  saefe  rclocatie-H  imymcnte  aii4  aa  amount  ncccssa^  to 

3  fflfd^o  tiia  required  paymenta  under  se(‘,tion  905-(-]))  -f-l-)-  to 

4  aued  State  ageneyr  -T-i^pon  detemdnation  9y  tde  dead  of  awed 

5  Federat  ageney  tdat  any  part  of  tde  funda  advaneed  to  a 

6  State  ageney  under  tlda  audaeetion  are  no  longer  requiredj 

7  tfee  amount  whieb  be  determines  not  to  be  reqmrcd  abail  be 

8  repaid  upon  demand?  Any  sum  advaneed  and  not  repaid  on 

9  demainf  abab  be  dedueted  from  amna  otherwise  a¥ailable  to 

10  aneb  State  ageney  from  Federal  sourees? 

11  DISrLACEMENT  B¥  CEItTAIN  rBeG-RA^rS  EECEIVB^G 

12  A-NOE  TjyPEE  TITLE  I  OE  THE  IIQUSIEE  AET  EE  19407 

14  See?  S08t  A  person  wbo  moAes  or  diseontinucs  bia 

15  businessj  or  moAea  other  personal  property,  or  moAcs  from 

16  bia  dwelling  on  or  after  the  effeetive  date  of  tbis  Aetj  as  a 

17  direct  reanb  of  any  project  or  program  which  reeeiAea 

18  Federal  financial  assistance  under  title  4  of  the  Housing 

19  Act  of  1949,  as  amendedy  sliabj  for  the  purposes  of  tbis 

20  titlcj  be  deemed  to  be  a  displaced  person? 

21  eEVEEABILIT¥ 

22  See?  809.  If  any  provision  of  tbis  title,-  or  tbe  appb- 

23  cation  thereof  to  any  person  or  ciremnstanee  is  held  in- 

24  valid,  tbe  remainder  of  tbis  title  and  tbe  application  of  tbe 
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provisieB  to  other  porsonQ  or  eireumstanccs  shall  Bot  he 
affected  thereby. 

A<3TB  BEPEA-BED 

SeOt  810.-  -{sb^  ¥he  followBig  laws  aod  parts  el  kwe 
are  hereby  repealed-r 

-(4r)-  ¥be  Aet  cBlitled  Aet  te  aathorizc  the  Scerc- 
tary  el  the  Interior  te  reimburse  owners  el  lands  required  ler 
development  under  bis  jurisdiction  ler  their  moving  cs-pensesj 
and  ler  other  purposes/^  approved  3day  0^  -1-958  -(4&  U.8.C7 
1231  1234)^ 

-(2)-  Paragraph  -44  el  section  203  (b)  el  the  ^atienal 
x^cronauties  and  8paee  Aet  el  1958  -(42  U.S.C;-  2473) . 

Section  2080  el  title  -lOj  United  States  Geder 

-(4r)-  Section  43^  el  title  2^7  United  States  Geder 

-f5)-  Section  7  (b)-  el  the  Urbaar  Mass  -Transportatimi 
Aet  el  1964  -(49  U.S;C7  1606  (b)-)  7 

-(Of  Seetien  105-(e)-  el  the  Housing  Aet  el  1949  -(42 
¥787^7  1455  (cf)^ 

-(7f  Seetien  444  el  the  Housing  Aet  el  4949  -(42  U.S.C? 
1465(a)  (d)-)^ 

■fSf  Paragraph  -(Sf  el  section  45  ^  the  United  States 
Seusk^  Aet  el  -4934  -(42  U.S7G7  141 5- (8)  f;  except  the 
first  sentenee  el  sneh  paragraphr 
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-(Of  Secliett  404  ef  tOe  Heusiftg  4)c¥eIop- 

ffleftl  of  4005  -(40  3071-3O74)-t 

-(1-0)-  Socfioft  404  of  Oio  Domonstratiofi:  Gities  ao4 
Metropolitan  development  Aet  of  49007 

-(4)-  Any  rights  or  liabilities  now  existing  imder  prior 
Aets  or  portions  tbei^f  sbaO  not  be  affeeteO  by  the  repeal 
of  sneb  prior  Acts  or  poilions  thereof  under  siibseetion  -(af 
of  this  section? 

title  -LAA-d  AGQb-ISmO^  -POLICY 

FaET  A^ — EeDEEAL  -PBOGB-AjVr& 

PNireBAf  re-KEe¥  la-n-d  Ae^uis-iTiox  rBACTicEs 

8e6t  901-7  -(af  -In  order  to  eneonrage  the  acquisition 
of  i=eal  property  by  amicable  agreements  with  owne-rs,  to 
relieve  congestion  in  the  eourtsj  to  assure  consistent  treat¬ 
ment  for  owners  in  th^  many  -Eederal  programs,  and  to 
promote  public  eonfidence  in  Eederal  land  acquisition  prae- 
tieesy  heads  of  Eederal  agencies  shalf  consistent  with  In¬ 
gram  requirements,-  be  guided  by  the  following  pobeies-? 

-(4)-  Lbe  bead  of  a  -Eederal  agency  should  make  every 
reasoiadble  ehort  to  acquire  real  property  by  negotiated 


-(Af  Leal  property  should  be  appr-aised  before  the 
of  negotiationsy  and  the  owner  or  his  designated 
representative  should  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
the  appraiser  duEng  his  inspection  of  the  proper^ 
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1  Bcfere  ef  pyepeflyy 

2  tke  hea4  ef  ^  J^emf  Hweereetl  slienld  eetef^link 

3  a  priee  wtaefe  he  believes  fe  be  a  faw  ae4  eeaeeeabfe  eea- 
^  sideratie-n  therefor  araf  sbeald  mabe  a  prfaapt  offer  te  aetfaire 

b  -(4)-  ^  evraer  aboabl  be  repawed  te  sarreader 
sfea  ef  real  property  before  the  bead  of  the  Saderal 

8  concerned  pays  the  agreed  pare ‘base  prieoy  or  deposits  with 

9  ^  eoarty  in  aeoordaaee  Vritb  section  1  of  the  Aet  of  l^ebra- 

10  igg4  -(4d  gtatr  443dy  40  U-.StGt  ^Safy  for  the 

H  benefit  of  the  o-wner  an  ainoant  not  less  than  the  appraised 
12  laif  :sadae  of  saeb  property  as  detemnned  by  sneb  ageney 
18  beady  or  the  amount  of  the  award  of  eompensatron  in  the 

14  condemnation  proceeding  for  saeb  propertyT 

15  44^  eonstraetion  or  development  of  pabbe  improve- 

16  ments  should  be  so  scheduled  that  no  person  lawfully  occupy 

17  jseal  property  wdl  be  required  to  move  from  a  dwelling,- 

18  er  to  move  bis  business  or  farm  operation  vrithoat  at  least 

19  idnety  days-  written  notiecy  if  consistent  with  project  rcqairc- 

20  mentsy  from  the  bead  of  the  44deral  ageney  eoncemedy  of  the 

21  date  by  whieb  such  move  is  required-: 

22  -fd)-  4f  tbe  bead  of  the  Federal  ageney  concerned  does 

23  ftut  require  a  baildingy  strueturey  or  other  improvement  ac- 

24  quired  as  a  part  of  tbe  real  proper^  be  should  offer  to 

25  permit  its  owner  to  remove  itr  As  a  condition  of  icmovaly 
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-i-i 

ttTI 


Iioiild  be  required  whereby  the 
ferr  ¥ahte  el  sueh  buildiegj  etrueture,  er  imiprovement  ler 
■remevnl  from  the  real  p-reperty,  as  determhied  hy  sueh 
ageuey  bead,  w4h  he  deducted  from  the  eompensation  other  ■ 
wise  to  he  paid  for  the  real  property,  however  such  com¬ 
pensation  may  he  dctermincdT 

if  the  head  of  a  -Eedcral  agency  permits  aat  owner 
or  tenant  to  occupy  the  real  property  acquired  on  a  rental 
basis  for  a  short  term  or  for  a  period  subject  to  termination 
hy  the  Grovenunent  on  short  notice,-  the  amount  of  rent 
required  slmuld  not  exceed  the  fair  i^ntal  value  of  the 
to  a  short  temi 


-f8j-  4n  no  event  should  the  head  of  a  Eedcral  agency 
either  advanee  the  time  of  eondemnatioip  or  defer  the  eon- 
demnation  and  the  deposit  of  funds  in  eourt  for  the  use  of 
the  owner,  in  order  to  compel  an  agreement  on  the  price  to 
he  paid  for  the  property.  4f  an  agency  head  cannot  reach 
an  agreement  with  the  owner,  after  negotiations  have  eon- 
tinued  for  a  reasonable  timcj  he  should  promptly  institute 
condemn ation  proceedings  andj  at  the  same  time  or  as  soon 
thereafter  as  practicable^  hie  a  declaration  of  tahing  and 
deposit  funds  vrith  the  eourt  in  aecordance  with  the  Act  of 
■E ebruary  4h34-  -f4h  Stab-  142-1) ,  if  possession  is  re¬ 

quired  prior  to  the  entry  of  the  judgment  in  the  condemna- 
tion  pincecding. 
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-(0)-  41  ftii  iiitorost  m  property  is  ao(][iiircd  hf 
exercise  ef  Ike  power  ef  eininee-t  de-nmie,  Ike  head  el  Ike 
Federal  agency  coneerned  dioiild^  except  as  le  properly 
le  ke  acquired  under  section  2k  el  Ike  T-eimessec  ^akey 
Autherity  Ad  el  10-33  -(48  ^lak  Tky  as  amended ;  4k  U.8.C. 
83  lx) ,  request  Ike  Al-terne-y  General  le  instilutc  lormal 
condemn  alien  proceedings,  kfe  Federal  agency  head  should 
intentionally  make  il  necessary  ler  an  o-^¥ner  le  institute 
legal  proceedings  le  proA-c  Ike  lad  el  Ike  taking  el  kis 
propertyr 

-(lO)-  41  Ike  acquisilion  el  erdy  pa#  el  a  properly 
would  leave  ils  owner  wkk  an  imeeonomie  remnani,  Ike 
head  el  Ike  Federal  ageney  coneerned  should  acquire  Ike 
entire  properly^- 

>  ( 1 1-)-  4n  determining  Ike  boundaries  el  a  proposed 
public  improvement  Ike  head  el  Ike  Federal  agency  een- 
ccrncd  should  take  mto  aeeeuni  human  considerations,  m- 
eluding  Ike  economic  and  social  ellcds  el  such  dctcrminalion 
en  Ike  OAvner-s  and  tenanis  el  real  properly  in  Ike  area,-  in 
addition  le  engineeriiig  and  dker  ladersr 

-(k)-  Fke  provisioirs  el  Ikis  sedienj  being  general 
policies  ler  Ike  guidance  ^  Fedeinl  agencies,-  skak  ercale 
ne  rigbis  er  liahililies  nd  dkerAvise  existing  er  availahlcy 
nor  abed  Ike  vakdily  el  any  property  aequisilieHS  by  pu?- 
chase  er  condemnation: 
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OOMrENSATIO?^  EOft 
00^  4f  ^  he€d  ef  aey  j^dcml  agcney  aeqtiifes 
Feal  propefly  le?  piiblte  m  awy  tlie  Dist-Fi<?t  of 

ColiLmbia,-,-  hf  pufchase  oa  condcmnalio-HT-  Ifee  fae  mariret 
¥alao  ef  saeb  pi-opci4y  sliall  fee  paid  aa  eompcnsation  tfecfcfof= 
atdeas  fe  is  ifee  intenlieii  ei  Ifee  seller  le  coiiAcy  tfee  property 
fer  less  Ifean  fair  market  ¥a4aeT 

SbGt  -fa:)-  y-etwithstaedi-irg  aey  other  provisions  of 
lawj  if  the  head  of  a  Federal  ageney  acquires  land  or  any  in¬ 
terest  in  land  for  public  use  in  a  State,  fee  sfeah  acquire  a  like 
interest,-  or  greater  interest,-  in  all  feuildingSj  structures,  or 
other  improvements  comprising  part  of  the  real  property  so 
acquired  -which  are  required  to  fee  removed  from  the  land  or 
q  in  the  opinion  of  such  agency  head,  will  fee  adversely 
fey  such  puhlie  uscj  if  snefe  improvements  are  net 
required  to  fee  removedr 

-ffe)-  As  used  in  this  section,-  the  term  -real  property’- 
means  land,-  or  any  interest  in  land,  and  -ffe)-  any  feuilding, 
structure,  or  other  improvement  imfeedded  in  or  affi-xed  to 
land,  and  any  article  so  affixed  or  a-ttaehed  to  suefe  feuilding, 
structure,  or  improvement  as  to  fee  an  essential  and  integiffi 
part  thereof ;  -f^  any  article  affixed  or  attached  to  snefe  real 
property  in  snefe  manner  tfeat  it  cannot  fee  removed  without 
materiel  injur}^  to  itself  or  the  real  property ;  and  -f3^  any 
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1  article  se  designed,  ee-nstinctcd,  er  specially  adapted  for  the 

2  purpose  fer  which  soeh  reai  pr-eper-ty  is  used  that  -(A)-  it  is 

3  an  essential  aeeossory  or  part  of  such  real  praperty,-  it  is 


■1  Ret  eapahle  el  use  elsewhere^  and  -fG)-  it  would  lose  suh- 

5  stantiahy  all  its  ¥alue  h  removed  from  the  real  propertyr 

6  -(e^  ^  purpose  el  determining  the  extent  el  the 

acquishien  el  real  ^nperty  and  the  valuation  thereof,  ne 

8  buildkigj  structure,  or  other  improvement  shall  he  deemed 

9  te  he  other  than  a  part  el  the  real  piRperty  solely  heeause 

10  el  the  right  er  obligation  el  a  tenantj  as  against  the  owner  el 

11  any  other  interest  in  the  real  property,-  te  remove  such 

12  building,-  strueturcj  er  improvement  at  the  expiration  el  his 

13  term,  end  the  head  el  the  -Federal  agency  sliah  pay  te  the 
11:  tenant  the  lair  value  el  the  huilding,-  structure,-  er  improve- 
15  mentj  which  lair  value  shall  he  determined  hy  such  agency 
Id  liead  as  the  greatest  el  -(l-)-  the  eontribut-ive  value  el  the 
11  improvement  te  the  present  use  el  the  entirety,-  the  eur- 
13  fent  cost  el  reproduction  less 

10  mentj  m  -fd-)-  the  value  el  the  i 
20  the  propert-vr 


el  the  improve- 
ler  removal  from 


21  ExrE-y-BES 

22 


TUANSFEU  OF  FFFFE  FO  F'XiTEF 
BTATEB 


23  OOdr  -(a)-  The  head  el  a  Federal  ageneyr  net  later 

toffi  the  ef  payment  f>i  tlm  piirehase  priee  w  tlie  dote 
of  deposit  of  fiinda  to  siitiofy  tfto  award  of 
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condemnation  pi^c^ding  to  aequirc  real  property,  wlnelicver 
h  tbe  eariiefj  slobH  rcimbiu’sc  tbe  owner,  to  tbe  extent  tfee 
head  of  such  agcnc}'^  deems  fair  and  reasonable,  fof  expenses 
necessarily  inciiirred  for — 

Of  recording  feesj  transfer  taxesj  and  similar  ex¬ 
penses  m  eonveying  soeb  real  property  to  the  United 
States ; 


penalty  costs  for  prepayment  of  naortgage  inei- 
dent  to  sneh  real  property and 

-(d}-  the  pro  rata  portion  of  real  property  taxes 
aUoeable  to  a  period  subsequent  to  the  date  of  vesting 
title  m  the  effective  date  of  a  court  order  of  possession, 
wdiichcver  is  the  earlicrT 

-(h)-  dire  determination  as  to  such  pa;}Tncnts  by  the 
head  of  such  agency  shall  be  final  and  no  provision  of  this 


shall  be  eonstnicd  to  give  anv 


a  cause  of  action 


in  any  courts  nor  may  any  violation  of  this  section  be  raised 
as  a  defense  by  such  penfon  in  any  aetiom 

— U-EBEllAI^nY  AsS'ISTED  Bbocibams 
iiEQEIBEMICNTB  EBB  ArrBQVAL  OE  EOX-TBAOT^S  OB  AO  BEE 
MICNTS  EOB  EEBEBAL  EIXANCIAL  ASSIBTAE^OE 


SeEv  bOo.  -(a)-  otwithstandiiig  any  other  Revision  of 
law7  on  and  after  the  date  of  eitaetment  of  this  Act  no 
grant  to  or  contract  or  agreement  with  a  Btate  agencyj  under 
which  -Federal  financial  assistance  will  be  available  to  pay 
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Of  w  Ike  fetil  ef  Ike  aecj^nkiikien  el  feal 
ee  el  a  pttkke  impfo-vcinoiil  lee  wkleli  eeal  ^reperly  is  le  ke 
I7  ffiay  ke  approYod  ky  Ike  head  el  ^e  -Eedeeal 

financial  assistance  nnless  seek  State  agency  kas  entered  krte 
an  agreement  ^Inek  skall  provide — 

-(4)-  tkat  every  reasonable  eke#  skak  ke  made  te 
ae^ee  tke  real  properly  ky  negotiated  pnrekase-j 

-fkf  tkat  tke  eonstriiction  er  development  el  tke 
piikke  improvement  vdk  ke  se  selieduled  tkatj  te  tke 
greatest  extent  praetieabley  ne  persen  will  ke  roq^uired 
te  move  Irem  a  kemey  farm,  er  knsiness  location  witk- 
ent  at  least  ninety  days’  vTitten  neticcj  il  consistent  witk 
prnjeet  reqniremcntsy  from  seek  State  agency  el  tke 
date  ky  wkiek  tke  move  is  reqnired-j  and 

-fdf  tkat  it  will  ke  tke  pokey  el  tke  kead  el  tke 
State  agency,  kefere  initiating  negotiations  ler  real  prep- 
ertyj  te  establisk  a  ^4ee  wkiek  ke  believes  te  ke  a  lair 
and  reasonable  eonsideratien  tberefory  and  te  make  a 
prompt  eder  te  acquire  tke  property  for  tke  kdl  amount 


-(k)-  j^otwitlistanding  any  etker  provision  el  lawy  en 
and  after  Januaiy  by  1970,-  ne  grant  toy  er  contract  er  agree- 
meat  wiA  ft  State  ftfeacyj  whieb  Federal  fewmeW 

Will  be  availnlile  te  fftiy  «t  whole  er  ift  fart  the 
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eeet  ef  tfee  aequisitieft  el  feai  ^peperlyy  e¥  el  a  ^^:4ie  ee- 
provemcnl  lef  which  feai  prepeFly  is  le  he  aotpiircd-,  fflay 
he  ap;^ve4  hj^  the  head  el  the  Fcde^aj:  ageeey 
ler  the  adminietfatiee  el  seeh 
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-f4^  that  ne  ewner  wall  he  required  te 
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an  amount  net  less  than  ^  per  centum  el  the  appraised 
lair  vahie  el  such  preperty^  as  approved  hy  such  State 
agency  head,  without  prejudice  te  dm  right  el  the  owner 
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the  likeh-beed  that  dm  property  would  he  acq-uired  ler 
the  proposed  puhhe  improvementy  other  than  that  due 
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ne  bnil4ing,  struetiU'C,  ee  otlicr  improvement  will  be 
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8eOt  Ebeetive  on  January  4y  4W0y  seetions  4047 
40^  400  el  tbe  Sensmg  anJ  Erban  Envelopment  Aet 

el  1905  are  hereby  repealedT 

That  this  Act  be  cited  as  the  ''Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  of  1968.” 

TITLE  1— DEFINITIONS 


When  used  in  this  Act — 

FEDERAL  AGENCY 

Sec.  101.  The  term  "Federal  agency”  means  any  de¬ 
partment,  agency,  or  instrumentality  in  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  and  any  wholly  owned  Government  cor- 
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poration,  and  for  the  purposes  of  title  VIII,  the  Architect  of 
the  Capitol. 

STATE 

Sec.  102.  The  term  State”  means  any  of  the  several 
States  of  the  United  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto 
Pico,  any  territory  or  possession  of  the  United  States,  or  any 
agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State,  hut  does  not  include  the 
governments  of  the  political  subdivisions  of  the  State.  For  the 
purposes  of  titles  VII,  VIII,  and  title  IX  the  term  ‘‘State” 
does  include  such  political  subdivisions. 

POLITICAL  SUBDIVISION  OB  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
Sec.  103.  The  term  “political  subdivision”  or  “local 
government”  means  a  local  unit  of  government,  including 
specifically  a  county,  municipality,  city,  town,  township,  or 
a  school  or  other  special  district  created  by  or  pursuant  to 
State  law. 

UNIT  OF  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVF^BNMENT 
Sec.  104.  “Unit  of  general  local  government”  means 
any  city,  county,  town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general- 
purpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State. 

SPECIAL-PURPOSE  UNIT  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
Sec.  105.  “Special-purpose  unit  of  local  government” 
means  any  special  district,  public-purpose  corporation,  or 
other  strictly  limited-purpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State, 
but  shall  not  include  a  school  district. 
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GRANT  OR  GRANT-IN-AID 

Sec.  106.  The  term  “grant”  or  “grant-in-aid”  means 
money,  or  property  provided  in  lieu  of  money,  paid  or  fur¬ 
nished  hy  the  United  States  under  a  fixed  annual  or  aggre¬ 
gate  authorization — 

(A)  to  a  State;  or 

(B)  to  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State;  or 

(C )  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  State-administered 
plan  or  program  which  is  subject  to  approval  by  a  Fed¬ 
eral  agency; 

if  such  authorization  either  (i)  requires  the  States  or  politi¬ 
cal  subdivisions  to  expend  non-Federal  funds  as  a  condition 
for  the  receipt  of  money  or  property  from  the  United  States; 
or  (ii)  specifies  directly,  or  establishes  by  means  of  a  formula, 
the  amounts  which  may  be  paid  or  furnished  to  States  or 
political  subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be  allotted  for  use 
in  each  of  the  States  by  the  States,  political  subdivisions,  or 
other  beneficiaries.  The  term  does  not  include  (1)  shared 
revenues;  (2)  payments  of  taxes;  (3)  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxes;  (4)  loans  or  repayable  advances;  (5)  surplus  prop¬ 
erty  or  surplus  agricultural  commodities  furnished  as  such; 
(6)  pay7nents  under  research  and  development  contracts  or 
grants  which  are  awarded  directly  and  on  similar  terms  to 
all  qualifying  organizations,  whether  public  or  private;  or 
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1  (7)  payments  to  States  or  political  subdivisions  as  full  reim- 

2  bursement  for  the  costs  incurred  in  paying  benefits  or  furnish- 

3  ing  services  to  persons  entitled  thereto  under  Federal  laws, 

4  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE,  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE, 

5  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS,  OR  FEDERALLY 

6  ASSISTED  PROGRAMS 

7  Sec.  107.  The  term  ^^Federal  assistance'’,  ‘^Federal  fi- 

8  nancial  assistance",  ''Federal  assistance  programs" ,  or  "fed- 

9  erally  assisted  programs",  means  programs  that  provide 
46  assistance  through  grant  or  contractual  arrangements,  and 
44  includes  technical  assistance  programs  or  programs  providing 

42  assistance  in  the  form  of  loans,  loan  guarantees,  or  insurance. 

43  The  term  does  not  include  any  annual  payment  by  the  United 

14  States  to  the  District  of  Columbia  authorized  by  article  VI  of 

15  the  District  of  Columbia  Revenue  Act  of  1947  (D.C.  Code 

16  secs.  47 -2501  a  and  47-2501b) . 

17  SPECIALIZED  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES 

18  Sec.  108.  "Specialized  or  technical  services"  means 

19  special  statistical  and  other  studies  and  compilations,  develop- 

20  ment  projects,  technical  tests  and  evaluations,  technical  in- 

21  formation,  training  activities,  surveys,  reports,  documents, 

22  and  any  other  similar  service  functions  which  the  Secretary 

23  of  any  department  or  the  administrative  head  of  any  agency 

24  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  is  au- 

25  thorized  by  law  to  perform. 
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COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING 
Sec.  109.  ^'Comprehensive  planning'’  includes  the  fol¬ 
lowing,  to  the  extent  directly  related  to  area  needs  or  needs 
of  a  unit  of  general  local  government:  (A)  preparation,  as 
a  guide  for  long-range  development,  of  general  physical 
'plans  with  respect  to  (i)  the  pattern  and  intensity  of  land 
use,  (ii)  the  provision  of  public  facilities  (including  trans¬ 
portation  facilities)  and  other  governmental  services,  and 
(Hi)  the  effective  development  and  utilization  of  human  and 
natural  resources;  (B)  long-range  physical  and  fiscal  plans 
for  such  action;  (C)  programing  of  capital  improvements 
and  other  major  expenditures,  a  determination  of  their  relative 
urgency,  together  with  definitive  financing  plans  for  such 
expenditures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  program;  (D)  co¬ 
ordination  of  all  related  plans  and  activities  of  the  State  and 
local  governments  and  agencies  concerned;  and  (E)  prepa¬ 
ration  of  regulatory  and  administrative  measures  in  support 
of  the  foregoing. 

STATE  AGENCY 

Sec.  110.  For  the  purposes  of  titles  VII  and  VIII,  the 
term  "State  agency”  means  any  agency  or  instrumentality 
created  by  a  State,  or  by  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State 
or  by  agreement  between  two  or  more  States  or  by  two  or 
more  political  subdivisions  of  a  State  or  States. 
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HEAD  OF  AGENCY 

Sec.  111.  The  term  ‘head  of  a  Federal  agency''  or 
‘head  of  a  State  agency"  includes  a  duly  designated  delegate 
of  such  agency  head. 

DISPLACED  PERSON 

Sec.  112.  The  term  “displaced  person"  means — 

(1)  any  person  who  is  the  owner  of  a  business 
which  moves  from  real  property  or  is  discontinued  on 
or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  as  a  result  of  the 
acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of 
such  real  property,  in  ivhole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal 
or  State  agency; 

(2)  any  person  who  is  the  farm  operator  of  a  farm 
operation  ivhich  moves  from  real  property  or  is  dis¬ 
continued  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  as 
a  result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of 
acquisition  of  such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
by  a  Federal  or  State  agency; 

(3)  any  individual  who  is  the  head  of  a  family 
which  moves  from  real  property  occupied  as  a  dwelling 
on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  as  a  result  of  the 
acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of 
such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal  or 
State  agency,  or  which  moves  from  such  dwelling  as  a 
result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of 
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acquisition  hi/  such  Federal  or  State  agency  of  other  real 
property  on  which  such  family  conducts  a  business  or 
farm  operation; 

(4)  any  individual,  not  a  member  of  a,  family,  u'ho 
moves  from  real  property  occupied  as  a  dwelling  on  or 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  as  a  result  of  the  ac- 
(/uisition  or  reasonable  exiieutation  of  acquisition  of  such 
real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal  or  State 
agency,  or  who  moves  from  such  dwelling  as  a  result  of 
the  acquisition  or  reasoyiable  expectation  of  acquisition 
by  such  Federal  or  State  agency,  of  other  reed  property 
on  which  such  individual  conducts  a  business  or  farm 
operation;  and 

(5)  any  individual,  not  described  in  paragraph 
(1) ,  (2) ,  (3),  or  (4)  of  this  section,  who  moves  his  per- 
so7ial  propeydy  from  real  property  on  or  after  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  this  Act  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  or 
reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of  such  real  prop¬ 
erty,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal  or  State  agency: 
Provided,  That  this  shall  not  include  the  owner  of  /woj)- 
erty  on  the  premises  of  another  under  a.  lease  or  licens- 
iny  arrangement  where  such  owner  is  required  pursuant 
to  such  lease  or  license  to  move  such  projierty  at  his  own 
expense. 


S.  698 - 5 
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BUSINESS 

Sec.  113.  The  term  ^‘business”  means  any  lawful  activity 
conducted  primarily  (1)  for  the  purchase  and  resale  of  prod¬ 
ucts,  commodities,  or  any  other  personal  property;  (2)  for 
the  manufacture,  processing,  or  marketing  of  any  such  prop¬ 
erty;  (3)  for  the  cultivation,  processing,  or  marketing  of 
timber;  (4)  for  the  sale  of  services  to  the  public;  or  (5)  by  a 
nonprofit  organization.  Such  term  does  not  include  the  activity 
of  an  investor  in  acquiring  or  holding  real  property  for  resale 
for  gain. 

FARM  OPERATION 

Sec.  114.  The  term  “farm  operation’’  means  any  activity 
conducted  solely  or  primarily  for  the  production  of  one  or 
more  agricultural  products  or  commodities,  other  than  timber, 
for  sale  and  home  use,  and  customarily  producing  such  prod¬ 
ucts  or  commodities  in  sufficient  quantity  to  be  capable  of  con¬ 
tributing  materially  to  the  operator’s  support. 

FARM  OPERATOR 

Sec.  115.  The  term  “farm  operator”  means  any  owner, 
part  owner,  tenant,  or  sharecropper  who  operates  a  farm. 

FAMILY 

Sec.  116.  The  term  “family”  means  two  or  more  in¬ 
dividuals  living  together  in  the  same  dwelling  unit  who  are 
related  to  each  other  by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption. 
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1  ELDERLY  INDIVIDUAL 

2  8ec.  117.  The  term  elderly  indwiduaV  means  a  per- 

3  son,  not  a  member  of  a  family,  who  is  sixty-two  years  of  age 

4  or  over. 

5  HANDICAPPED  INDIVIDUAL 

6  Sec.  118.  The  term  ^‘handicapped  individual”  ineans  a 

7  person,  not  a  member  of  a  family,  who  is  handicapped  within 

8  the  meaning  of  section  202  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1959. 

9  DISPLACED 

10  Sec.  119.  The  term  “displaced” ,  when  used  in  relation 

11  to  any  person,  means  any  person  moved  or  to  he  moved  from 

12  real  property  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  as  a 

13  result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisi- 

14  tion  of  such  property  for  a  public  improvement  constructed  or 

15  developed  by  or  with  funds  provided  in  whole  or  in  part  by 

16  the  Federal  Government. 

17  OWNER  AND  PERSON 

18  Sec.  120.  The  terms  “owner”  and  “person”  mean  any 

19  individual,  and  any  partnership,  corporation,  or  association. 

20  REAL  PROPERTY 

21  Sec.  121.  The  term  “real  property”  as  used  in  this  Act 

22  shall  include  land,  and  any  interest  in  land,  including  but  not 

23  limited  to  easements,  rights-of-way,  water  rights,  and  mineral 


24  interests. 
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TITLE  Il—IMPllOVED  ADMINISTRATION  OF 
GRANT8-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

FULL  INFORMATION  ON  FUNDS  RECEIVED 
Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  of  the  United 
States  G overnment  which  administers  a  program  of  grants- 
in-aid  to  any  of  the  State  governments  of  the  United  States 
or  to  their  political  subdivisions  shall,  upon  request,  notify 
in  writing  the  Governor  or  other  official  designated  hy  him, 
or  the  State  legislature,  of  the  purpose  and  amounts  of 
actual  grants-in-aid  to  the  State  or  to  its  political  sub¬ 
divisions. 

DEPOSIT  OF  GRANTS-IN-AID 

Sec.  202.  No  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall  he  required 
by  Federal  law  or  administrative  regulation  to  he  deposited 
in  a  separate  bank  account  apart  from  other  funds  adminis¬ 
tered  by  the  State.  All  Federal  grant-in-aid  funds  made 
available  to  the  States  shall  he  properly  accounted  for  as 
Federal  funds  in  the  accounts  of  the  State.  In  each  case 
the  State  agency  concerned  shall  render  regular  authenticated 
reports  to  the  appropriate  Federal  agency  covering  the  status 
and.  the  application  of  the  funds,  the  liabilities  and.  obligations 
on  hand,  and  such  other  facts  as  rnay  be  required,  by  said 
F cderal  agency. 
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SCHEDULING  OF  FEDERAL  TRANSFERS  TO  THE  STATES 


Sec.  203.  Heads  of  F ederal  departments  and  agencies 
responsible  for  administering  grant-in-aid,  programs  shall 
schedule  the  transfer  of  grant-in-aid  funds  consistent  with 
program  purposes  and  applicable  Treasury  regulations,  so 
as  to  minimize  the  time  elapsing  between  the  transfer  of  such 
funds  from  the  United  States  Treasunj  and  the  disbursement 
ther'eof  by  a  State,  whether  such  disbursemeiit  occurs  prior  to 
or  subsequent  to  such  transfer  of  funds.  States  shall  not  be 
held  accountable  for  interest  earned  on  grant-in-aid  funds, 
pending  their  disbursement  for  program  purposes. 

ELIGIBLE  STATE  AGENCY 


Sec.  204.  Notwithstanding  any  other  F ederal  law  which 
provides  that  a  single  State  agency  or  multimember  board 
or  commission  must  be  established  or  designated  to  admin¬ 
ister  or  supervise  the  administration  of  any  grant-in-aid 
program,  the  head  of  any  Federal  department  or  agency 
may,  upon  request  of  the  Governor  or  other  appropriate 
executive  or  legislative  authority  of  the  State  responsible  for 
determining  or  revising  the  organizational  structure  of  State 
government,  waive  the  single  State  agency  or  multimember 
board  or  commission  provision  upon  adequate  showing  that 
such  provision  prevents  the  establishment  of  the  most  effective 
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I  and  efficient  organization  arrangements  within  the  State  gov- 
2,  ernment  and  approve  other  State  administrative  structure  or 

3  arrangements:  Provided,  That  the  head  of  the  Federal  de- 

4  partment  or  agency  determines  that  the  objectives  of  the  Fed- 

5  eral  statute  authorizing  the  grant-in-aid  program  will  not  he 

6  endangered  by  the  use  of  such  other  State  structure  or 

7  arrangements. 

8  TITLE  III—PEBMITTING  FEDERAL  DEPART- 

9  MEETS  AND  AGENCIES  TO  PROVIDE 

10  SPECIAL  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES  TO 

II  STATE  AND  LOCAL  UNITS  OF  GOVERN- 

12  MENT 

13  8TATmiENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  301.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  encourage  inter- 
1^  governmental  cooperation  in  the  conduct  of  specialized  or 
1®  technical  services  and  provision  of  facilities  essential  to  the 
1"^  administration  of  State  or  local  governmental  activities, 
1^  many  of  which  are  nationwide  in  scope  and  financed  in  part 
1^  by  Federal  funds;  to  enable  State  or  local  governments  to 
avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of  special  service  functions; 
^1  and  to  authorize  all  departments  and  agencies  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Federal  Government  which  do  not  have  such 
authority  to  provide  reimbursable  specialized  or  technical 
"4  services  to  State  and  local  governments. 
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AUTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 
Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  any  department  or  the 
administrative  head  of  any  agency  of  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Federal  Government  is  authorized  within  his  discretion, 
upon  written  request  from  a  State  or  political  subdivision 
thereof,  to  provide  specialized  or  technical  services,  upon  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  department  or  agency  by  the  unit  of  government 
making  the  request,  of  salaries  and  all  computable  overhead 
and  indirect  costs  of  performing  such  services:  Provided, 
however.  That  such  services  shall  include  only  those  which 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  through  rules  and 
regulations,  determines  may  be  provided  by  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  and  in  furtherance  of  the  Government’ s  policy  of 
relying  on  the  private  enterprise  system  to  provide  those  serv¬ 
ices  which  are  reasonably  and  expeditiously  available  through 
ordinary  business  channels. 

REIMBURSEMENT  OF  APPROPRIATION 

Sec.  303.  All  moneys  received  by  any  department  or 
agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government, 
or  any  bureau  or  other  administrative  division  thereof,  in 
payment  for  furnishing  specialized  or  technical  services  as 
authorized  under  section  302  shall  be  deposited  to  the  credit 
of  the  principal  appropriation  from  which  the  cost  of  provid- 
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1  ing  such  services  has  been  paid  or  is  to  he  charged,  or  to  the 

2  appropriation  currently  available  for  the  cost  of  similar 

3  services. 

4  BEPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

5  Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  any  department  or  the  ad- 

6  ministr alive  head  of  any  agency  of  the  executive  branch  of 

7  the  Federal  Government  shall  furnish  annually  to  the  re- 

8  spective  Committees  on  Government  Operations  of  the  Senate 

9  and  House  of  Representatives  a  summary  report  on  the  scope 

10  of  the  services  provided  under  the  administration  of  this  title. 

11  RESERVATION  OF  EXISTING  AUTHORITY 

12  Sec.  305.  This  title  is  in  addition  to  and  does  not  super- 
Vo  sede  any  existing  authority  now  possessed  by  any  Federal  de- 

14  partmcnt  or  agency  with  respect  to  furnishing  services, 

15  2vhether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimbursable  basis,  to  State 

16  and  local  units  of  government. 

17  TITLE  IV— COORDINATED  INTERGOVERNMEN- 

18  TAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINISTRATION  OF 

19  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

20  DECLARATION  OF  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE  POLICY 

21  Sec.  401.  (a)  The  economic  and  social  development  of 

22  the  Nation  and  the  achievement  of  satisfactory  levels  of  Iming 
28  depend  upon  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of  all  areas, 

24  hath  urban  and  rural.  Moreo2)er,  in  a  time  of  rapid  urbani- 

25  zation,  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of  urban  commu- 
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1  nities  depends  to  a  large  degree  upon  the  social  and  economic 

2  health  and  the  sound  development  of  smaller  communities  and 

3  rural  areas.  The  President  shall,  therefore,  establish  rules  and. 

4  regulations  for  uniform  application  in  the  formulation,  evedu- 

5  ation,  and  review  of  Federcd  programs  and  projects  having  a 

6  significant  impact  on  area  and  communitg  development, 

7  including  programs  providing  Federal  assistance  to  the  States 

8  and  localities,  to  the  end  that  theg  shall  most  effectivelg  serve 

9  these  basic  objectives.  Such  rides  and  regulations  shall  provide 

10  for  full  consideration  of  the  concurrent  achievement  of  the  fol- 

11  lowing  specific  objectives  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by  law, 

12  reasoned  choices  shall  be  made  between  such  objectives  when 

13  they  conflict — 

14  (1)  appropriate  land  uses  for  residential,  commer- 

15  dal,  industrial,  governmental,  institutional,  and  other 

16  purposes; 

17  (2)  wise  development  and  conservation  of  natural 

18  resources,  including  land,  water,  minerals,  wildlife,  and 

19  others; 

20  (3 )  balanced  transportation  systems,  including  high- 

21  way,  air,  ivater,  pedestrian,  mass  transit,  and  other 

22  modes  f or  the  movement  of  people  and  goods; 

23  (4)  adequate  outdoor  recreation  and  open  spaces; 

24  (5)  protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural  beauty, 
historical,  and  scientific  interest; 
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(6)  properly  planned  community  facilities,  includ- 
iny  utilities  for  the  supply  of  power,  water,  and  com¬ 
munications,  for  the  safe  disposal  of  wastes,  and  for 
other  purposes; 

(7)  concern  for  high  standards  of  design;  and 

(8)  any  other  objective  through  which  Federal  or 
federally  assisted  development  programs  or  projects  can 
contribute  to  the  balanced  economic,  social,  and  cultural 
development  of  the  Nation  and  the  achievement  of  en¬ 
hanced  levels  of  living. 

(b)  All  viewpoints — national,  regional.  State,  and  local — 
shall,  to  the  extent  possible,  be  fully  considered  and  taken 
into  account  in  planning  Federal  or  federally  assisted  devel¬ 
opment  programs  and  projects.  Regional,  State,  and  local 
government  objectives  shall  be  considered  and  evaluated  within 
a  framework  of  national  public  objectives,  and  available  pro¬ 
jections  of  future  national  conditions  and  needs  of  regions. 
States,  and  localities  shall  be  considered  in  plan  formulation, 
evaluation,  and  review. 

(c)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  consistent  with  na¬ 
tional  objectives,  all  Federal  aid  for  urban  development  pur¬ 
poses  shall  be  consistent  with  and  further  the  objectives  of 
State,  regional,  and  local  comprehensive  planning.  Considera¬ 
tion  shall  be  given  to  all  developmental  aspects  of  our  total 
national  community,  including  but  not  limited  to  housing. 
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1  transportation,  economic  development,  natural  and  human 

2  resources  development,  community  facilities,  and  the  general 

3  improvement  of  living  environments. 

4  (d)  Each  Federal  department  and  agency  administer- 

5  ing  a  development  assistance  program  shall,  to  the  maximum 

6  extent  practicable,  consult  ivith  arid  seek  advice  from  all 

7  other  significantly  affected  Federal  departments  and  agencies 

8  in  an  effort  to  assure  fully  coordinated  programs. 

9  (e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  planning  required  by 

10  individual  Federal  programs  ( such  as  highway  construction, 

11  urban  renewal,  and,  open  space)  shall  be  coordinated  with 
1^  and  made  part  of  comprehensive  local  and  areawide  devel- 
1^  opment  planning. 

14  FAVORING  UNITS  OF  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
1^  8ec.  402.  Where  Federal  law  provides  that  both  spe- 

10  cial-purpose  units  of  local  government  and  units  of  general 

11  local  government  are  eligible  to  receive  loans  or  grants-in-aid, 
1^  heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies  shall,  in  the  ab- 

10  sence  of  substantial  reasons  to  the  contrary,  make  such  loans 

20  or  grants-in-aid  to  units  of  general  local  government  rather 

21  than  to  the  special-purpose  units  of  local  government. 

22  rules  AND  REGULATIONS 

22  Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  such  other 

24  agency  as  may  be  designated  by  the  President  is  hereby 

25  authorized  to  prescribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are 
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deemed  a/ppropj'iate  for  the  effective  admimdration  of  thm 
title. 

TITLE  V— CONGRESSIONAL  REVIEW  OF  FED¬ 
ERAL  GRANT S-IN-AID  TO  STATES  AND  TO 
LOCAL  UNITS  OF  GOVERNMENT 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  501.  It  is  the  purpose  and  intent  of  this  title  to 
establish  a.  uniform  policy  and  procedure  whereby  programs 
for  grant-in-aid  assistance  from  the  Federal  Government  to 
the  States  or  to  their  politiccd  subdivisions  which  may  be 
enacted  hereafter  by  the  Congress  shall  be  made  the  subject 
of  sufficient  subsequent  reiriew  by  the  Congress  to  insure 
that  (1)  the  effectiveness  of  grants-in-ai/l  as  instruments  of 
Federal-State-local  cooperation  is  improved  and  eidianced; 
(2)  grant  programs  are  revised  a7id  redirected,  as  necessary 
to  meet  new  conditions  arising  subsequent  to  their  original 
enactment;  and  (3)  grant  programs  are  terminated,  ivhen  they 
have  substantially  achieved  their  purpose.  It  is  further  the 
purpose  and  intent  of  this  title  to  provide  for  continuing 
review  of  existing  Fedeml  programs  for  grant-m-aid  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  States  or  their  political  subdivisions  by  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  with  a  view  to  the  foimulation  of  recom¬ 
mendations  to  assist  the  Congress  in  making  changes  in 
requirements  and  procedures  applicable  to  such  programs  in 
the  interest  of  eliminating  areas  of  conflict  and  duplication 
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in  program  operations  and  achievmg  more  efficient,  effective, 
and  economical  administration  of  such  programs,  and  greater 
uniformity  in  the  operation  thereof. 

F^XPIRATION  OF  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 
Sec.  502.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  in  the 
Ninety-first  or  any  subsequent  Congress  authorizes  the  mak- 
ing  of  grants-m-aid  to  tivo  or  more  States  or  to  political 
subdivisions  of  two  or  more  States  and  no  expiration  date 
for  such  authoidty  is  specified  by  law,  and  such  grant  is 
not  specifically  exempted  from  the  provisions  of  this  title, 
then  the  authority  to  make  grants-in-aid  by  reason  of  such 
Act  to  States,  political  subdivisions,  and  other  beneficiaries 
from  funds  not  theretofore  obligated  shall  expire  not  later 
than  June  30  of  the  fifth  calendar  year  which  begins  after 
the  effective  date  of  such  Act. 

COMMITTEE  SI'UDIES  OF  G'7?^.VT-7iY-.177)  PROGRAMS 
Sec.  503.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  in  the 
Ninety-first  or  any  subseepient  Congress  authorizes  the  mak- 
ing  of  grants-in-aid  over  a  period  of  three  or  more  years 
to  two  or  more  States  or  to  political  subdivisions  of  two  or 
more  States,  then  during  the  period  beginning  not  later  than 
twelve  months  immediately  preceding  the  dale  on  which  such 
authority  is  to  expire,  the  committees  of  the  Senate  and  of  the 
House  to  which  legislation  extending  such  authority  would  be 
referred,  shall,  separately  or  jointly,  conduct  studies  of  the 
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1  program  under  which  such  grants-in-aid  are  made  with  a 

2  view  to  ascertaining,  among  other  matters  of  concern  to  the 

3  committees,  the  following: 

4  (1)  The  extent  to  which  the  purposes  for  which  the 

5  grants-in-aid  are  authorized  have  been  met; 

6  (2)  The  extent  to  which  such  programs  can  he  car- 

7  ried  on  without  further  financial  assistance  from  the 

8  United  States; 

9  (3)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  purpose,  direc- 

10  tion,  or  administration  of  the  original  program,  or  in  pro- 

11  cedures  and  requirements  applicable  thereto,  to  conform 

12  to  recommendations  by  the  Comptroller  General  under 

13  section  504,  should  he  made; 

14  (4)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  purpose,  direc- 

15  tion,  or  administration  of  the  original  program  should 

10  be  made  in  the  light  of  reports  and  recommendations  sub- 
17  mitted  on  request  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter- 
1^  governmental  Relations;  and 

19  (3 )  The  extent  to  which  such  grant-in-aid  programs 

20  are  adequate  to  meet  the  growing  and  changing  needs 

21  which  they  were  designed  to  support. 

22  Each  such  committee  shall  report  the  results  of  its  investiga- 

23  tion  and  study  to  its  respective  House  not  later  than  one 

24  hundred  and  twenty  days  before  such  authority  is  due  to 
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STUDIES  BY  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  OF  FEDERAL  GRANT- 

IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  504.  The  Comptroller  General  shall  make  continu¬ 
ing  studies  of  presently  existing  and  all  future  programs  for 
grant-in-aid  assistance  from  the  Federal  Government  to  the 
States  or  their  political  subdivisions  concerning  the  extent  to 
which  programs  conflict  and  duplication  can  he  eliminated 
and  more  effective,  efficient,  economical,  and  uniform  admin¬ 
istration  of  such  programs  could  he  achieved  hy  changing 
certain  requirements  and  procedures  applicable  thereto. 

In  reviewing  such  programs  the  Comptroller  General 
shall  consider,  among  other  relevant  matters,  the  equalization 
formulas,  and  the  budgetary,  accounting,  reporting  and 
administrative  procedures  applicable  to  such  programs.  lie- 
ports  on  such  studies,  together  with  recommendations,  shall  be 
submitted  by  the  Comptroller  General  to  the  Congress.  Re¬ 
ports  on  expiring  programs  should,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
be  submitted  in  the  year  prior  to  the  date  set  for  their 
expiration. 

STUDIES  BY  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERN¬ 
MENTAL  RELATIONS 

Sec.  505.  Upon  request  of  any  committee  referred  to  in 
section  503,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  (established  by  Public  Law  86-380,  as  amended) 
shall,  during  the  same  period  referred  to  in  such  section,  con- 
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1  duct  studies  of  the  intergovernmental  relations  aspects  of  pro- 

2  grams  which  are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  such  section, 

3  including  (1)  the  impact  of  such  programs,  if  any,  on  the 

4  structural  organization  of  State  and  local  governments  and 
^  on  Federal-State-local  fiscal  relations,  and  ( 2)  the  coordina- 
6  tion  of  Federal  administration  of  such  programs  with  State 
i  and  local  administration  thereof,  and  shall  report  its  findings 

8  and  recommendations  to  such  committee. 

9  RECORDS  AND  AUDIT 

10  Sec.  506.  (a)  Each  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof 

11  receiving  assistance  under  (1)  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted 

12  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  which  provides  for  a  grant- 

13  in-aid  from  the  United  States  to  a  State  or  a  political  suh- 
1‘1  division  thereof,  or  (2)  any  new  grant-in-aid  agreement,  or 
1'"^  extension,  modification,  or  alteration  of  any  existing  grant-in- 
30  aid  agreement  pursuant  to  existing  law  shall  keep  such  rec- 
13^  ords  as  the  Federal  agency  administering  such  grant  may 
18  prescribe,  including  records  which  fully  disclose  the  amount 
3^  and  disposition  by  such  recipient  of  such  grant-in-aid,  the 

30  total  cost  of  the  project  or  undertaking  in  connectio7i  with 

31  which  such  gra7it-in-aid  is  given  or  used,  and.  the  amount  of 
33  that  portion  of  the  cost  of  the  project  or  undertaking  supplied 
33  hy  other  sources,  and  such  other  records  as  ivill  facilitate  an 
3'!  effective  audit. 

(b )  The  head  of  the  Federal  agency  administering  such 
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grant  and  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  or 
any  of  their  duly  authorized  representatives,  shall  have  access 
for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  examination  to  any  hooks,  docu¬ 
ments,  papers,  and  records  of  such  recipients  that  are  perti¬ 
nent  to  the  grants  received. 

TITLE  V1—AC(2U1S1TI0N,  USE,  AND  DISPOSI¬ 
TION  OF  LAND  WITHIN  URBAN  AREAS  BY 
FEDERAL  AGENCIES  IN  CONFORMITY 
WITH  LAND  UTILIZATION  PROGRAMS  OF 
AFFECTED  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

AMENDMENT  OF  FEDEBAL  PROPERTY  AND  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TIVE  SERVICES  ACT 

Sec.  601.  The  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.), 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

‘‘TITLE  VIII— URBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 

“short  title 

“Sec.  801.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Federal  Urban 
Land-Use  Act\ 

“declaration  of  purpose  and  policy 
“Sec.  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  promote  more 
harmonious  intergovernmental  relations  and  to  encourage 
sound  planning,  zoning,  and  land  use  practices  by  prescribing 
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uniform  policies  and  procedures  whereby  the  Administrator 
shall  acquire,  use,  and  dispose  of  land  in  urban  areas  in 
order  that  urban  land  transactions  entered  into  for  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  or  on  behalf  of  other  F ederal 
agencies  shall,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  be  consistent 
with  zoning  and  land-use  practices  and  shall  be  made  in 
accordance  with  planning  and,  development  objectives  of  the 
local  governments  and,  local  planning  agencies  concerned. 
''disposal  of  urban  lands 
"Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  contem¬ 
plates  the  disposal  for  or  on  behalf  of  any  Federal  agency  of 
any  real  property  situated  within  an  urban  area,  he  shall, 
prior  to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give  reasonable  notice  to 
the  head  of  the  governing  body  of  the  unit  of  general  local 
government  having  jurisdiction  over  zoning  and  land-use  reg¬ 
ulation  in  the  geographical  area  within  which  the  land,  or 
lands  are  located  in  order  to  afford  the  government  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  zoning  for  the  use  of  such  land  in  accordance  with 
local  comprehensive  planning. 

"(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest  practicable 
extent,  shall  furnish  to  all  prospective  purchasers  of  such  real 
property,  full  and  complete  information  concerning — 

“(1)  current  zoning  regulations  and  prospective 
zoning  requirements  and  objectives  for  such  property 
when  it  is  unzoned; 
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‘Y current  availability  to  such  property  of  streets, 
sidewalks,  sewers,  ivater,  street  lights,  and  other  service 
facilities  and  prospective  availability  of  such  services  if 
such  property  is  included  in  comprehensive  planning. 

'^ACQUISITION  OR  CHANGE  OF  USE  OF  REAL  PROPERTY 
^‘Sec.  804.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable,  prior  to  a 
commitment  to  acquire  any  real  property  situated  in  an  urban 
area,  the  Administrator  shall  notify  the  unit  of  general  local 
government  exeiwmng  zoning  and  land-use  jurisdiction  over 
the  land,  proposed  to  be  purchased,  of  his  intent  to  acquire 
such  land  and.  the  proposed,  use  of  the  property.  In  the  event 
that  the  Administrator  determines  that  such  advance  notice 
would  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  proposed,  purchase,  he 
shall,  upon  conclusion  of  the  acquisition,  immediately  notify 
such  local  govei'mnent  of  the  acquisition  and  the  proposed 
use  of  the  property. 

'‘(b)  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  anji  real 
property  situated  in  an  urban  area  as  a  site  for  public  build¬ 
ing,  the  Administrator  shall,  to  the  extent  he  determines 
practicable — 

“(1)  consider  all  objections  made  to  any  such  acqui¬ 
sition  or  change  of  use  by  such  unit  of  government  upon 
the  ground  that  the  proposed  acquimtion  or  change  of 
use  conflicts  or  would  conflict  unth  the  zoning  regulations 
or  planning  objectives  of  such  luiits;  and 
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1  “(2)  comply  loith  and  conform  to  such  regulations 

2  of  the  unit  of  general  local  government  having  jurisdic- 

3  tion  with  respect  to  the  area  within  ivlilch  such  property 

4  is  situated  and  the  planning  and  development  objectives 

5  of  such  local  government. 

6  ‘‘Sec.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in  sections  803 

7  and  804  may  be  waived  during  any  period  of  national 

8  emergency  proclaimed  by  the  President. 

9  “definitions 

10  “Sec.  806.  As  used  in  this  title — 

11  “(a)  ‘Unit  of  general  local  governmenf  means  any  city, 

12  county,  town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general-purpose  ponti¬ 
le  cal  subdivision  of  a  State. 

14  “(b)  ‘Urban  area’  means — 

15  any  geographical  area  tvithm  the  jurisdiction 

16  of  any  incorporated  city,  town,  borough,  village,  or  other 

17  unit  of  general  local  government,  except  county  or  pansh, 

18  having  a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more  inhabitants; 

19  ‘‘(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area  within 

20  the  jurisdiction  of  any  county,  town,  township,  or  simi- 

21  lar  governmental  entity  which  contains  no  incorporated 

22  unit  of  general  local  government  but  has  a  popidation 

23  density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred 

24  inhabitants  per  square  mile;  and 

25  “(3)  that  portion  of  any  geographical  area  having 
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a  population  density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand 
jive  hundred  inhabitants  per  square  mile  and  situated 
adjacent  to  the  houndary  of  any  incorporated  unit  of 
general  local  government  which  has  a  population  of  ten 
thousand  or  more  inhabitants. 

“(c)  ‘Coniprehe7isive  planning’  includes  the  following,  to 
the  extent  directly  related  to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general 
local  goveimment: 

“(1)  preparation,  as  a  guide  for  long-range  devel¬ 
opment,  of  general  physical  plans  with  respect  to  (A) 
the  pattern  and  intensity  of  land  use,  (B)  the  provision 
of  public  facilities  (including  transportation  facilities) 
and  other  governmental  services,  aiid  (C)  the  effective 
development  and  utilization  of  human  and  natural 
resources; 

“(2)  long-range  physical  and  fiscal  plans  for  such 
action; 

“(3)  programing  of  capital  improvements  and  other 
major  expenditures,  a  determination  of  relative  urgency, 
together  with  definitive  financing  plans  for  such  expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  program; 

“(4)  coordination  of  all  related  plans  and  activities 
of  the  State  and  local  governments  and  agencies  con¬ 
cerned;  and 
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^‘‘(5)  preparation  of  I'egidatory  and  administrative 
measures  in  support  of  the  foregoing.” 

TITLE  VlI—UNlFOmi  BELOCATION 
ASSISTANCE 

DECLARATION  OF  POLICY 

Sec.  701.  The  purpose  of  this  title  is  to  establish  a  uni¬ 
form  policy  for  the  fair  and  equitable  treatment  of  owners, 
tenants,  and  other  persons  displaced  by  the  acquisition  of  real 
property  in  Federal  and  federally  assisted  proyrams  so  that 
as  far  as  practical  such  persons  shall  be  left  not  worse  ojf 
economically  than  they  were  before  being  displaced.  Such  a 
policy  shall  be  as  uniform  as  practicable  as  to  (1)  reloca¬ 
tion  payments,  (2)  advisory  assistance,  (3)  assurance  of 
availability  of  standard  housing,  and  (1)  Federal  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  relocation  payments  under  federally  assisted 
proyrams. 

Part  A. — Federal  Programs 

RELOCATION  PAYMENTS 

Sec.  702.  (a)  If  the  head  of  anp  Federal  agency  ac¬ 
quires  real  property  for  public  2ise  in  a  State,  he  shall  make 
fair  and  reasonable  relocation  payments  to  displaced  persons 
in  accordance  with  the  reyidatious  established  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  under  section  705  of  this  Act. 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  payments  authorized^  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section,  an  additional  payment  of  $300  is  author- 
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ized  for  any  displaced  person  who  moves  from  a  dwelling 
if  the  displaced  person  purchases  a  dwelling  for  the  purpose 
of  residence  within  one  gear  from  the  date  of  actual  dis¬ 
placement,  except  that  such  displaced  person  shall  he  eligible 
for  payment  under  this  subsection  only  when  the  dwelling 
purchased  is  situated  upon  real  estate  in  udiich  such  person 
acquires  fee  title,  life  estate,  ninety-nine-gear  lease,  or  other 
type  of  long-term  lease  equivalent  to  fee  ownership. 

(c)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moves  or  discontinues 
his  business  elects  to  accept  the  payment  authorized  by  this 
subsection  in  lieu  of  the  payment  authorized  for  such  business 
by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  head  of  such  Federal 
agency  shall  make  a  fixed  relocation  payment  to  such  person 
in  an  amount  equal  to  the  average  annual  net  earnings  of  the 
business,  or  $5,000,  whichever  is  the  lesser:  Provided,  how¬ 
ever,  That  in  the  case  of  a  displaced  person  who  is  62  years 
of  age  or  over,  the  fixed  relocation  payment  shall  be  increased 
by  an  amount  equal  to  twice  the  average  annual  net  earnings 
of  the  business  or  $5,000,  whichever  is  the  lesser.  No  pay¬ 
ment  shall  be  made  under  this  subsection  unless  the  head  of 
such  agency  is  satisfied  that  the  business  (1)  cannot  be 
relocated  without  a  substantial  loss  of  its  existing  patronage, 
and  (2)  is  not  part  of  a  commercial  enterprise  having  at 
least  one  other  establishment,  not  being  acquired  by  the 
U7iited  States,  which  is  engaged  in  the  saine  or  similar 
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business.  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  ''average 
annual  net  earnings' '  means  one-half  of  any  net  earnings  of 
the  business,  before  Federal,  State,  and  local  income  taxes, 
during  the  two  taxable  years  immediately  preceding  the  tax¬ 
able  year  in  which  such  business  moves  from  the  real  property 
acquired  by  the  United  States  and  includes  any  compensation 
paid  by  the  business  to  the  owner,  his  spouse,  or  his  dependent 
children  during  such  two-year  period.  Such  earnings  and 
compensation  shall  be  established  by  F edercd  income  tax 
returns  filed  by  such  business  and  its  owner  and  his  spouse 
and  dependent  children  for  such  two  taxable  years. 

(d)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moves  from  a  dwelling 
elects  to  accept  the  payments  authorized  by  this  subsection  in 
lieu  of  the  payments  authorized  by  subsection  ( a)  of  this 
section  for  moving  from  such  dwelling,  the  head  of  such 
Federal  agency  shall  make  the  following  fixed  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  to  such  person: 

(1)  A  moving  expense  allowance,  determined  ac¬ 
cording  to  a  schedule  established  by  the  head  of  such 
agency,  not  to  exceed  $200; 

(2)  A  dislocation  allowance  equal  to  the  amount 
paid  under  paragraph  (1 )  of  this  suhection  or  $100, 
whichever  is  the  lesser; 

(3)  An  additioncd  payment  of  $300  if  the  displaced 
person  purchases  a  dwelling  for  the  purpose  of  residence 
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within  one  year  from  the  date  of  actual  displacement  except 
that  such  displaced  person  shall  he  eliyihle  for  payment 
under  this  subsection  only  when  the  dwelling  purchased 
is  situated  upon  real  estate  in  which  such  person  acquires 
fee  title,  life  estate,  ninety-nine-year  lease,  or  other  type 
of  lo7ig-term  lease  equivalent  to  fee  ownership;  and 

(e)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moves  or  discontinues  a 
farm  operation  elects  to  accept  the  payment  authorized  by 
this  subsection  in  lieu  of  the  payment  authorized  for  such  farm 
operation  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  head  of  such 
Federal  agency  shall  make  a  fixed  relocation  payment  to 
such  person  in  the  amount  of  $1,000.  In  the  case  where  the 
entire  farm  operation  is  not  acquired  by  such  h  ederal  agency, 
the  payment  authorized  by  this  subsection  shall  be  made  only 
if  the  head  of  such  agency  determines  that  the  remainder 
pi'operty  is  no  longer  an  economic  unit. 

(f) (1)  In  addition  to  any  amount  under  subsections 
(a),  (b),  (c),  (d),  and  (e)  of  this  section,  the  head  of  such 
Federal  agency  may  pay  to  or  on  behalf  of  any  displaced 
family,  displaced  elderly  individual ,  or  displaced  handi¬ 
capped  individual,  monthly  payments  over  a  period  not  to 
exceed  twenty-four  months  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500 
in  the  first  twelve  months  and  $500  in  the  second  twelve 
months  to  assist  such  displaced  family  or  individual  to  secure 
a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  clwellwg.  Subject  to  the  limita- 
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tion  imposed  hy  the  preceding  sentence,  the  additional  pay¬ 
ment  shall  he  an  amount  which,  when  added  to  20  per 
centum  of  the  annual  income  of  the  displaced  individual  or 
family  at  the  time  of  displacement,  equals  the  average  annual 
rental  required  for  such  a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling 
of  modest  standards  adequate  in  size  to  accommodate  the  dis¬ 
placed  individual  or  family  in  areas  not  generally  less  de¬ 
sirable  in  regard  to  public  utilities  and  public  and  com¬ 
mercial  facilities:  Provided,  That  such  payment  shall  be 
made  only  to  an  individual  or  family  luho  is  unable  to  secure 
a  dwelling  unit  in  a  low-rent  housing  project  assisted  under 
the  United  States  Housing  Act  of  1937,  or  under  a  State  or 
local  program  found  by  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  to  have  the  same  general  purposes  as  the  Federal 
program  under  such  Act,  or  a  dwelling  unit  assisted  under 
section  101  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of 
1965. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
shall  make  the  determinations  under  this  subsection  on  the 
amount  of  assistance  according  to  family  size,  family  or  indi¬ 
vidual  income,  average  rents  required,  or  similar  considera¬ 
tions  for  all  agencies  making  such  payments. 

( 3)  The  additional  payments  under  this  subsection  may 
be  paid  on  a  lump  sum  or  other  than  monthly  basis  in  cases 
in  which  the  small  size  of  the  payments  that  would  otherwise 
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be  required  do  not  warrant  a  number  of  separate  papnients 
or  in  other  cases  in  which  other  than  monthlij  payments  are 
deterinined  warranted  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  ayency, 

(4)  No  payment  received  under  this  subsection  shall  be 
considered  as  income  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
eligibility  or  the  extent  of  eligibility  of  any  person  for  assist¬ 
ance  under  the  Social  Security  Act  or  any  other  Federal  Act. 

(g)(1)  In  addition  to  amounts  otherwise  authorized,  the 
head  of  such  Federal  agency  shall  make  a  payment  to  the 
owner  of  real  property  which  is  acquired  for  the  project  and 
which  is  improved  by  a  single-  or  two-family  dwelling  occu¬ 
pied  by  the  owner  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  one  year 
prior  to  the  initiation  of  negotiations  for  the  acquisition  of 
such  propeiiy.  Such  payinent,  not  to  exceed  $5,000,  shall  be 
an  amount  ivhich,  when  added  to  the  acquisition  payment, 
equals  the  average  price  required  for  a  decent,  safe,  and 
sanitary  dwelling  of  inodest  standards  adequate  in  size  to 
accommodate  the  displaced  owner,  reasonably  accessible  to 
public  services  and  places  of  employment  and  available  on  the 
private  market:  Provided,  That  such  payment  shall  be  made 
only  to  a  displaced  owner  who  purchases  and  occupies  a 
dwelling  within  one  year  subsequent  to  the  date  on  which  he 
is  required  to  move  from  the  dwelling  acquired  for  the 

project. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
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ment  shall  make  the  determinations  under  this  subsection  on 
the  prices  prevailmg  in  the  locality  for  dwelUnys  meeting  the 
requirements  of  paragraph  (1)  above  for  all  agencies  making 
such  payments. 

RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  703.  (a)  If  the  head  of  any  Federal  agency 
acquires  real  property  for  public  use  in  a  State,  he  shall 
provide  a  relocation  assistance  program  for  displaced  persons 
which  shall  offer  the  services  described  in  subsection  (c)  of 
this  section.  If  the  head  of  such  agency  determines  that 
other  persons,  occupying  property  immediately  adjacent  to 
the  real  property  acquired,  are  caused  substantial  economic 
injury  because  of  the  public  improvement  for  which  such 
property  is  acquired,  he  may  offer  such  persons  relocation 
services  under  such  program,. 

(b)  Federal  agencies  administering  programs  ivhich 
may  be  of  assistance  to  displaced  persons  covered  by  this  Act 
shedl  cooperate  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible  with  the  Fed- 
ercd  or  State  agency  causing  the  displacement  to  assure 
that  such  displaced  persons  receive  the  maximum  assistance 
available  to  them. 

(c)  Each  relocation  assistance  program  required  by  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section  shedl  include,  to  the  enaximum  extent 
practicable,  such  measures,  facilities,  or  services  as  may  be 
necessary  or  appropriate  in  order  (t)  to  detemnine  the  needs 
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of  displaced  families,  individuals,  business  concerns,  and  farm 
operators  for  relocation  assistance;  (2)  to  assure  that  ivithin 
a  reasonable  period  of  time  prior  to  d isplacement ,  there  will  be 
available,  in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to 
public  utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities  and  at 
rents  or  prices  within  the  financial  means  of  the  families  and 
individuals  displaced,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings 
equal  m  number  to  the  number  of,  and  available  to,  such  dis¬ 
placed  families  and  individuals  and  reasonably  accessible  to 
their  places  of  emplojjment,  except  that  the  President  may 
prescribe  by  regulation  situations  when  such  assurances  may 
be  waived;  (3)  to  assist  owners  of  displaced  businesses  and 
displaced  farm  operators  in  obtaining  and  becoming  estab¬ 
lished  in  suitable  business  locations  or  replacement  farms;  (4) 
to  supply  information  concerning  the  Federal  Housing 
Administration  home  acquisition  program  under  section  221 
(d)(2)  of  the  National  Housing  Act,  the  small  business  dis¬ 
aster  loan  program  under  section  7(b)  (3)  of  the  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Act,  and  other  programs  offering  assistance  to  displaced 
persons;  (5)  to  asdst  in  minimizing  hardships  to  displaced 
persons  in  adjusting  to  relocation;  and  (6)  to  assure,  to  the 
greatest  extent  practicable,  the  coordination  of  relocation  activ¬ 
ities  with  other  project  activities  and  other  planned  or  pro¬ 
posed  governmental  actions  in  the  community  or  nearby  areas 
which  may  affect  the  carrying  out  of  the  relocation  program. 
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(d)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  7(h)  of  the  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Act  is  amended  to  read,  as  folloivs: 

^‘(3)  to  make  such  loans  (either  directly  or  in  co¬ 
operation  with  hanks  or  other  lending  institutions  through 
agreements  to  participate  on  an  immediate  or  deferred, 
basis )  as  the  Administration  may  determine  to  he  neces¬ 
sary  or  appropriate  to  assist  any  small  husiness  concern 
in  continuing  in,  husiness  at  its  existing  location,  in  re¬ 
establishing  its  husiness,  in  purchasing  a  husiness  or  in 
estahlishing  a  new  husiness,  if  the  Administration  deter¬ 
mines  that  such  concern  has  suffered  suhstantial  economic 
injury  as  the  residt  of  its  displacement  hji,  or  location  in, 
adjacent  to,  or  near,  a  federally  aid.ed  urban  renewal 
project  or  higlmaif  construction  program  or  any  other 
public  improvement  program  conducted,  by  or  ivith  funds 
provided  in  ivhole  or  in.  part  hy  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  or  hy  the  States;  and  the  purpose  of  a  loan  made 
pursuant  to  such  project  or  program  may,  in  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Administration,  include  the  purchase  or 
construction  of  other  premises  whether  or  not  the  bor¬ 
rower  owned,  the  premises  occupied,  hy  the  husiness  and,” . 

STATES  ACTING  AS  AGENTS  FOR  FEDERAL  PROGRAMS 
Sec.  704.  Whenever  real  property  is  acquired  by  a  State 
agency  for  a.  Federal  public  improvement  project,  such  ac(iui,- 
sifion  shall,  for  pui'poses  of  this  Act,  he  deemed  an  acquisition 
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hif  the  F ederal  agency  having  authority  over  such  project 
and  such  F edei^al  agency  shall  make  relocation  paijments, 
provide  r^elocation  assistance,  and  provide  assurance  of  avail¬ 
ability  of  housing  as  required,  in  the  case  of  acquisitions  of 
real  property  by  a  Federal  agency. 

AUTHOniTY  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
Sec.  705.  ( a)  To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  this 
title,  the  President  is  authorized  to  make  such  rules  and  reg¬ 
ulations  as  he  may  determine  to  be  necessary  to  assure — 

(1)  that  relocation  payments  authorized  by  section 
702  shall  be  fair  and  reasonable  and  as  uniform  as 
practicable; 

(2)  that  a  displaced  person  who  makes  proper  ap¬ 
plication  for  a  relocation  payment  authorized  for  such 
person  by  section  702(a)  shall  be  reimbursed  for  or 
paid — 

(A)  his  actual  and  reasonable  expenses  in  mov¬ 
ing  himself,  his  family,  his  business,  farm  opera¬ 
tion,  or  other  personal  property,  and  for  his  actual 
and  reasonable  expenses  in  searching  for  a  replace¬ 
ment  property; 

(B)  if  he  disposes  of  persanal  property  on  mov¬ 
ing  his  business  or  farm  operation  and  replaces  such 
property  at  the  new  location  at  a  price  exceeding  the 
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sale  price,  the  amount  of  the  difference  of  such  prices 
7wt  to  exceed,  however,  the  estwiated  cost  of  moviruj 
the  property  or  its  market  value,  whichever  is  less; 
and 

(C)  such  other  expenses  authorized  hy  section 
702  (a)  as  may  be  provided  for  in  reyulations  issued 
under  this  section; 

(3)  that  a  displaced  person  who  makes  proper  appli¬ 
cation  for  a  relocation  payment  authorized  for  such 
person  hy  this  title  shall  he  paid  promptly  after  a  move 
or,  in  certain  hardship  cases,  the  President  may,  hy 
regulation,  authorize  advance  payment  of  certain  reloca¬ 
tion  costs; 

(4)  that  any  person  aggrieved  hy  a  determination  as 
to  eligihility  for  a  relocation  payment  authorized  hy  this 
title,  or  the  amount  of  a  payment,  may  have  his  applica¬ 
tion  reviewed  hy  the  head  of  the  agency;  and 

(5)  that  a  displaced  person  shall  have  a  reasonable 
time  in  ivhich  to  apply  for  a  relocation  payment  author¬ 
ized  hy  this  title. 

(b)  The  President  may,  hy  regulation,  establish  a  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  amount  of  a  relocation  payment  authorized  hy 
section  702(a)  with  due  consideration  for  the  declaration  of 
policy  in  this  title  and  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  and  section  707(h). 
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(c)  In  order  io  prevent  unneces.snrif  e.rpenw  nnd  dupli¬ 
cation  of  junctionfi,  and.  to  promote  uniform  and  effective 
admin i,stratio)i  of  relocation  a.'^sistance  jirorpnim.^  for  displaced, 
persons,  the  President  is  authorized  to  re(piire  that  ani/  Fed¬ 
eral  afjencji  make  relocation  paipnents  or  provide  relocation 
services,  or  otheririse  carrp  out  its  functions  under  this  title, 
1)1/  utilizine/  the  facilities,  /)erso}\)iel,  and  services  of  ant/  other 
Federal  af/ency,  or  htj  enteriny  into  appropriate  contracts 
or  agreements  with  ant/  State  agency  having  an  established 
organization  for  conducting  relocation  assistance  programs. 

(d)  The  President  may  make  such  other  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations  consistent  with  the  /trovisions  of  this  title  as  he  deems 
necessary  or  appropriate  to  carry  out  this  title. 

FUND  AVAILABILITY 

Sec.  700.  Funds  appro /trialed  or  otherwise  available 
to  ant/  Federal  agency  for  the  ac(/uisition  of  real  /tropert;/ 
or  am/  interest  therein,  shall  be  available  also  for  obligation 
and  expenditure  to  carry  out  the  /trovisions  of  this  title. 
Part  B.— Federally  Assisted  Programs 


RELOCATION  PAYMENTS  AND 


assistance;  . i ssurance 


OF 


AVAILABILITY  OF  HOUSING 
Sec.  707.  (a)  Notivithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  on  and  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  no  grant  to,  or 
contract  or  agreement  with  a  State  agency,  under  which  Fed- 
S.  698 - 7 
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era!  financial  a.'^.sisfan.ce  tnill  he  avallahle  to  paij  the  cost  in 
connection  with  the  acquisition  of  real  property  or  of  a  public 
improveinent  for  which  real  property  is  to  he  acijuii'ed  or  as 
the  result  of  which  displacement  will  otherwise  occur,  may  he 
approved  hy  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  responsible  for 
the  administration  of  such  Federal  fnancial  assistance  unless 
such  State  agency  has  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the 
head  of  such  Federal  agency  to  provide  to  displaced  persons 
for  moves  from  such  real  property — 

(1)  fair  and  reasonable  relocation  payments  as 
described^  in  section  702(a)  of  this  title  and  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  estahlished.  hy  the  President  under 
section  705  of  this  title; 

(2)  fxed  relocation  payments  in  the  same  amounts 
and  under  the  same  terms  and  conditions  as  are  required 
to  he  made  hy  a  Federal  agency  hy  subsections  702  (c), 
(d) ,  (e) ,  aial  (f)  of  this  title; 

(3)  relocation  assistance  programs  offering  the  serv¬ 
ices  described  in  section  703  ( c)  of  this  title; 

(4)  a  feasible  method  for  the  temporary  relocation 
of  families  and  individuals  displaced  from  the  property 
acquired,  and  assurance  that  ivithin  a  reasonable  period 
of  time  prior  to  displacement,  there  will  he  available  in 
areas  not  genewally  less  desirable  in  regard,  to  pnhlic 
utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities  and  at  rents 
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1  or  prices  ivitJun  the  financial  means  of  the  families  and 

^  individuals  disjdaced,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitarp  divell- 

iiif/s  equ(d  in  number  to  the  number  of  and  available  to 
•1  such  displaced  families  and  individuals  and  reasonably 

b  accessible  to  their  places  of  employment ;  and 

(5)  a  paipnent  owner-occupants  under  the  same 
T  terms  and  conditions  as  are  required  to  be  made  by  Fed- 

8  eral  ayencies  bi/  subsection  702  (y)  of  this  Act;  Provided, 

9  That  no  such  payment  shall  be  required  or  included  as 

10  a  project  cost  under  subsection  707(c)  if  the  owner- 

11  occupant  receives  a  payment  required  by  the  State  law  of 

1^  eminent  domain  which  is  determined  by  the  head  of  the 

19  Federal  agency  to  have  substantially  the  same  purpose 

11  and  effect  as  subsection  702(g)  and  to  be  part  of  the  cost 
15  of  the  project  for  irhich  F ederal  financial  assistance  is 

H)  available. 

17  (b)  -l.s  a  condition  to  further  assistance  to  a  State 

18  agency  for  the  acquisition  of  real  property  or  of  a  public 

19  improvement  for  irhich  real  property  is  to  be  aci/uired  or  as 

20  a  result  of  ivhich  displacement  ivill  otheririse  occur,  the 

21  head  of  the  Federal  agency  shall  require,  within  a  reason- 

22  <d)le  time  jirior  to  actual  displacement,  satisfactory  assurance 

22  1)11  the  State  agency  that  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  direllings 

21  as  reipiired  by  subsection  707(a)(4)  are  available  for  the 
25  relocation  of  each  such  individual  or  family. 
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fcj  The  cost  to  a  State  aijeiKoj  of  prouidiiif/  the  pay¬ 
ments  and  services  described  in  subsection  ( a)  of  this  section 
may  be  included  as  part  of  the  cost  of  the  project  for  mhich 
Federal  financied  assistance  is  avaikdde  to  such  State  agency, 
and  such  State  agency  shall  be  eligible  for  Federal  financial 
assista)ice  irith  respect  to  such  payments  and  services  in 
the  smne  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  ivith  respect  to 
other  project  costs:  Provided,  That,  nobvithstanding  any 
other  laiv,  the  Federal  agency  providing  such  assistance  shall 
contribute  the  first  $25,000  of  the  cost  of  providing  such 
payments  to  any  person  displaced  prior  to  July  1,  1971: 
And  provided  further.  That  no  State  agency  need  agree  to 
make  any  relocation  payment  in  excess  of  $25,000  to  any 
displacunl  person  in  order  to  receive  the  assistance  authorized 
bji  the  subsection. 

(d)  In  order  to  prevent  unnecessary  expenses  and  dupli¬ 
cation  of  functions,  and  to  promote  uniform  and  effective  ad¬ 
ministration  of  relocation  assistance  programs  for  displaced 
persons,  any  agreement  by  a  State  agency  under  subsect io)i 
(a)  of  this  section  shcdl  provide  that  such  agency  may  iiied^e 
relocation  payments  or  provide  relocation  assistance  or  other¬ 
wise  carry  out  its  functions  under  this  title  by  utilizing  the 
facilities,  personnel,  and  services  of  any  other  State  agency 
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having  an  established  organization  for  conducting  relocation 
assistance  'programs. 

( e)  Any  grant  to,  or  contract  or  agreement  with  a  State 
agency  executed  before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  under 
which  Federal  financial  assistance  is  available  to  pay  the  cost 
in  connection  iviih  the  acquisition  of  reed  property,  or  of  the 
improvement  for  which  such  property  is  acquired,  may  be 
amended  to  inchide  an  agreement  as  described  in  subsection 
( a)  of  this  section. 

(f)  If  the  head  of  a  Fedend  agency  determines  that  it  is 
ncessary  for  the  expeditious  completion  of  a  public  improve¬ 
ment  for  which  a  State  agency  has  entered,  into  agreement, 
as  described  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  to  make  relo¬ 
cation  payments  to  displaced  persons,  or  to  provide  the  funds 
necessary  to  meet  the  re<iuirements  of  section  Slid (b)(1) 
of  this  Act,  he  may  advance  the  Federal  share  of  such  re¬ 
location  payments  and  an  amount  necessary  to  make  the  re- 
quired  paijments  under  section  8()d(b)  ( 1 )  to  sjtch  State 
agency.  Upon  determination  by  the  head  of  such  Federal 
agency  that  any  part  of  the  funds  advanced  to  a  State  agency 
under  this  subsection  arc  no  Iwiger  required,  the  amount 
ivhich  he  determines  not  to  be  required  shall  be  repaid  upon 
demand.  Any  sum  ad.vanced  and  not  repaid  on  demand  shall 
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]>e  deducted  from  sums  otherwise 
fKjencii  from  Federal  sources. 

DISPLACEilEh'T  BY  CERTAIN  PROGK 


arailahJe  to  such  State 


AMS  RECEIVING  ASSIST¬ 


ANCE  UNDER  TITLE  I  OF  THE  HOUSING  ACT  OF  lO.'iU 


5  JS  AMENDED 

Q  Sec.  708.  person  who  mores  or  discontinues  his  t)usi- 

7  ness,  or  mores  other  personal  propertif,  or  mores  from  his 

8  direUiiuf  on  or  after  the  effeciire  date  of  this  Act,  as  a  direct 

9  result  of  a  up  project  or  propram  irhich  rcceires  Federal 

10  financial  assistance  under  title  I  of  the  Jlousinp  Act  of  1040, 

11  as  amended,  sludl,  for  the  purposes  of  this  title,  he  deemed  to 


12  he  a  displaced  person. 

13  SEVERABILITY 

14  Sec.  700.  If  amj  prorision  of  this  title,  or  the  applica- 

15  tion  thereof  to  anij  person  or  circumstance  is  held  inrtdid,  the 
10  remainder  of  this  title  and  the  application  of  the  prorision  to 

17  other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  he  affected  therehij. 

18  ACTS  REPEALED 

19  Sec.  710.  (a)  The  followimj  lairs  and  parts  of  lau'S 

20  are  herehtj  repealed : 

21  (1)  The  Act  entitled  “.Iv/  Act  to  authorize  the  Secretarij 

22  of  the  Interior  to  reimhurse  ownei's  of  lands  reapiired  for 
2)j  derelopment  under  his  jurisdiction  for  their  morinp  e.vpenses. 
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and  for  other  pur jmsea,"  ((pproved  Moij  2!),  IddH  (dd  f  \S.(\ 
1221-1234) . 

(2)  J^iropraph  14  of  section  203 (h)  of  the  Xational 
Aei-onoiitics  and  Space  .let  of  1933  (42  1J.SJ-.  2473). 

(3)  Section  2680  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

( 4)  Section  133  of  title  23,  United  States  Code. 

(5)  Section  7(h)  of  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation 
Act  of  1964  (49  U.S.C.  1606(b)). 

(6)  Section  105(c)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42 
U.S.C.  1455(c)). 

(7)  Section  114  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C. 
1465). 

(8)  Paragraph  (8)  of  section  15  of  the  United  States 
Housing  Act  of  1937  (42  U.S.C.  1415(8)),  except  the  first 
sentence  of  such  paragaph. 

(9)  Section  404  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Peveloj)- 
inent  Act  of  1965  (42  U.S.C.  3074). 

(10)  Section  107  of  the  Demonstration  Cities  and  Met¬ 
ropolitan  Development  Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.(3  3307). 

(b)  Any  rights  or  liabilities  now  existing  under  prior 
Acts  or  portions  thereof  shall  not  be  affected  by  the  repeal 
of  such  prior  Acts  or  portions  thereof  under  subsection  (a) 


of  this  section. 
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TITLE  Vin—UEJFORM  LAND  ACQUISITION 

POLICY 

Part  A. — Fedfaial  PEoauAMFi 

r7A7/<Y>7?.l/  POLICY  OX  LAX/)  ACQUISITIOX  PRACTICES 
Sec.  SOI.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  the  acquisition  of 
reed  property  hy  amic<d)le  agreements  with  owners,  to  reliere 
congestion  in  the  courts,  to  assure  consistent  treatment  for 
owners  in  the  many  Federal  programs,  and  to  promote  public 
confidence  in  Federal  land  acquisition  practices,  heads  of 
Federal  agencies  shall  he  governed  hy  the  following  policies: 

(1)  The  head  of  a  Federed  agency  shcdl  conduct 
transactions  for  the  acquisition  of  real  property  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  assure  to  the  extent  possible  that  persons 
whose  property  is  acquired  shall  not  be  worse  off  eco¬ 
nomically  than  they  were  before  the  property  was 
acquired. 

(2)  The  head  of  a  Federed  agency  shall  medee  every 
reasonable  effort  to  acquire  reed  property  by  negotiated 
purchase. 

(3)  Real  property  shall  he  appredsed  before  the  ini¬ 
tiation  of  negotiations,  and  the  owner  or  his  designated 
representative  shall  be  given  an  opportunity  to  accompany 
the  appraiser  during  his  inspection  of  the  property. 

(4)  Before  the  initiation  of  negotiations  for  prop¬ 
erty,  the  head  of  the  Federed  agency  concerned  shall 
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establish  a  price  which  he  determines  to  be  a  fair  and 
reasonable  consideration  therefor,  such  price  not  to  be 
less  than  the  appraised  value  of  the  property  as  approved 
by  such  agency  head,  and  shall  make  a  prompt  offer  to 
acquire  the  property  for  the  full  amount  so  established. 

(5)  No  owner  shall  be  required  to  surrender  pos¬ 
session  of  real  property  before  the  head  of  the  Federal 
agency  conceimed  pays  the  agreed  purchase  price,  or 
deposits  with  the  court  in  accordance  ivith  section  1  of 
the  Act  of  February  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1421;  40 
U.8.C.  258a),  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  an  amount 
not  less  than  the  appraised  fair  value  of  such  property 
as  determined  by  such  agency  head,  or  the  amount  of 
the  award  of  compensation  in  the  condemnation  proceed¬ 
ing  for  such  property. 

(6)  The  construction  or  development  of  public  im¬ 
provements  shall  be  so  scheduled  that,  to  the  greatest 
extent  practicable,  no  person  lawfully  occupying  real 
property  will  be  required  to  move  from  a  dwelling,  or 
to  move  his  business  or  farm  operation  without  at  least 
ninety  days'  written  notice  from  the  head  of  the  Federal 
agency  concerned,  of  the  date  by  tvhich  such  move  is 
required. 

’(7)  If  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned 
S.  698 - 8 
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does  not  require  a  building,  structure,  or  other  improve¬ 
ment  acquired  as  a  part  of  the  real  property,  he  shall 
where  practicable  offer  to  permit  its  owner  to  remove  it. 
^4s  a  condition  of  removal,  an  appropriate  agreement 
shall  be  required  whereby  the  fair  value  of  such  building, 
structure,  or  improvement  for  removal  from  the  real 
property,  as  determined  by  such  agency  head,  will  be 
deducted  from  the  compensation  otherwise  to  be  paid  for 
the  real  property,  however  such  compensation  may  be 
determined. 

(8)  If  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  permits  an 
owner  or  tenant  to  occupy  the  real  property  acquired  on 
a  rental  basis  for  a  short  term  or  for  a  period  subject  to 
termination  by  the  G overnment  on  short  notice,  the 
amount  of  rent  required  shall  not  exceed  the  fair  rental 
value  of  the  property  to  a  short-term  occupier. 

(9)  In  no  event  shall  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency 
either  advance  the  time  of  condemnation,  or  defer  the 
condemnation  and  the  deposit  of  funds  in  court  for  the 
use  of  the  owner,  in  order  to  compel  an  agreement  on  the 
price  to  be  paid  for  the  pi^operty.  If  an  agency  head 
cannot  reach  an  agreement  with  the  owner,  after  nego¬ 
tiations  have  continued  for  a  reasonable  time,  he  shall 
promptly  institute  condemnation  proceedings  and,  at  the 
same  time  or  as  soon  thereafter  as  practicable,  file  a 
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declaration  of  taking  and  deposit  funds  with  the  court  in 
accordance  with  the  Act  of  February  26,  1931  (46  Stat. 
1421;  40  U.8.C.  258a) ,  if  possession  is  required  pHor 
to  the  entry  of  the  judgment  in  the  condemnation 
proceeding. 

(10)  If  an  interest  in  real  property  is  to  he  acquired 
by  exercise  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  the  head  of 
the  Federal  agency  concerned  shall,  except  as  to  property 
to  be  acquired  under  section  25  of  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  Act  of  1933  (48  Stat.  70,  as  amended;  16 
U.S.C.  831x),  request  the  Attorney  General  to  institute 
formal  condemnation  proceedings.  No  Federal  agency 
head  shall  intentionally  make  it  necessary  for  an  owner 
to  institute  legal  pi^oceedings  to  prove  the  fact  of  the 
taking  of  his  property. 

(11)  If  the  acquisition  of  only  part  of  a  property 
would  leave  its  owner  with  an  uneconomic  remnant,  the 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  shall  offer  to 
acquire  the  entire  property. 

(12)  In  determining  the  boundaries  of  a  proposed 
public  improvement,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  con¬ 
cerned  should  take  into  account  human  considerations, 
including  the  economic  and.  social  effects  of  such  deter¬ 
mination  on  the  oioners  and  tenants  of  real  property 
in  the  area,  in  addition  to  engineering  and  other  factors. 
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1  (b)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  affect  the 

2  validity  of  any  property  acquisitions  by  purchase  or  con- 

3  demnation. 

4  BUILDINGS,  STRUCTURES,  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 

5  Sec.  802.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions 

6  of  law,  if  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  acquires  land  or  any 
'I  interest  in  land  for  public  use  in  a  State,  he  shall  acquire 

8  a  like  interest,  or  greater  interest,  in  all  buildings,  structures, 

9  or  other  improvements  comprising  part  of  the  real  property 

10  so  acquired  ivhich  are  required  to  be  removed  from  the 

11  land  or  which,  in  the  opinion  of  such  agency  head,  will  be 

12  adversely  affected  by  such  public  use,  if  such  improvements 

13  are  not  required  to  be  removed. 

14  fb)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  ''real  property’ 

15  means  land,  or  any  interest  in  land,  and  (1)  any  building, 

10  structure,  or  other  improvement  imbedded  in  or  affhed  to 
1'^'  land,  and  any  article  so  affixed  or  attached  to  such  building, 
13  structure,  or  improvement  as  to  be  an  essential  and  integral 

19  part  thereof;  (2)  any  article  affixed  or  attached  to  such  real 

20  property  in  such  manner  that  it  cannot  be  removed  without 

21  material  injury  to  itself  or  the  real  property;  and  (3)  any 

22  article  so  designed,  constructed,  or  specially  adapted  for 

23  the  purpose  for  which  such  real  property  is  used  that  (A) 

24  it  is  an  essential  accessory  or  part  of  such  real  property, 

25  (B)  it  is  not  capable  of  use  elsewhere,  and  (C)  it  would 
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lose  substantially  all  its  value  if  7'emoved  from  the  real 
property. 

(c)  For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  extent  of  the 
acquisition  of  real  property  and  the  valuation  thereof,  no 
building,  structure,  or  other  improvement  shall  be  deemed 
to  he  other  than  a  part  of  the  real  property  solely  because 
of  the  right  or  obligation  of  a  tenant,  as  against  the  owner 
of  any  other  interest  in  the  real  property,  to  remove  such 
building,  structure,  or  improvement  at  the  expiration  of  his 
term,  and  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  shall  pay  to  the 
tenant  the  fair  value  of  the  building,  structure,  or  improve¬ 
ment,  which  fair  value  shall  be  determined,  by  such  agency 
head  as  the  greatest  of  (1)  the  contributive  value  of  the  im¬ 
provement  to  the  present  use  of  the  entirety,  (2)  the  current 
cost  of  reproduction  less  depreciation  of  the  improvement,  or 
(3)  the  value  of  the  improvement  for  removal  from  the 
property:  Provided,  (1)  that  payment  hereunder  rvill  not 
result  in  duplication  of  any  payments  otherwise  authorized 
by  law;  (2 )  that  the  fee  owner  of  the  land  involved  disclaims 
gny  interest  in  the  improvements  of  the  lessee;  and  (3)  the 
lessee  in  consideration  for  such  payment  shall  assign,  transfer 
and  release  to  the  fUnited  States  all  his  right,  title,  and 
interest  in  and  to  such  improvements:  Provided  further.  That 
110  provision  of  this  .section  shall  he  construed  to  deprive  the 
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lessee  of  his  right  to  reject  the  'payments  hereunder  and  to 
obtain  payment  for  his  property  interests  of  just  compensa¬ 
tion  as  otherivise  defined  by  law. 

EXPENSES  INCIDENTAL  TO  TRANSFER  OF  TITLE  TO 

UNITED  STATES 

Sec.  803.  The  head  of  a  Federal  agency,  as  soon  as  prac¬ 
tical  after  the  date  of  payment  of  the  purchase  price  or  the  elate 
of  deposit  of  funds  to  satisfy  the  award  of  compensation  in  a 
condemnation  proceeding  to  acquire  real  property,  whichever 
is  the  earlier,  shall  reimburse  the  owner,  to  the  extent  the  head 
of  such  agency  deems  fair  and  reasonable,  for  expenses  neces¬ 
sarily  incurred  for — 

(1)  recording  fees,  transfer  taxes,  and  similar 
expenses  in  conveying  such  real  property  to  the  United 
States; 

(2)  penalty  costs  for  prepayment  of  mortgage  inci¬ 
dent  to  such  real  property,  provided  that  siich  mortgage 
shall  be  of  record,  as  required  b?f  law  on  the  date  the  offi¬ 
cial  announcement  of  the  project  is  made  bq  the  author¬ 
ized  Federal  agency;  and 

(3)  the  pro  rata  portion  of  real  property  taxes 
allocable  to  a  period  subsequent  to  the  date  of  vesting  title 
or  the  effective  date  of  a  court  order  of  possession,  ivhich- 
ever  is  the  earlier. 
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Part  B. — Federally  Assisted  Programs 

REQUIREMENTS  FOR  APPROVAL  OF  CONTRACTS  OR  AGREE¬ 
MENTS  FOR  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 
Sec.  804.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  on  and  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  no  grant 
to  or  contract  or  agreement  with,  a  State  agency,  under  ivhich 
Federal  financial  assistance  will  he  available  to  pay  in  whole 
or  in  part  the  cost  of  the  acquisition  of  real  property  or  of 
a  public  improvement  for  ivhich  real  property  is  to  be  ac¬ 
quired,  may  be  approved  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
responsible  for  the  administration  of  such  Federal  financial 
assistance  unless  such  State  agency  has  entered  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  which  shall  provide — 

(1)  that  every  reasonable  effort  shall  be  made  to 
acquire  the  real  property  by  negotiated  purchase; 

(2)  that  the  construction  or  development  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  improvement  shall  he  so  scheduled  that,  to  the  greatest 
extent  practicahle,  no  person  ivill  be  required,  to  move 
from  a  home,  farm,  or  business  location  without  at  least 
ninety  days'  written  notice  from  such  State  agency  of 
the  date  by  which  the  move  is  required;  and 

(3)  that  it  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  head  of  the 
State  agency,  before  initiating  negotiations  for  real  prop¬ 
erty,  to  establish  a  price  ivhich  he  believes  to  be  a  fair  and 
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reasonable  consideration  therefor,  such  price  not  to  he 
less  than  the  appraised  value  of  the  property  as  approved 
by  such  State  agency  head,  and  to  make  a  prompt  offer 
to  acquire  the  property  for  the  full  amount  so  estab¬ 
lished. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  on  and 
after  July  1,  1971,  no  grant  to,  or  contract  or  agreement 
with  a  State  agency,  under  which  Federal  financial  assistance 
ivill  be  available  to  pay  in  whole  or  in  part  the  cost  of  the 
acquisition  of  real  property,  or  of  a  public  improvement  for 
which  real  property  is  to  be  acquired,  map  be  approved  by 
the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  responsible  for  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  such  Federal  financial  assistance,  unless  such 
State  agency  has  entered  into  the  agreements  described  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and  has  agreed — 

(1)  that  no  owner  will  be  required  to  surrender 
possession,  of  real  property  before  the  head,  of  the  State 
agency  (A)  pays  the  agreed,  purchase  price,  (B)  makes 
available  to  the  owner,  by  court  deposit  or  otherwise,  an 
amount  not  less  than  the  appraised  fair  value  of  such 
property,  as  o,pproved.  by  such  State  agency  head,  with¬ 
out  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the  oumer  to  contest  the 
amount  of  compensation  due  for  the  property,  or  (C) 
deposits  or  pays  the  final  award,  of  compensation  in  the 
condemnation  proceeding  for  such  property; 
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( 2)  that  the  head  of  the  State  agency,  not  later  than 
the  date  of  payment  of  the  purchase  price  or  the  date 
of  deposit  of  funds  to  satisfy  the  award  of  compensation 
in  a,  condemnation  proceeding  to  acquire  real  property, 
whichever  is  the  earlier,  shall  reimburse  the  owner,  to 
the  extent  the  head  of  such  agency  deems  fair  and  reason¬ 
able,  for  expenses  necessarily  incurred  for — 

( A)  recording  fees,  transfer  taxes,  and  similar 
expenses  in  conveying  such  real  property  to  the 
United  States; 

(B)  penalty  costs  for  prepa,yment  of  mortgage 
incident  to  such  real  property,  provided  that  such 
mortgage  shall  be  of  record  as  required  by  law  on 
the  date  the  official  announcement  of  the  project  is 
made  by  the  State  agency;  and 

(C)  the  pro  rata  portion  of  real  property  taxes 
allocable  to  a  period,  subsequent  to  the  date  of  vest¬ 
ing  title  or  the  effective  date  of  a  court  order  of 
possession,  whichever  is  the  earlier. 

(3)  that  any  decrease  in  the  value  of  real  property 
prior  to  the  date  of  valuation  caused  by  the  public  im¬ 
provement  for  which  such  property  is  acquired,  or  by 
the  likelihood  that  the  property  would  be  acquired  for  the 
proposed,  public  improvement,  other  than  that  due  to 
physical  deterioration,  within  the  reasonable  control  of 
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the  owner,  will  he  disregarded  in  determining  the  com- 
pensation  for  the  property;  and 

(4)  that  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  extent 
of  the  acquisition  of  real  property  and  the  valuation 
thereof,  no  huilding,  structure,  or  other  improvement  shall 
be  deemed  to  he  other  than  a  part  of  the  real  property 
solely  because  of  the  right  or  obligation  of  a  tenant,  as 
against  the  oivner  of  a,ny  other  interest  in  the  real  prop¬ 
erty,  to  remove  such  building,  structure,  or  improvement 
at  the  expiration  of  his  term,  and  the  head  of  the  State 
agency  shall  pay  to  the  tenant  the  fair  value  of  the  build¬ 
ing,  structure,  or  improvement,  which  fair  value  shall  be 
determined  by  such  agency  head  as  the  greatest  of  (1) 
the  contributive  value  of  the  improvement  to  the  present 
use  of  the  entirety,  (2)  the  current  cost  of  reproduction 
less  depreciation  of  the  im.provement,  or  (3)  the  value  of 
the  improvement  for  removal  from  the  property:  Pro- 
vided,  (1)  that  payment  hereunder  will  not  result  in 
duplication  of  any  payments  otherwise  authorized  by 
law;  (2)  that  the  fee  owner  of  the  land  involved  disclaims 
any  interest  in  the  improvements  of  the  lessee;  and  (3) 
the  lessee  in  consideration  for  such  payment  shall  assign, 
transfer,  and  release  to  the  State  agency  all  his  right, 
title,  and  interest  in  and  to  such  improvements:  Provided 
further.  That  no  provision  of  this  section  shall  be  con- 
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strucd  to  deprive  the  lessee  of  his  right  to  reject  the  pay¬ 
ments  hereunder  and  to  obtain  payment  for  his  property 
interests  of  just  compensation  as  otherwise  defined  by 
law. 

PROVISIONS  REPEALED 

Sec.  80,5.  Effective  on  July  1,  1,975,  sections  401,  402, 

and,  403  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of 

1965  (42  U.S.G.  ,3071-3073 )  are  hereby  repealed. 

TITLE  IX— JUDICIAL  REVIEW 

Sec.  901.  The  provisions  of  sections  551-559  and  701- 

706  of  title  V,  United  States  Code,  shall  apply  to  an  action 

of  a  Federal  agency  under  title  VII  and  title  VIII.  For 

purposes  of  this  title,  the  definition  of  “person”  contained 

in  section  551(2)  of  title  V,  United  States  Code,  shall  be 

deemed  to  include  a  State  as  defined  in  this  Act. 

Sec.  902.  Any  person  or  State  adversely  affected  or 

aggrieved  by  a  final  action  of  a  Federal  agency  under  title 

VII  or  title  VIII  of  this  Act  may  institute,  in  the  district 

court  in  the  United,  States  or  the  judicial  distHct  in  which 

such  person  resides  or  such  State  is  located,  or  in  which  the 

claim  of  such  person  or  State  first  arose,  an  action  seeking 

review  of  such  final  action  of  the  Federal  agency  and 

demanding  appropriate  relief  therefrom. 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  bill  to  achieve  the 
fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities  among  the 


116 


levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the  operation  of  our 
federal  system  in  an  increasingly  complex  society,  to  improve 
the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States,  to  provide 
for  periodic  congressional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid,  to 
pennit  provision  of  reim])iirsal)le  technical  services  to  State 
and  local  government,  to  establish  coordinated  intergovern¬ 
mental  policy  and  administration  of  development  assistance 
programs,  to  provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition 
of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conformity 
with  local  goveniment  programs,  to  establish  a  imifoiTU 
relocation  assistance  pohcy,  to  establish  a  unifonn  land 
acquisition  policy  for  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs, 
and  for  other  purposes.” 
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Reported  with  amendments 
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12.  OCEANOGRAPHY,  Agreed  to  without  amendment  S.  Con.  Res.  72,  to  express  the  ^ense 
the  Congress  favoring  an  International  Decade  of  Ocean  Exploration  du^ng  the 

19^'  s .  pp.  S9663-4 

13.  BUILDINGS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  222,  to  insure  that/public 
building  financed  with  Federal  funds  are  so  designed  and  constructed  as  to  be 
accessib^  to  the  physically  handicapped  (p.  S9685).  This  bill  w^li  now  be  senL 
to  the  Pre\ident. 


14.  POULTRY.  PassW,  73-0,  with  amendments  H.  R.  16363,  to  clari^  and  otherwise 

amend  the  Poul^y  Products  Inspection  Act,  to  provide  for  ^operation  with  appro¬ 
priate  State  ag^\cies  with  respect  to  State  poultry  products  inspection  programs 
(pp.  S9704,  S9656A7,  S9627-38).  Prior  to  this  passage  a^eed  to  a  motion  to  dis¬ 
charge  the  Agricult^e  and  Forestry  Committee  from  fur^^er  consideration  of  the 
bill  (p.  S9637)  .  Ag^ed  to  an  amendment  to  substitu^  the  language  of  S.  2932, 

•  as  amended,  a  similar 'Wll  (pp.  S9637-8).  The  subs^tute  bill  was  amended  as 

•  follows:  To  limit  the  S^retary's  authority  to  gr^t  wholesale  exemptions  from 
all  provisions  of  the  Act\(p,  S9628);  to  provide/that  when  the  USDA's  grounds 
of  condemnation  are  that  the  poultry  is  diseas^,  the  reason  for  condemnation 
shall  be  supported  by  scient^ic  fact  (p.  S96^) ;  and  (by  a  52-19  vote)  that  poul¬ 
try  inspection  laws  should  continue  to  limits  State- inspected  meat  and  poultry  to 
intrastate  movement  (p.  S9635) Conferees/were  appointed  (p,  S9638).  House  con¬ 
ferees  have  not  been  appointed,  '^greed  Jzo  a  motion  that  S,  2932,  a  similar  bill, 
be  indefinitely  postponed  (p.  S96;^) . 

15.  TAXATION.  Sen,  Proxmire  explained  hi^reasons  for  believing  that  the  tax  increase 
"could  very  possibly  result  in  hi ^r  tether  than  lower  prices."  pp.  S9647-8 

16.  CROP  INSURANCE.  Sen.  Bayh  commej?<^ed  USDA  and  FCIC  for  operating  the  crop  insur¬ 
ance  program  "on  such  a  business-like  basis\that  all  losses  have  been  paid  out 
of  premium  income  over  the  Latst  two  decades .\  p.  S9647 


) 


17.  WORLD  FOOD.  Sen.  Javits  ej(pressed  concern  aboutXthe  "increasing"  food  needs  of 
the  world  and  stated  we/fnust  take  steps  to  expor\the  techniques  for  developing 
new  technology,  pp.  S9657-8 


18.  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT,  y^en.  Javits  commended  the  work  of  \he  Economic  Development 
Adm.  and  stated  xJLs  success  "will  help  ease  the  burdenN^  the  cities  and  help 
revitalize  the  o^nomies  of  the  Nation's  rural  areas."  \.  S9656 

19.  FOREIGN  AID.  y^gan  debate  on  H.  R.  15263,  the  foreign  aid  a)^thorization  bill. 

pp.  S9704-^ 

20.  INTER(X)VERNMENTAL  COOPERATION.  Passed  as  reported,  S.  698,  proposed  Intergovern¬ 

mental  Cooperation  Act  of  1967  (pp.  S9696-9604) .  The  bill,  as  amended,  contains 
nine  titles,  one  setting  forth  necessary  definitions,  and  each  of  the  others 
dealing  with  an  area  of  intergovernmental  relations.  Sen.  Muskie  summarized  eac 

of  the  titles  (pp.  S9703-4) . 


4 


ROADS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  3418,  the  road  authorization 
\bill  (pp.  S9670-85).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


\ 


22. 


APP^PRIATIONS,  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  17522,  State,  Justice,  and^ommerce,^ 
th^udiciary,  and  related  agencies  appropriatl  on  bill  (pp.  S9663y/S9668,^  ^ 


S9685\95).  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  (p.  S9695).  House  c^hferees  havej 
not  be^  appointed, 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 


23. 


FEDERAL  AID.  'Rep.  Findley  inserted  a  partial  list  of  thn^ederal  loans, 
grants,  and  coKtracts  in  the  20th  Congressional  Distrin^  of  Ill.  during  the 

90th  Congress,  fjp.  E7052-6  / 

Rep.  Smith  inserted  articles  on  the  efforts  of  R^P*  Roth  to  catalogue  all 

the  Federal  assist^ce  programs,  pp.  E7089-91 


24. 


RECREATION.  Rep.  Poliak  inserted  an  article  o^^he  great  beauty  of  Alaska's 
scenery  and  its  many  na!\sa.onal  parks  and  monuments,  pp.  E7059-60  i 


25. 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Madden  '^ated  that  an  e^ension  of  the  farm  bill  of  1965 
will  endanger  many  of  the  programs  adminLetered  by  this  Department.  He  allege 
that  over  one-half  of  the  anmial  budgelyaor  this  Department  is  "for  payments 
to  cotton,  feed  grain,  and  wheat  farmers  for  supposedly  not  growing  these  crop 
or  as  a  substitute  for  depressed\market  conditions."  p.  E7068 


26, 


ROADS.  Rep.  Ottinger  inserted  an  ^d\torial  criticizing  the  proposed  road 
authorization  bill  while  Rep.  CJ,auserihypraised  the  proposed  bill.  pp.  E7072, 
E7087 


27. 


REPORT.  Rep.  Dole  inserted  summary  of  work  of  the  90th  Congress,  p, 
E7082 


28. 


HUNGER.  Rep.  Bingham  s^ke  on  the  continuing  ^ath  toll  from  starvation  in 
Biafra.  pp.  E7083-4 


29. 


CONSUMER  LEGISLATE.  Rep.  Hamilton  spoke  in  favo^f  consumer  legislation 
and  referred  to  J^e  90th  Congress  as  the  "Consumer  Congress."  p.  E7092 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 


30. 


TIMBER  EXPATS.  H.  R.  19017  by  Rep.  Baring,  H.  R.  19022  b\Rep.  May,  H.  R. 
19026  hyAep.  Foley  and  H.  R.  19028  by  Rep.  Karth,  to  esta^sh  a  quantity 
of  unprocessed  timber  from  certain  Federal  lands  which  may  bX.  sold  for  export 
during  the  calendar  years  1968  through  1972;  to  Interior  and  rii^ular  Affairs 
Comcnittee. 


31. 


?L0YMENT.  S.  3937  by  Sen.  McCarthy,  to  assure  to  every  American  X  full 
opportunity  to  have  adequate  employment,  housing,  and  education,  free  from 
any  discrimination  on  account  of  race,  color,  religion,  or  national  o\igin; 
to  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee. 


/ 
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for  many  departments  and  agencies  of 
our  Federal  Government. 

I  was  most  interested  in  the  fact  that 
^ittle  less  than  3  percent  of  the  aggre- 
g^  amoimt  is  for  a  Federal  agency 
wh^  programs  actually  result  in  no 
cost  w^^the  Federal  Government.  I  refer 
to  the  Small  Business  Administration. 

I  am  ^re  my  colleagues  have  noted 
that  the  of  SBA’s  annual  operating 
expenses  arK  derived  from  the  agency’s 
revolving  fu^  which  constantly  grows 
as  the  flnanci^  assistance  extended  to 
small  business  ft.  repaid  with  interest. 
This  same  financftl  assistance  to  small 
business  results  in  new  jobs  and  greater 
productivity  which  can.  in  turn,  be  trans¬ 
lated  into  increased  r^enues  for  Fed¬ 
eral,  State,  and  local  go^rnments. 

In  the  p^  8  years,  SBA\as  continued 
to  expand  and  intensify  its  fisting  pro¬ 
grams  and  meet  new  problenN  with  new 
programs — the  economic  oEwrtunity 
loan  program,  expanded  training  pro¬ 
grams,  lease  guarantee,  communitKeco- 
nomic  development  conferences,  Nex- 
panded  business  loan  operations,  assi^- 
ance  to  small  businessmen  wishing 
engage  in  foreign  trade,  an  expanded' 
program  for  giving  small  business  a  fair 
share  of  defense  procurement. 

The  small  businessman  has  benefited 
Immeasurably  through  these  farsighted 
steps. 

Mr.  President,  the  more  than  5  million 
small  businesses  in  America  today  are 
vital  to  our  economy:  they  make  up  95 
percent  of  our  business;  they  employ 
four  out  of  every  10  of  our  wage  earners; 
they  provide  family  income  for  more  than 
75  million  Americans. 

The  imaginative  Federal  prqg^rams 
that  provide  businessmen  with  much- 
needed  assistance  through  the  Small 
Business  Administration  have  done  much 
to  help  bring  about  the  balanced  growth 
so  necessary  to  the  continued  prosperity 
of  our  Nation. 

The  Senate  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee,  which  I  have  the  honor  and 
privilege  to  chair,  has  legislative  cogniz¬ 
ance  over  SBA,  and  I  can  assure  my  col- 
legues  that  our  committee  is  proud  of 
the  way  this  small  agency  has  used  itS/ 
limited  resources  to  achieve  a  substantia 
impact  on  our  unprecedented  natioiatal 
economic  growth  during  the  pa^  8 
years. 

I  congratulate  the  Committeey6n  Ap¬ 
propriations  and  the  Subcomnnttee  on 
Departments  of  State,  Justice,  Com¬ 
merce,  the  Judicary,  and  Rj^ted  Agen¬ 
cies  which  handled  this  bill  under  the 
leadership  of  its  able  ch^man,  Senator 
McClellan,  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  the  grea^tate  of  Arkansas. 

I  urge  my  collea^es  to  join  me  in 
strong  support  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  BURDICK:  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
in  support  of  IIR.  17522.  It  is  a  good  bill, 
and  I  congrailulate  the  Appropriations 
Committee  on  its  fine  work,  particularly 
that  of  th^  distinguished  Senator  from 
Arkansa^who  chairs  the  Subcommittee 
on  the /Departments  of  State,  Justice, 
Commw’ce,  the  Judiciary,  and  Related 
Age^ies. 

5ne  of  those  “related  agencies’’  is  the 
11  Business  Administration,  a  tiny 
ieral  agency  by  size  and  cost  of  oper¬ 


ation  when  compared  with  others,  but  a 
giant  ip  bringing  Federal  assistance  to 
the  small  business  community  of  our 
country. 

For  example,  here  is  what  SBA  has 
done  during  the  period  July  1,  1967 
through  May  31,  1968;  8,651  regular 
business  loans  totaling  $449,100,000; 
2,534  economic  opportunity  loans — $26,- 
800,000 — to  help  disadvantaged  people 
in  our  declining  rural  areas  and  inner 
cities  improve  existing  businesses  or 
start  new  ones;  294  displaced  business 
loans  in  the  apiount  of  $38,100,000  to  help 
businesses  displaced  by  Federal  or  fed¬ 
erally  aided  projects  find  new  homes; 
a  State  development  company  loan  for 
$200,000;  341  local  development  company 
loans  adding  up  to  $45,600,000;  and  13,- 
649  disaster  loans  for  $108,300,000  to 
provide  relief  to  victims  of  floods,  tor¬ 
nados  and  other  disasters. 

All  of  this  adds  up  to  25,527  financial 
transactions  in  an  11 -month  period — a 
total  of  $689,600,000  working  in  our  econ¬ 
omy. 

I  cannot  think  of  any  other  single/ 
Government  agency  which  has  done 
.much  with  limited  resources  to  l^p 
nmdreds  of  thousands  of  small  busi- 
n^smen  succeed  over  the  years. 

particularly  delighted  toAee  the 
agenljy  making  a  concerted  ayfd  effec¬ 
tive  ^ort  to  help  the  dis^vantaged 
with  li™glnative  new  programs  estab¬ 
lished  uimer  the  authors  of  title  IV 
of  the  Ect^mic  Opportamity  Act. 

We  are  alXaware  of/President  John¬ 
son’s  leadersmp  in  ^ng  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  to  the  disa^antaged  in  order 
that  they  may  themselves  to  be¬ 
come  productiva/^lzens  and  thereby 
share  more  eqmtabV  in  the  unprece¬ 
dented  econo^c  growte  of  om  country 
during  the  i^t  few  years 

Mr.  Present,  thes^  arknot  just  par¬ 
tisan  woras.  I  speak  from^  first-hand 
knowle^e  of  activities  in  tne  State  of 
NortlyDakota,  which  I  have  ihe  privi¬ 
lege /o  represent.  1  would  like  t^ecount 
foy  my  colleagues  a  specific  example 
lich  came  to  my  attention  earlie\tois 
^ear,  when  the  SBA  regional  ofBc^in 
Fargo  approved  an  economic  opport^ 
nity  loan  of  $25,000  to  Three  Tribes 
Stoneware,  Inc.,  of  New  Town,  N.  Dak. 

I  was  particularly  interested  in  this 
loan  because  it  was  made  to  American 
Indians  and  will  provide  jobs  in  their 
own  business  for  American  Indians  on 
the  Fort  Berthold  Reservation. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  we  all  agree  that 
the  American  Indian  has  not  had  the 
opportunity  to  participate  in  or  enjoy 
the  fruits  of  om-  expanding  economy. 

This  economic  opportimity  loan  of 
$25,000,  to  be  repaid  in  the  next  15  years, 
wiU  create  employment  initially  for  six 
Indian  women  in  the  manufacture  of 
pottery  tableware. 

’These  jobs  now  exist  where  none  did 
before  as  a  direct  result  of  the  landmark 
Economic  Opportunity  Act  of  1964.  I 
recognize  that  six  jobs  on  a  remote  In¬ 
dian  reservation  is  minuscule  when  we 
know  that  some  30  million  Americans 
live  on  submarginal  incomes.  But  multi¬ 
plied  a  thousandfold  throughout  the 
country,  this  is  certainly  a  step  in  the 
right  direction. 


SBA  has  made  7,416  of  these  econonpc 
opportunity  loans  since  the  program  J5e- 
gan.  The  agency  reports  that  each/foan 
produces  at  least  2.5  jobs,  including  the 
borrower.  So  the  loans  SBA  h^  made 
imder  this  program  have  crewed  more 
than  18,500  jobs. 

And  SBA  has  made  ma; 
in  the  right  direction,  wit 
of  financial  assistant 
training;  a  volimteer 
executives  to  give 
men  the  benefit  of 


other  steps 
its  programs 
management 
of  retired 
uggling  business- 
experience;  lit- 


rences. 

^  urge  favorable  consid- 


erature;  and 

Mr.  President, 
eration  of  this  1 

The  PRES:^NG  OFFICER.  The  bill  is 
open  to  furjiier  amendment.  If  there  be 
no  further/' amendment  to  be  proposed, 
the  ques^n  is  on  the  engrossment  of 
the  am^dments  and  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
eri^ossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  the 
tifird  time. 

The  bill  (H.R.  17522)  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed. 

Mr.  McClellan.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its 
amendments  and  request  a  conference 
with  the  House  of  Representatives  there¬ 
on,  and  that  the  Chair  appoint  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  OflBcer  appointed  Mr.  McClel¬ 
lan,  Mr.  Ellender,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr. 
Pastore,  Mr.  McGee,  Mr.  Fttlbright,  Mrs. 
Smith,  Mr.  Hruska,  and  Mr.  Cotton  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
adoption  of  the  State- Justice- Commerce 
funding  measure  by  the  Senate  adds  an¬ 
other  outstanding  achievement  to  the 
unsurpassed  record  of  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan]  .  He  managed 
this  appropriations  bill  with  the  same 
high  degree  of  skill  and  ability  that  has 
characterized  his  many  years  of  public 
service.  We  are  deeply  grateful. 

Also  to  be  thanked  for  contributing  so 
capably  to  the  discussion  is  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams].  He 
demonstrated  the  keen  appreciation  and 
understanding  that  have  always  char¬ 
acterized  his  participation.  Particularly, 
^we  appreciate  his  cooperation. 

The  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bayh] 
other  Senators  also  contributed  and 
we  iw-e  similarly  grateful  to  them.  The 
disp^tion  of  this  measime  today  was 
highly 'efficient  and  the  Senate  may  be 
proud  orv^nother  achievement. 


MESSAGEkFROM  THE  HOUSE— 
ENROlito  BILLS  SIGNED 

A  message  fr:^  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  by  MrVBartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  nss  slgnatm’e  to  the 
following  enrolled  billsN 

HJl.  1648.  An  act  for  the^fellef  of  Martina 
Zubiri  Garcia; 

H.R.  2281.  An  acft  for  the  relief  of  Dwayne 
C.  Cox  and.  William  D.  Martin; 

H.R.  6195.  An  act  for  the  reli^  of  Peter 
Ballnas  and  Lee  Ballnas; 

H.R.  6655.  An  act  for  the  relief  Mary 
Jane  Orloskl; 

H Jl.  8391.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  NAdel 
Lessert  Bellmard,  Clement  Lessert,  Josepnine 
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fctonvll  Pappan,  Julie  Gonvil  Pappaji,  Pela¬ 
gia  Gonvll  Pranceoiir  de  Aubri,  Victore  Gon¬ 
vil  'J’appan,  Marie  Golvil,  Lafleche  Gonvil, 
Louis  Ijaventure,  Elizabeth  Carvonau  Verti- 
felle,  Pierre  Carbonau,  Louis  Joncas,  Basil 
Joncas,  James  Joncas,  Elizabeth  Datcherute, 
Joseph  Bugler,  William  Rodger,  Joseph  Cote, 
four  childrfep  of  Ciclli  Compare  and  Joseph 
James,  or  tli'a  heirs  of  any  who  may  be  de¬ 
ceased: 

H.R.  9098.  An  act  to  revise  the  boundaries 
of  the  Badlands  Wtional  Monument  in  the 
State  of  South  Dakota,  to  authorize  ex¬ 
changes  of  land  mutually  beneficial  to  the 
Oglala  Sioux  Tribe  a^d  the  United  States, 
and  for  other  purposes;  \ 

H.R.  9391.  An  act  to  amend  section  376(a) 
of  title  28,  United  States  C^e; 

H.R.  10321.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Claudette  C,  Donahue;  \ 

H.R.  10327.  An  act  for  the  r^ef  of  Louis 
J.  Palardeau,  Irva  G.  Pranger,  ^tty  Klem- 
cke,  Wineta  L.  Welbmn,  and  Emisa  L.  Mc¬ 
Neil,  all  individuals  employed  by'^he  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army  at  Port  Sam  Hfemston, 
Tex.;  \ 

H.R.  10915.  An  act  to  amend  sectloriS202 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956;  \ 

H.R.  11381.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  E. 
Townley,  Otis  T.  Hawkins,  and  Leo  T.' 
Matous; 

H.R.  12119.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Joseph 
M.  Hepworth; 

H.R.  14167.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Lydia  M. 
Parsley; 

H.R.  15189.  An  act  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  for  certain  maritime  programs  of  the 
Department  of  Commerce; 

H.R.  15864.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  op- 
ertion  of  the  William  Langer  Jewel  Bearing 
Plant  at  Rolla,  N.  Dak.,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  and 

H.R.  16913.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  re¬ 
lated  agencies  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1969,  and  for  other  purposes. 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERA¬ 
TION  ACT  OP  1968 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  1437,  S.  698. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Assistant  Legislative  Clerk.  A 
bill  (S.  698)  to  achieve  the  fullest  co¬ 
operation  and  coordination  of  activities 
among  the  levels  of  government  in  or¬ 
der  to  improve  the  operation  of  our  Fed¬ 
eral  system  in  an  increasingly  complex 
society,  to  improve  the  administration 
of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  periodic  congressional  review  of 
Federal  grants-in-aid,  to  permit  pro¬ 
vision  of  reimbursable  technical  services 
to  State  and  local  government,  to  estab¬ 
lish  coordinated  intergovernmental  pol¬ 
icy  and  administration  of  grants  and 
loans  for  urban  development,  to  author¬ 
ize  the  consolidation  of  certain  grant- 
in-aid  programs,  to  provide  for  the  ac¬ 
quisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land 
within  urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies 
in  conformity  with  local  government 
programs,  to  establish  a  uniform  relo¬ 
cation  assistance  policy,  to  establish  a 
uniform  land  acquisition  policy  for  Fed¬ 
eral  and  federally  aided  programs,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  which  had 


been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations,  with  an  amend¬ 
ment,  to  strike  out  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  and  insert: 

That  this  Act  be  cited  as  the  “Intergovern¬ 
mental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968.” 

TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 

When  used  in  this  Act — 

FEDERAL  AGENCY 

Sec.  101.  The  term  “Federal  agency”  means 
any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government 
and  any  wholly  owned  Government  corpora¬ 
tion,  and  for  the  purposes  of  title  VIII,  the 
Architect  of  the  Capitol. 

STATE 

Sec.  102.  The  term  “State”  means  any  of 
the  several  States  of  the  United  States,  the 
District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  any  ter¬ 
ritory  or  possession  of  the  United  States,  or 
any  agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State,  but 
does  not  include  the  governments  of  the 
political  subdivisions  of  the  State.  For  the 
purposes  of  titles  VII,  VIII,  and  title  IX  the 
term  “State”  does  not  include  such  pMslitlcal 
subdivisions. 

POLITICAL  SUBDIVISION  OR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  103.  The  term  “political  subdivision” 
or  “local  government”  means  a  local  unit  of 
government,  including  specifically  a  county, 
municipality,  city,  town,  township,  or  a 
school  or  other  special  district  created  by  or 
pursuant  to  State  law. 

UNIT  OP  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  104.  “Unit  of  general  local  govern¬ 
ment”  means  any  city,  county,  town,  parish, 
village,  or  other  general-purpose  political 
subdivision  of  a  State. 

SPECIAL-PURPOSE  UNIT  OP  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  105.  “Special-purpose  unit  of  local 
government”  means  any  special  district, 
public-purpose  corporation,  or  other  strictly 
limited-purpose  political  subdivision  of  a 
State;  but  shall  not  include  a  school  district. 

GRANT  OR  GRANT-IN-AID 

Sec.  106.  The  term  “grant”  or  “grant-in- 
aid”  means  money,  or  property  provided  in 
lieu  of  money,  paid  or  furnished  by  the 
United  States  under  a  fixed  annual  or  aggre¬ 
gate  authorization — 

(A)  to  a  State;  or 

(B)  to  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State;  or 

(C)  to  a  beneficiary  imder  a  State-admin¬ 
istered  plan  or  program  which  is  subject  to 
approval  by  a  Federal  agency; 

if  such  authorization  either  (i)  requires  the 
States  or  jmlitlcal  subdivisions  to  expend 
non-Federal  funds  as  a  condition  for  the  re¬ 
ceipt  of  money  or  property  from  the  United 
States;  or  (ii)  specifies  directly,  or  estab¬ 
lishes  by  means  of  a  formula,  the  amounts 
which  may  be  paid  or  furnished  to  States  or 
political  subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be 
allotted  for  use  in  each  of  the  States  by  the 
States,  political  subdivisions,  or  other  benefi¬ 
ciaries.  The  term  does  not  Include  ( 1 )  shared 
revenues;  (2)  payments  of  taxes;  (3)  pay¬ 
ments  in  lieu  of  taxes;  (4)  loans  or  repayable 
advances;  (5)  surplus  property  or  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  furnished  as  such; 
(6)  payments  imder  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  contracts  or  grants  which  are  awarded 
directly  and  on  similar  terms  to  all  qualify¬ 
ing  organizations,  whether  public  or  private; 
or  (7)  payments  to  States  or  political  sub¬ 
divisions  as  full  reimbursement  for  the  costs 
incurred  in  paying  benefits  or  furnishing 
services  to  persons  entitled  thereto  under 
Federal  laws. 

FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE,  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE,  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS,  OR  FED¬ 
ERALLY  ASSISTED  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  107.  The  term  “Federal  assistance”, 
“Federal  financial  assistance”,  “Federal  as¬ 
sistance  programs”,  or  “federally  assisted  pro¬ 
grams”,  means  programs  that  provide  assist- 
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ance  through  grant  or  contractual  arrange¬ 
ments,  and  Includes  technical  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  or  programs  providing  assistance  in 
the  form  of  loans,  loan  guarantees,  or  insur¬ 
ance.  The  term  does  not  Include  any  annual 
payment  by  the  United  States  to  the  District 
of  Columbia  authorized  by  article  VI  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Revenue  Act  of  1947 
(D.C.  Code  secs.  47-2501a  and  47-2501b) . 

SPECIALIZED  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES 

Sec.  108.  “Specialized  or  technical  services” 
means  special  statistical  and  other  studies 
and  compilations,  development  projects, 
technical  tests  and  evaluations,  technical  in¬ 
formation,  training  activities,  surveys,  re¬ 
ports,  documents,  and  any  other  similar  serv¬ 
ice  functions  which  the  Secretary  of  any 
department  or  the  administrative  head  of 
any  agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Federal  Government  is  authorized  by  law 
to  perform. 

COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING 

Sec.  109.  “Comprehensive  planning”  in¬ 
cludes  the  following,  to  the  extent  directly 
related  to  area  needs  or  needs  of  a  unit  of 
general  local  government:  (A)  preparation, 
as  a*  guide  for  long-range  development,  of 
general  physical  plans  with  respect  to  (i) 
the  pattern  and  intensity  of  land  use,  (ii) 
the  provision  of  public  facilities  (including 
transportation  facilities)  and  other  govern¬ 
mental  services,  and  (iii)  the  effective  devel¬ 
opment  and  utilization  of  human  and  natural 
resources;  (B)  long-range  physical  and  fiscal 
plans  for  such  action;  (C)  programing  of 
capital  improvements  and  other  major  ex¬ 
penditures,  a  determination  of  their  relative 
urgency,  together  with  definitive  financing 
plans  for  such  expenditures  in  the  earlier 
years  of  the  program;  (D)  coordination  of  all 
related  plans  and  activities  of  the  State  and 
local  governments  and  agencies  concerned; 
and  (E)  preparation  of  regulatory  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  measures  in  support  of  the  fore¬ 
going. 

STATE  AGENCY 

Sec.  110.  For  the  purposes  of  titles  VII  and 
VIII,  the  term  “State  agency”  means  any 
agency  or  Instrumentality  created  by  a  State, 
or  by  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State  or  by 
agreement  between  two  or  more  States  or  by 
two  or  more  political  subdivisions  of  a  State 
or  States. 

HEAD  OF  AGENCY 

Sec.  111.  The  term  “head  of  a  Federal 
agency”  or  “head  of  a  State  agency”  includes 
a  duly  designated  delegate  of  such  agency 
head. 

DISPLACED  PERSON 

Sec.  112.  The  term  “displaced  person” 
means— 

( 1 )  any  person  who  is  the  owner  of  a  busi¬ 
ness  which'moves  from  real  prop>erty  or  is  dis¬ 
continued  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of 
this  Act  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  or  rea¬ 
sonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of  such 
real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Fed¬ 
eral  or  State  agency; 

(2)  any  person  who  is  the  farm  operator  of 
a  farm  operation  which  moves  from  real 
property  or  is  discontinued  on  or  after  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act  as  a  result  of  the 
acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  ac¬ 
quisition  of  such  real  property,  in  whole  or 
in  part,  by  a  Federal  or  State  agency; 

(3)  any  individual  who  is  the  head  of  a 
family  which  moves  from  real  property  oc¬ 
cupied  as  a  dwelling  on  or  after  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act,  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition 
or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of 
such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a 
Federal  or  State  agency,  or  which  moves  from 
such  dwelling  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  or 
reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  by  such 
Federal  or  State  agency  of  other  real  prop¬ 
erty  on  which  such  family  conducts  a  busi¬ 
ness  or  farm  operation; 

(4)  any  individual,  not  a  member  of  a 
farnlly,  who  moves  from  real  property  occu¬ 
pied  as  a  dwelling  on  or  after  the  effective 
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date  of  this  Act,  as  a  result  of  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition 
of  such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
by  a  Federal  or  State  agency,  or  who  moves 
from  such  dwelling  as  a  result  of  the  acqui¬ 
sition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisi¬ 
tion  by  such  Federal  or  State  agency,  or  other 
real  property  on  which  such  individual  con¬ 
ducts  a  business  or  farm  operation;  and 

(5)  any  individual,  not  described  in  para¬ 
graph  (1),  (2),  (3),  or  (4)  of  this  section, 
who  moves  his  personal  property  from  real 
property  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of 
this  Act  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  or 
reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of  such 
real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Fed¬ 
eral  or  State  agency:  Provided,  That  this 
shall  not  include  the  owner  of  property  on 
the  premises  of  another  under  a  lease  or 
licensing  arrangement  where  such  owner  is 
required  pursuant  to  such  lease  or  license 
to  move  such  property  at  his  own  expense. 

BUSINESS 

Sec.  113.  The  term '  “business”  means  any 
lawful  activity  conducted  primarily  (1)  for 
the  purchase  and  resale  of  products,  com¬ 
modities,  or  any  other  personal  property: 
(2)  for  the  manufacture,  processing,  or  mar¬ 
keting  of  any  such  property:  (3)  for  the 
cultivation,  processing,  or  marketing  of  tim¬ 
ber;  (4)  for  the  sale  of  services  to  the  pub¬ 
lic;  or  (5)  by  a  nonprofit  organization.  Such 
term  does  not  include  the  activity  of  an 
investor  in  acquiring  or  holding  real  prop¬ 
erty  for  resale  for  gain. 

FARM  OPERATION 

Sec.  114.  The  term  “farm  operation”  means 
any  activity  conducted  solely  or  primarily  for 
the  production  of  one  or  more  arglcultural 
products  or  commodities,  other  than  timber, 
for  sale  and  home  use,  and  customarily  pro¬ 
ducing  such  products  or  commodities  in  suf¬ 
ficient  quantity  to  be  capable  of  contribut¬ 
ing  materially  to  the  operator’s  support. 

FARM  OPERATOR 

Sec.  115.  The  term  “farm  operator”  means 
any  owner,  part  owner,  tenant,  or  sharecrop¬ 
per  who  operates  a  farm. 

FAMILY 

Sec.  116.  The  term  “family”  means  two  or 
more  Individuals  Uvlng  together  in  the  same 
dwelling  unit  who  are  related  to  each  other 
by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption. 

ELDERLY  INDIVIDUAL 

Sec.  117.  The  term  “elderly  individual” 
means  a  jierson,  not  a  member  of  a  family, 
who  is  sixty-two  years  of  age  or  over. 

HANDICAPPED  INDIVIDUAL 

Sec.  118.  The  term  “handicapped  individ¬ 
ual”  means  a  person,  not  a  member  of  a 
family,  who  is  handicapped  within  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  section  202  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1959. 

DISPLACED 

Sec.  119.  The  term  “displaced”,  when  used 
in  relation  to  any  person,  means  any  person 
moved  or  to  be  moved  from  real  property  on 
or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  as  a 
result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  ex¬ 
pectation  of  acquisition  of  such  property  for 
a  public  improvement  constructed  or  devel¬ 
oped  by  or  with  funds  provided  in  whole  or 
in  part  by  the  Federal  Government.  t 

OWNER  AND  PERSON 

Sec.  120.  The  terms  “owner”  and  “person” 
mean  any  individual,  and  any  partnership, 
corporation,  or  association. 

REAL  PROPERTY 

Sec.  121.  The  term  “real  property”  as  used 
in  this  Act  shall  include  land,  and  any  inter¬ 
est  in  land.  Including  but  not  limited  to 
easements,  rights-of-way,  water  rights,  and 
mineral  interests. 


TITLE  II— IMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION 
OF  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 
FULL  INFORMATION  ON  FUNDS  RECEIVED 

Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  of  the 
United  States  Government  which  admin¬ 
isters  a  program  of  grants-ln-aid  to  any  of 
the  State  governments  of  the  United  States 
or  to  their  political  subdivisions  shall,  upon 
request,  nqtlfy  in  writing  the  Governor  or 
other  official  designated  by  him,  or  the  State 
legislature,  of  the  purpose  and  amounts  of 
actual  grants-ln-ald  to  the  State  or  to  its  po¬ 
litical  subdivisions. 

DEPOSIT  OF  GRANTS-IN-AID 

Sec.  202.  No  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall 
be  required  by  Federal  law  or  administrative 
regulation  to  be  deposited  in  a  separate  bank 
account  apart  from  other  funds  adminis¬ 
tered  by  the  State.  All  Federal  grant-in-aid 
funds  made  available  to  the  States  shall  be 
properly  accounted  for  as  Federal  funds  in 
the  accounts  of  the  State.  In  each  case  the 
State  agency  concerned  shall  render  regular 
authenticated  reports  to  the  appropriate 
Federal  agency  covering  the  status  and  the 
application  of  the  funds,  the  liabilities  and 
obligations  on  hand,  and  such  other  facts  as 
may  be  required  by  said  Federal  agency. 

SCHEDULING  OF  FEDERAL  TRANSFERS  TO  THE 
STATES 

Sec.  203.  Heads  of  Federal  departments  and 
agencies  responsible  for  administering  grant- 
in-aid  programs  shall  schedule  the  transfer 
of  grant-in-aid  fimds  consistent  with  pro¬ 
gram  purposes  and  applicable  Treasury  regu¬ 
lations,  so  as  to  minimize  the  time  elapsing 
between  the  transfer  of  such  funds  from 
the  United  States  Treasury  and  the  disbmse- 
ment  thereof  by  a  State,  whether  such  dis¬ 
bursement  occurs  prior  to  or  subsequent  to 
such  transfer  of  funds.  States  shall  not  be 
held  accountable  for  Interest  earned  on 
grant-in-aid  funds,  pending  their  disburse¬ 
ment  for  program  purposes. 

ELIGIBLE  STATE  AGENCY 
Sec.  204.  Notwithstanding  any  other  Fed¬ 
eral  law  which  provides  that  a  single  State 
agency  or  multimember  board  or  commis¬ 
sion  must  be  established  or  designated  to 
administer  or  supervise  the  administration 
of  any  grant-in-aid  program,  the  head  of 
any  Federal  department  or  agency  may,  upon 
request  of  the  Governor  or  other  appropriate 
executive  or  legislative  authority  of  the  State 
responsible  for  determining  or  revising  the 
organizational  structure  of  State  government, 
waive  the  single  State  agency  or  multimem¬ 
ber  board  or  commission  provision  upon  ade¬ 
quate  showing  that  such  provision  prevents 
the  establishment  of  the  most  effective  and 
efficient  organization  arrangements  within 
the  State  government  and  approve  other 
State  administrative  structure  or  arrange¬ 
ments:  Provided,  That  the  head  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  department  or  agency  determines  that 
the  objectives  of  the  Federal  statute  author¬ 
izing  the  grant-in-aid  program  will  not  be 
endangered  by  the  use  of  such  other  State 
structure  or  arrangements. 

TITLE  III— PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DE¬ 
PARTMENTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO  PRO¬ 
VIDE  SPECIAL  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES 
TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  UNITS  OF  GOV¬ 
ERNMENT  * 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  301.  It  is  the  purpKise  of  this  title  to 
encourage  intergovernmental  cooperation  in 
the  conduct  of  specialized  or  technical  serv¬ 
ices  and  provision  of  facilities  essential  to 
the  administration  of  State  or  local  govern¬ 
mental  activities,  many  of  which  are  nation¬ 
wide  in  scope  and  financed  in  part  by  Fed¬ 
eral  fimds;  to  enable  State  or  local  govern¬ 
ments  to  avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of 
special  service  functions;  and  to  authorize 
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all  departments  and  agencies  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  which 
do  not  have  such  authority  to  provide  reim¬ 
bursable  specialized  or  technical  services  to 
State  and  local  governments. 

AUTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  any  department 
or  the  administrative  head  of  any  agency  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  authorized  within  his  discretion, 
upon  written  request  from  a  State  or  political 
subdivision  thereof,  to  provide  specialized  or 
technical  services,  upon  payment  to  the  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  by  the  unit  of  govern¬ 
ment  making  the  request,  of  salaries  and  all 
computable  overhead  and  indirect  costs  of 
performing  such  services:  Provided,  however. 
That  such  services  shall  Include  only  those 
which  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  through  rules  and  regulations,  de¬ 
termines  may  be  provided  by  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies.  Such  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  shall  be  consistent  with  and  in  fur¬ 
therance  of  the  Government’s  policy  of  rely¬ 
ing  on  the  private  enterprise  system  to  pro¬ 
vide  those  services  which  are  reasonably  and 
expeditiously  available  through  ordinary 
business  channels. 

REIMBURSEMENT  OP  APPROPRIATION 

Sec.  303.  All  moneys  received  by  any  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government,  or  any  bureau 
or  other  administrative  division  thereof,  in 
payment  for  furnishing  specialized  or  tech¬ 
nical  services  as  authorized  under  section  302 
shall  be  deposited  to  the  credit  of  the  prin¬ 
cipal  appropriation  from  which  the  cost  of 
providing  such  services  has  been  paid  or  is 
to  be  charged,  or  to  the  appropriation  cur¬ 
rently  available  for  the  cost  of  similar  serv¬ 
ices. 

reports  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  any  department 
or  the  administrative  head  of  any  agency  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  shall  furnish  annually  to  the  respec¬ 
tive  Committees  on  Government  Ojierations 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
a  summary  report  on  the  scope  of  the  services 
provided  under  the  administration  of  this 
title. 

RESERVATION  OP  EXISTING  AUTHORITY 

Sec.  305.  This  title  is  in  addition  to  and 
does  not  supersede  any  existing  authority 
now  possessed  by  any  Federal  department  or 
agency  with  respect  to  furnishing  services, 
whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimburs¬ 
able  basis,  to  State  and  local  units  of  gov¬ 
ernment. 

TITLE  iv— COORDINATED  INTERGOVERN¬ 
MENTAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINISTRA’IffON 

OF  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE  PRO¬ 
GRAMS 

declaration  op  development  ASSISTANCE 

POLICY 

Sec.  401.  (a)  The  economic  and  social  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Nation  and  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  satisfactory  levels  of  living  depend 
upon  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of 
all  areas,  both  urban  and  rural.  Moreover,  in 
a  time  of  rapid  urbanization,  the  sound  and 
orderly  development  of  urban  communities 
depends  to  a  large  degree  upon  the  social 
and  economic  health  and  the  sound  develop¬ 
ment  of  smaller  communities  and  rural  areas. 
The  President  shall,  therefore,  establish  rules 
and  regulations  for  uniform  application  in 
the  formulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of 
Federal  programs  and  projects  having  a 
sifinlficant  impact  on  area  and  community 
development,  including  programs  providing 
Federal  assistance  to  the  States  and  locali¬ 
ties,  to  the  end  that  they  shall  most  effec¬ 
tively  serve  these  basic  objectives.  Such  rules 
and  regulations  shall  provide  for  full  consld- 
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eration  of  the  concurrent  achievement  of  the 
following  specific  objectives  and,  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  authorized  by  law,  reasoned  choices 
shall  be  made  between  such  objectives  when 
they  conflict — 

(1)  appropriate  land  uses  for  residential, 
commercial.  Industrial,  government,  institu¬ 
tional,  and  other  purposes; 

(2)  wise  development  and  conservation  of 
natural  resources,  including  land,  water, 
minerals,  wildlife,  and  others; 

(3)  balanced  transportation  systems,  in¬ 
cluding  highway,  air,  water,  pedestrian,  mass 
transit,  and  other  modes  for  the  movement  of 
people  and  goods; 

(4)  adequate  outdoor  recreation  and  open 
spaces; 

(5)  protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural 
beauty,  historical,  and  scientific  interest; 

(6)  properly  planned  community  facilities. 
Including  utilities  for  the  supply  of  power, 
water,  and  communications,  for  the  safe 
disposal  of  wastes,  and  for  other  purposes; 

(7)  concern  for  high  standards  of  design; 
and 

(8)  any  other  -objective  through  which 
Federal  or  federally  assisted  development  pro¬ 
grams  or  projects  can  contribute  to  the 
balanced  ebonomlc,  social,  and  cultural  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Nation  and  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  enhanced  levels  of  living. 

(b)  All  viewpoints — national,  regional. 
State,  and  local — shall,  to  the  extent  possible, 
be  fully  considered  and  taken  into  account 
in  planning  Federal  or  federally  assisted  de¬ 
velopment  programs  and  projects.  Regional, 
State,  and  local  government  objectives  shall 
be  considered  and  evaluated  within  a  frame¬ 
work  of  national  public  objectives,  and  avail¬ 
able  projections  of  future  national  condi¬ 
tions  and  needs  of  regions.  States,  and  locali¬ 
ties  shall  be  considered  in  plan  formulation, 
evaluation,  and  review. 

(c)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  con¬ 
sistent  with  national  objectives,  all  Federal 
aid  for  urban  development  purposes  shall  be 
consistent  with  and  further  the  objectives 
of  State,  regional,  and  local  comprehensive 
planning.  Consideration  shall  be  given  to  all 
developmental  aspects  of  our  total  national 
community.  Including  but  not  limited  to 
housing,  transportation,  economic  develop¬ 
ment,  natural  and  human  resources  develop¬ 
ment,  community  facilities,  and  the  general 
Improvement  of  living  environments. 

(d)  Kach  Federal  department  and  agency 
administering  a  development  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  prac¬ 
ticable,  consult  with  and  seek  advice  from  all 
other  significantly  affected  Federal  depart- 
men-ts  and  agencies  in  an  effort  to  assure 
fully  coordinated  programs. 

(e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  plan¬ 
ning  required  by  individual  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  (such  as  highway  construction,  urban 
renewal,  and  open  space)  shall  be  coordi¬ 
nated  with  and  made  part  of  comprehensive 
local  and  areawide  development  planning. 

FAVORING  UNITS  OP  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  402.  Where  Federal  law  provides  that 
both  special-purpose  units  of  local  govern¬ 
ment  and  units  of  general  local  government 
are  eligible  to  receive  loans  or  grants-ln-ald, 
heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
shall,  in  the  absence  of  substantial  reasons 
to  the  contrary,  make  such  loans  or  grants- 
ln-ald  to  units  of  general  local  government 
rather  than  to  the  special-purpose  units  of 
local  government. 

RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 

Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or 
such  other  agen.-iy  as  may  be  designated  by 
the  President  le  hereby  authorized  to  pre¬ 
scribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are 


deemed  appropriate  for  the  effective  ad¬ 
ministration  of  this  title. 

TITLE  V— CONGRESSIONAL  REVIEW  OP 

FEDERAL  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  STATES 

AND  TO  LOCAL  UNITS  OP  GOVERN- 
■  MENT 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  501.  It  is  the  purpose  and  Intent  of 
this  title  to  establish  a  uniform  policy  and 
procedure  whereby  programs  for  grant-in- 
aid  assistance  from  the  Federal  Government 
to  the  States  or  to  their  political  subdivi¬ 
sions  which  may  be  enacted  hereafter  by 
the  Congress  shall  be  made  the  subject  of 
sufficient  subsequent  review  by  the  Congress 
to  Insure  that  (1)  the  effectiveness  of 
grants-in-ald  as  instruments  of  Federal- 
State-local  cooperation  is  Improved  and  en¬ 
hanced;  (2)  grant  programs  are  revised  and 
redirected  as  necessary  to  meet  new  condi¬ 
tions  arising  subsequent  to  their  original 
enactment;  and  (3)  grant  programs  are  ter¬ 
minated  when  they  have  substantially 
achieved  their  purpose.  It  is  further  the  pur¬ 
pose  and  intent  of  this  title  to  provide  for 
continuing  review  of  existing  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  for  grant-ln-ald  assistance  to  the 
States  or  their  political  subdivisions  by  the 
Comptroller  General  with  a  view  to  the 
formulation  of  recommendations  to  assist 
the  Congress  in  making  changes  in  require¬ 
ments  and  procedures  applicable  to  such 
programs  in  the  interest  of  eliminating  areas 
of  conflict  and  duplication  in  program  op¬ 
erations  and  achieving  more  efficient,  effec¬ 
tive,  and  economical  administration  of 
such  programs,  and  greater  uniformity  in 
the  operation  thereof. 

EXPIRATION  OP  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  502.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  en¬ 
acted  in  the  Ninety-first  or  any  subsequent 
Congress  authorizes  the  making  of  grants- 
in-aid  to  two  or  more  States  or  to  political 
subdivisions  of  two  or  more  States  and  no 
expiration  date  for  such  authority  is  speci¬ 
fied  by  law,  and  such  grant  is  not  specifically 
exempted  from  the  provisions  of  this  title, 
then  the  authority  to  make  grants-ln-aid  by 
reason  of  such  Act  to  States,  political  sub¬ 
divisions,  and  other  beneficiaries  from  funds 
not  theretofore  obligated  shall  expire  not 
later  than  June  30  of  the  fifth  calendar 
year  which  begins  after  the  effective  date  of 
such  Act. 

COMMITTEE  STUDIES  OF  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  503.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  en¬ 
acted  in  the  Ninety-first  or  any  subsequent 
Congress  authorizes  the  making  of  grants- 
in-ald  over  a  period  of  three  or  more  years 
to  two  or  more  States  or  to  political  sub¬ 
divisions  of  two  or  more  States,  then  during 
the  period  beginning  not  later  than  twelve 
months  immediately  preceding  the  date  on 
which  such  authority  is  to  expire,  the  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  to 
which  legislation  extending  such  authority 
would  be  referred  shall,  separately  or  jointly, 
conduct  studies  of  the  program  under  which 
such  grants-ln-ald  are  made  with  a  view  to 
ascertaining,  among  other  matters  of  con¬ 
cern  to  the  committees,  the  following: 

(1)  The  extent  to  which  the  purposes  for 
which  the  grants-ln-ald  are  authorized  have 
been  met; 

(2)  The  extent  to  which  such  programs 
can  be  carried  on  without  further  financial 
assistance  from  the  United  States; 

(3)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  purpose, 
direction,  or  administration  of  the  original 
program,  or  in  procedures  and  requirements 
applicable  thereto,  to  conform  to  recom¬ 
mendations  by  the  Comptroller  General  un¬ 
der  section  504,  should  be  made; 

(4)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  purpose, 
direction,  or  administration  of  the  original 
program  should  be  made  in  the  light  of  re- 
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ports  and  recommendations  submitted  on 
request  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  In¬ 
tergovernmental  Relations;  and 

(5)  The  extent  to  which  such  grant-ln-ald 
programs  are  adequate  to  meet  the  growing 
and  changing  needs  which  they  were  designed 
to  support. 

Each  such  committee  shall  report  the  results 
of  its  investigation  and  study  to  its  respective 
House  not  later  than  one  hundred  and  twen¬ 
ty  days  before  such  authority  is  due  to  ex¬ 
pire. 

STUDIES  BY  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  GRANT-IN- 
AID  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  504.  The  Comptroller  General  shall 
make  continuing  studies  of  presently  existing 
and  all  future  programs  for  grant-in-aid 
assistance  from  the  Federal  Government  to 
the  States  or  their  political  subdivisions  con¬ 
cerning  the  extent  to  which  programs  con¬ 
flict  and  duplication  can  be  eliminated  and 
more  effective,  eflSicient,  economical,  and  uni¬ 
form  administration  of  such  programs  could 
be  achieved  by  changing  certain  require¬ 
ments  and  procedures  applicable  thereto. 

In  reviewing  such  programs  the  Comptrol¬ 
ler  General  shall  consider,  among  other  rele¬ 
vant  matters,  the  equalization  formulas,  and 
the  budgetary,  accounting,  reporting  and 
administrative  procedures  applicable  to  such 
programs.  Reports  on  such  studies,  together 
with  recommendations,  shall  be  submitted 
by  the  Comptroller  General  to  the  Congress. 
Reports  on  expiring  programs  should,  to  the 
extent  practicable,  be  submitted  in  the  year 
prior  to  the  date  set  for  their  expiration. 

STUDIES  BY  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTER- 
GOVERMENTAL  RELATIONS 

Sec.  505.  Upon  request  of  any  committee 
referred  to  in  section  503,  the  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
(established  by  Public  Law  86-380,  as  amend¬ 
ed)  shall,  during  the  same  period  referred  to 
in  such  section,  conduct  studies  of  the  in¬ 
tergovernmental  relations  aspects  of  pro¬ 
grams  which  are  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  such  section,  including  (1)  the  Impact 
of  such  programs,  if  any,  on  the  structural 
organization  of  State  and  local  governments 
and  on  Federal-State-local  fiscal  relations, 
and  (2)  the  coordination  of  Federal  admin¬ 
istration  of  such  programs  with  State  and 
local  administration  thereof,  and  shall  report 
its  findings  and  recommendations  to  such 
committee. 

RECORDS  AND  AUDIT 

Sec.  506.  (a)  Each  State  or  political  sub¬ 
division  thereof  receiving  assistance  under 

(1)  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  after  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act  which  provides  for 
a  grant-in-aid  from  the  United  States  to  a 
State  or  a  political  subdivision  thereof,  or 

(2)  any  new  grant-in-aid  agreement,  or  ex¬ 
tension,  modification,  or  alteration  of  any 
existing  grant-in-aid  agreement  pursuant 
to  existing  law  shall  keep  such  records  as  the 
Federal  agency  administering  such  grant  may 
prescribe.  Including  records  which  fully  dis¬ 
close  the  amount  and  disposition  by  such 
recipient  of  such  grant-in-aid,  the  total  cost- 
of  the  project  or  undertaking  in  connection 
with  which  such  grant-in-aid  is  given  or 
used,  and  the  amount  of  that  portion  of  the 
cost  of  the  project  or  undertaking  supplied 
by  other  sources,  and  such  other  records  as 
will  facilitate  an  effective  audit. 

(b)  The  head  of  the  Federal  agency  ad¬ 
ministering  such  grant  and  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States,  or  any  of  their 
duly  authorized  representatives,  shall  have 
access  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  examina¬ 
tion  to  any  books,  documents,  papers,  and 
records  of  such  recipients  that  are  pertinent 
to  the-grants  received. 
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TITLE  VI— ACQUISITION,  USE.  AND  DIS¬ 
POSITION  OP  LAND  WITHIN  URBAN 
AREAS  BY  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  IN 
CONFORMITY  WITH  LAND  UTILIZA¬ 
TION  PROGRAMS  OP  AFFECTED  LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 

AMENDMENT  OF  FEDERAL  PROPERTY  AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  ACT 

Sec.  601.  The  Federal  Property  and  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.) ,  Is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  as  follows: 
“TITLE  VIII— URBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 

“SHORT  TITLE 

“Sec.  801.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Federal  Urban  Land-Use  Act’. 

“declaration  of  purpose  and  policy 
“Sec.  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
promote  more  harmonious  intergovernmen¬ 
tal  relations  and  to  encourage  sound  plan¬ 
ning,  zoning,  and  land  use  practices  by  pre¬ 
scribing  uniform  policies  and  procedures 
whereby  the  Administrator  shall  acquire,  use, 
and  dispose  of  land  In  urban  areas  in  order 
that  urban  land  transactions  entered  into 
for  the  General  Services  Administration  or  on 
behalf  of  other  Federal  agencies  shall,  to  the 
greatest  extent  practicable,  be  consistent 
with  zoning  and  land-use  practices  and  shall 
be  made  in  accordance  with  planning  and 
development  objectives  of  the  local  govern¬ 
ments  and  local  planning  agencies  concerned. 

“DISPOSAL  OF  URBAN  LANDS 

“Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator 
contemplates  the  disposal  for  or  on  behalf  of 
any  Federal  agency  of  any  real  property  sit¬ 
uated  within  an  urban  area,  he  shall,  prior 
to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give  reasonable 
notice  to  the  head  of  the  governing  body  of 
the  unit  of  general  local  government  having 
jurisdiction  over  zoning  and  land-use  regu¬ 
lation  in  the  geographical  area  within  which 
the  land  or  lands  are  located  in  order  to 
afford  the  government  the  opportunity  of 
zoning  for  the  use  of  such  land  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  local  comprehensive  planning. 

“(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest 
practicable  extent,  shall  furnish  to  all  pros- 
I>ectlve  purchasers  of  such  real  property,  full 
and  complete  information  concerning— 

“(1)  current  zoning  regulations  and  pros- 
I>ecttve  zoning  requirements  and  objectives 
for  such  property  when  it  is  unzoned; 

“(2)  current  availability  to  such  property 
of  streets,  sidewalks,  sewers,  water,  street 
lights,  and  other  service  facilities  and  pros¬ 
pective  availability  of  such  services  if  such 
property  is  included  in  comprehensive  plan¬ 
ning. 

“ACQUISITION  OR  CHANGE  OF  USE  OF  REAL 
PROPERTY 

“Sec.  804.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable, 
prior  to  a  commitment  to  acquire  any  real 
property  situated  in  an  urban  area,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  shall  notify  the  unit  of  general 
local  government  exercising  zoning  and  land- 
use  jurisdiction  over  the  land  proposed  to  be 
purchased  of  his  Intent  to  acquire  such  land 
and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property.  In  the 
event  that  the  Administrator  determines  that 
such  advance  notice  would  have  an  adverse 
Impact  on  the  proposed  purchase,  he  shall, 
upon  conclusion  of  the  acquisition,  imme¬ 
diately  notify  such  local  government  of  the 
acquisition  and  the  proposed  use  of  the 
property. 

“(b)  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use 
of  any  real  property  situated  in  an  urban 
area  as  a  site  for  public  building,  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  shall,  to  the  extent  he  determines 
practicable — 

“(1)  consider  all  objections  made  to  any 
such  acquisition  or  change  of  use  by  such 
unit  of  government  upon  the  ground  that 
the  proposed  acquisition  or  change  of  use 
conflicts  or  would  conflict  with  the  zoning 
regulations  or  planning  objectives  of  such 
units;  and 


“(2)  comply  with  and  conform  to  such 
regulations  of  the  unit  of  general  local  gov¬ 
ernment  having  jurisdiction  with  respect  to 
the  area  within  which  such  property  is  sit¬ 
uated  and  the  planning  and  development 
objectives  of  such  local  government. 

“Sec.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in  sec¬ 
tions  803  and  804  may  be  waived  during  any 
period  of  national  emergency  proclaimed  by 
the  President. 

“definitions 

“Sec.  806.  As  used  in  this  title — 

“(a)  ‘Unit  of  general  local  government’ 
means  any  city,  county,  town,  parish,  village, 
or  other  general-purpose  political  subdivision 
of  a  State. 

“(b)  ‘Urban  area’ means — 

“(1)  any  geographical  area  within  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  any  incorporated  city,  town,  bor¬ 
ough,  village,  or  other  unit  of  general  local 
government,  except  county  or  parish,  having 
a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more 
inhabitants; 

“(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  county,  town, 
township,  or  simllar  government  entity  which 
contains  no  Incorporated  unit  of  general  local 
government  but  has  a  pKjpulation  density 
equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand  five  hun¬ 
dred  inhabitants  per  square  mile;  and 

“(3)  that  portion  of  any  geographical  area 
having  a  population  density  equal  to  or 
exceeding  one  thousand  flve  hundred  in¬ 
habitants  per  square  mile  and  situated  ad¬ 
jacent  to  the  boundary  of  any  incorporated 
unit  of  general  local  government  which  has 
a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more  in¬ 
habitants. 

“(c)  ‘Comprehensive  planning’  includes 
the  following,  to  the  extent  directly  related 
to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  gov¬ 
ernment  : 

“(1)  preparation,  as  a  guide  for  long-range 
development,  of  general  physical  plans  with 
respect  to  (A)  tihe  pattern  and  intensity  of 
land  use,  (B)  the  provision  of  public  facili¬ 
ties  (including  transportation  facilities)  and 
other  governmental  services,  and  (C)  the 
effective  development  and  utilization  of  hu¬ 
man  and  natural  resources; 

“(2)  long-range  physical  and  fiscal  plans 
for  such  action; 

“(3)  programing  of  capital  improvements 
and  other  major  expenditures,  a  determina¬ 
tion  of  relative  urgency,  together  with  de¬ 
finite  financing  plans  for  such  expenditures 
in  the  earlier  years  of  the  program; 

“(4)  coordination  of  all  related  plans  and 
activities  of  the  State  and  local  governments 
and  agencies  concerned;  and 

“(5)  preparation  of  regulatory  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  measures  in  support  of  the 
foregoing.’’ 

TITLE  VII— UNIFORM  RELOCATION 
ASSISTANCE 

DECLARATION  OF  POLICY 

Sec.  701.  The  purposes  of  this  title  is  to 
establish  a  uniform  policy  for  the  fair  and 
equitable  treatment  of  owners,  tenants,  and 
other  persons  displaced  by  the  acquisition 
of  real  property  in  Federal  and  federally 
assisted  programs  so  that  as  far  as  practical 
such  persons  shall  be  left  not  worse  off 
economically  than  they  were  before  being 
displaced.  Such  a  policy  shall  be  as  uniform 
as  practicable  as  to  (1)  relocation  payments, 
(2)  advisory  assistance,  (3)  assurance  of 
availability  of  standard  housing,  and  (4) 
Federal  reimbursement  for  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  under  federally  assisted  programs. 

Part  A. — Federal  Programs 
RELOCATION  PAYMENTS 

Sec.  702.  (a)  If  the  head  of  any  Federal 
agency  acquires  real  property  for  pubUc  use 
in  a  State,  he  shall  make  fair  and  reasonable 
relocation  payments  to  displaced  persons  in 
accordance  with  the  regulations  established 
by  the  President  under  section  705  of  this 
Act. 


(b)  In  addition  to  the  payments  author¬ 
ized  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  an  ad¬ 
ditional  pa3rment  of  $300  -is  authorized  for 
any  displaced  person  who  moves  from  a 
dwelling  if  the  displaced  person  purchases 
a  dwelling  for  the  purpose  of  residence  within 
one  year  from  the  date  of  actual  displace¬ 
ment,  except  that  such  displaced  person  shall 
be  eligible  for  payment  under  this  subsection 
only  when  the  dwelling  purchased  is  situated 
upon  real  estate  in  which  such  person  ac¬ 
quires  fee  title,  life  estate,  ninety-nine-year 
lease,  or  other  type  of  long-term  lease  equiv¬ 
alent  to  fee  ownership. 

(c)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moves  or 
discontinues  his  business  elects  to  accept  the 
payment  authorized  by  this  subsection  in 
lieu  of  the  payment  authorized  for  such  busi¬ 
ness  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the 
head  of  such  Federal  agency  shall  make  a 
fixed  relocation  payment  to  such  person  in 
an  amount  equal  to  the  average  annual  net 
earnings  of  the  business,  or  $5,000,  which¬ 
ever  is  the  lesser;  Provided,  however.  That  in 
the  case  of  a  displaced  person  who  is  62  years 
of  age  or  over,  the  fixed  relocation  payment 
shall  be  increased  by  an  amount  equal  to 
twice  the  average  annual  net  earnings  of  the 
business  or  $5,000,  whichever  is  the  lesser. 
No  payment  shall  be  made  under  this  sub¬ 
section  unless  the  head  of  such  agency  is 
satisfied  that  the  business  (1)  cannot  be 
relocated  without  a  substantial  loss  of  its  ex¬ 
isting  patronage,  and  (2)  is  not  part  of  a 
commercial  enterprise  having  at  least  one 
other  establishment,  not  being  acquired  by 
the  United  States,  which  is  engaged  in  the 
same  or  similar  business.  For  purposes  of  this 
subsection,  the  term  “average  annual  net 
earnings’’  means  one-half  of  any  net  earn¬ 
ings  of  the  business,  before  Federal,  State, 
and  local  income  taxes,  during  the  two  tax¬ 
able  years  Immediately  preceding  the  taxable 
year  in  which  such  business  moves  from  the 
real  property  acquired  by  the  United  States 
and  includes  any  compensation  paid  by  the 
business  to  the  owner,  his  spouse,  or  his  de¬ 
pendent  children  during  such  two-year  pe¬ 
riod.  Such  earnings  and  compensation  shall 
be  established  by  Federal  Income  tax  returns 
filed  by  such  business  and  its  owner  and  his 
spouse  and  dependent  children  for  such  two 
taxable  years. 

(d)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moves 
from  a  dwelling  elects  to  accept  the  pay¬ 
ments  authorized  by  this  subsection  in  lieu 
of  the  payments  authorized  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  for  moving  from  such 
dwelling,  the  head  of  such  Federal  agency 
shaU  make  the  following  fixed  relocation 
payments  to  such  person : 

(1)  A  moving  expense  allowance,  deter¬ 
mined  according  to  a  schedule  established 
by  the  head  of  such  agency,  not  to  exceed 
$200; 

(2)  A  dislocation  allowance  equal  to  the 
amount  paid  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection  or  $100,  whichever  is  the  lesser; 

(3)  An  additional  payment  of  $300  if  the 
displaced  person  purchases  a  dwelling  for 
the  purpose  of  residence  within  one  year 
from  the  date  of  actual  displacement  except 
that  such  displaced  person  shall  be  eligible 
for  payment  under  this  subsection  only  when 
the  dwelling  purchased  is  situated  upon  real 
estate  in  which  such  person  acquires  fee 
title,  life  estate,  nlnety-nlne-year  lease,  or 
other  type  of  long-term  lease  equivalent  to 
fee  ownership;  and 

(e)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moves  or 
discontinues  a  farm  operation  elects  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  payment  authorized  by  this  sub¬ 
section  in  lieu  of  the  payment  authorized 
for  such  farm  operation  by  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section,  the  head  of  such  Federal 
agency  shall  make  a  fixed  relocation  pay¬ 
ment  to  such  person  in  the  amount  of 
$1,000.  In  the  case  where  the  entire  farm 
operation  is  not  acquired  by  such  Federal 
agency,  the  payment  authorized  by  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  made  only  if  the  head  of 
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such  agency  determines  that  the  remainder 
property  Is  no  longer  an  economic  unit. 

(f)  (1)  In  addition  to  any  amount  under 
subsections  (a),  (b),  (c) ,  (d),  and  (e)  of 
this  section,  the  head  of  such  Federal  agency 
may  pay  to  or  on  behalf  of  any  displaced 
family,  displaced  elderly  Individual,  or  dis¬ 
placed  handicapped  Individual,  monthly 
payments  over  a  period  not  to  exceed 
twenty-four  months  in  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  $500  in  the  first  twelve  months  and 
$500  in  the  second  twelve  months  to  assist 
such  displaced  family  or  Individual  to  secure 
a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling.  Sub¬ 
ject  to  the  limitation  imposed  by  the  preced¬ 
ing  sentence,  the  additional  payment  shall 
be  an  amount  which,  when  added  to  20  per 
centum  of  the  annual  income  of  the  dis¬ 
placed  individual  or  family  at  the  time  of 
displacement,  equals  the  average  annual 
rental  required  for  such  a  decent,  safe,  and 
sanitary  dwelling  of  modest  standards  ade¬ 
quate  in  size  to  accommodate  the  displaced 
Individual  or  family  in  areas  not  generally 
less  desirable  in  regard  to  public  utilities 
and  public  and  commercial  facilities:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  such  payment  shall  be  made 
only  to  an  individual  or  family  who  is  un¬ 
able  to  secure  a  dwelling  unit  in  a  low-rent 
housing  project  assisted  under  the  United 
States  Housing  Act  of  1937,  or  under  a  State 
or  local  program  found  by  the  Secretary 
of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  to  have 
the  same  general  purposes  as  the  Federal 
program  under  such  Act,  or  a  dwellling  unit 
assisted  under  section  101  of  the  Housing 
and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1965. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  shall  make  the  detei-minations 
under  this  subsection  on  the  amount  of 
assistance  according  to  family  size,  family 
or  individual  income,  average  rents  required, 
or  similar  considerations  for  all  agencies 
making  such  payments. 

(3)  The  additional  payments  under  this 
subsection  may  be  paid  on  a  lump  sum  or 
other  than  monthly  basis  in  cases  in  which 
the  small  size  of  the  payments  that  would 
otherwise  be  required  do  not  warrant  a 
number  of  separate  payments  or  in  which 
other  than  monthly  payments  are  determined 
warranted  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency. 

(4)  No  payment  received  under  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  considered  as  income  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  the  eligibility  or  the 
extent  of  ehgibllty  of  any  person  for  assist¬ 
ance  under  the  Social  Security  Act  or  any 
other  Federal  Act. 

(5)  (1)  In  addition  to  amounts  otherwise 
authorized,  the  head  of  such  Federal  agency 
shall  make  a  payment  to  the  owner  of  real 
property  which  is  acquired  for  the  project 
and  which  is  improved  by  a  single-  or  two- 
family  dwelling  occupied  by  the  owner  for 
a  period  of  not  less  than  one  year  prior 
to  the  initiation  of  negotiations  for  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  such  property.  Such  payment, 
not  to  exceed  $5,000,  shall  be  an  amount 
which,  when  added  to  the  acquisition  pay¬ 
ment,  equals  the  average  price  required  for 
a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling  of 
modest  standards  adequate  in  size  to  ac¬ 
commodate  the  displaced  owner,  reasonably 
accessible  to  public  services  and  places  of 
employment  and  available  on  the  private 
market:  Provided,  That  such  payment  shall 
be  made  only  to  a  displaced  owner  who  pur¬ 
chases  and  occupies  a  dwelling  within  one 
year  subsequent  to  the  date  on  which  he 
is  required  to  move  from  the  dwelling  ac¬ 
quired  for  the  project. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  shall  make  the  determinations 
under  this  subsection  on  the  prices  prevail¬ 
ing  in  the  locality  for  dwellings  meeting  the 
requirements  of  paragraph  (1)  above  for  all 
agencies  making  such  payments. 

RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  703.  (a)  If  the  heali  of  any  Federal 
agency  acquires  real  property  for  public  use 
in  a  State,  he  shall  provide  a  relocation  as¬ 


sistance  program  for  displaced  persons  which 
shall  offer  the  services  described  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (c)  of  this  section.  If  the  head  of  such 
agency  determines  that  other  persons,  oc¬ 
cupying  property  Immediately  adjacent  to 
the  real  property  acquired,  are  caused  sub¬ 
stantial  economic  injury  because  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  Improvement  for  which  such  property  is 
acquired,  he  may  offer  such  persons  relocation 
services  under  such  program. 

(b)  Federal  agencies  administering  pro¬ 
grams  which  may  be  of  assistance  to  dis¬ 
placed  persons  covered  by  this  Act  shall  co¬ 
operate  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible  with 
the  Federal  or  State  agency  causing  the 
displacement  to  assure  that  such  displaced 
persons  receive  the  maximum  assistance 
available  to  them. 

(c)  Each  relocation  assistance  program 
required  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
shall  include,  to  the  maximuin  extent  prac¬ 
ticable,  such  measures,  facilities,  or  services 
as  may  be  necessary  or  appropriate  in  order 
( 1 )  to  determine  the  needs  of  displaced  fam¬ 
ilies,  Individuals,  business  concerns,  and 
farm  operators  for  relocation  assistance:  (2) 
to  assme  that  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time  prior  to  displacement,  there  will  be 
available,  in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable 
in  regard  to  public  utilities  and  public  and 
commercial  facilities  and  at  rents  or  prices 
within  the  financial  means  of  the  families 
and  individuals  displaced,  decent,  safe_  and 
sanitary  dwellings  equal  in  number  to  the 
number  of,  and  available  to,  such  displaced 
families  and  individuals  and  reasonably  ac¬ 
cessible  to  their  places  of  employment,  except 
that  the  President  may  prescribe  by  regula¬ 
tion  situations  when  such  assurances  may 
be  waived:  (3)  to  assist  owners  of  displaced 
businesses  and  displaced  farm  operators  in 
obtaining  and  becoming  established  in  suit¬ 
able  business  locations  or  replacement  farms: 
(4)  to  supply  information  concerning  the 
Federal  Housing  Administration  home  ac¬ 
quisition  program  imder  sectioir  221(d)(2) 
of  the  National  Housing  Act,  the  small  busi¬ 
ness  disaster  loan  program  under  section 
7(b)  (3)  of  the  Small  Business  Act,  and  other 
programs  offering  assistance  to  displaced 
persons:  (5)  to  assist  in  minimizing  hard¬ 
ships  to  displaced  persons  in  adjusting  to 
relocation:  and  (6)  to  assure,  to  the  greatest 
extent  practicable,  the  coordination  of  relo¬ 
cation  activities  with  other  project  activities 
and  other  planned  or  proposed  governmental 
actions  in  the  community  or  nearby  areas 
which  may  affect  the  carrying  out  of  the 
relocation  program. 

(d)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  7(b)  of  the 
Small  Business  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(3)  to  make  such  loans  (either  directly 
or  in  coopera^on  with  banks  or  other  lend¬ 
ing  Institutions  through  agreements  to  par¬ 
ticipate  on  an  immediate  or  deferred  basis) 
as  the  Administration  may  determine  to  be 
necessary  or  appropriate  to  assist  any  small 
business  concern  in  continuing  in  business 
at  its  existing  location,  in  reestablishing  its 
business,  in  purchasing  a  business  or  in  es¬ 
tablishing  a  new  business,  if  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  determines  that  such  concern  has 
suffered  substantial  economic  injury  as  the 
result  of  its  displacement  by,  or  location  in, 
adjacent  to,  or  near,  a  federally  aided  urban 
renewal  project  or  highway  construction  pro¬ 
gram  or  any  other  public  improvement  pro¬ 
gram  conducted  by  or  with  funds  provided  in 
whole  or  in  part  by  the  Federal  Government 
or  by  the  States:  and  the  purpose  of  a  loan 
made  pursuant  to  such  project  or  program 
may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Administration, 
include  the  piuchase  or  construction  of  other 
premises  whether  or  not  the  borrower 
owned  the  premises  occupied  by  the  business 
and,”. 

STATES  ACTING  AS  AGENTS  FOR  FEDERAL  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  704.  Whenever  real  property  is  ac¬ 
quired  by  a  State  agency  for  a  Federal  public 
improvement  project,  such  acquisition  shall. 
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for  purposes  of  this  Act,  be  deemed  an  ac¬ 
quisition  by  the  Federal  agency  having  au¬ 
thority  over  such  project  and  such  Federal 
agency  shall  make  relocation  payments,  pro¬ 
vide  relocation  assistance,  and  provide  as¬ 
surance  of  availability  of  housing  as  required 
in  the  case  of  acquisitions  of  real  property 
by  a  Federal  agency. 

AUTHORITY  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

Sec.  705.  (a)  To  carry  into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  title,  the  President  is  author¬ 
ized  to  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as 
he  may  determine  to  be  necessary  to  assure — 

(1)  that  relocation  payments  authorized 
by  section  702  shall  be  fair  and  reasonable 
and  as  uniform  as  practicable: 

(2)  that  a  displaced  person  who  makes 
proper  application  for  a  relocation  payment 
authorized  for  such  person  by  section  702(a) 
shall  be  reimbursed  for  or  paid — 

(A)  his  actual  and  reasonable  expenses  in 
moving  himself,  his  family,  his  business,  farm 
operation,  or  other  personal  property,  and 
for  his  actual  and  reasonable  expenses  in 
searching  for  a  replacement  property: 

(B)  if  he  disposes  of  personal  property  on 
moving  his  business  or  farm  operation  and 
replaces  such  property  at  the  new  location  at 
a  price  exceeding  the  sale  price,  the  amount 
of  the  difference  of  such  prices  not  to  exceed, 
however,  the  estimated  cost  of  moving  the 
property  or  its  market  value,  whichever  is 
less:  and 

(C)  such  other  expenses  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion  702(a)  as  may  be  provided  for  in  regu¬ 
lations  issued  under  this  section: 

(3)  that  a  displaced  person  who  makes 
proper  application  for  a  relocation  payment 
authorized  for  such  person  by  this  title 
shall  be  paid  promptly  after  a  move  or,  in 
certain  hardship  cases,  the  President  may, 
by  regulation,  authorize  advance  payment 
of  certain  relocation  costs: 

(4)  that  any  person  aggrieved  by  a  de¬ 
termination  as  to  eligibility  for  a  relocation 
payment  authorized  by  this  title,  or  the 
amount  of  a  payment,  may  have  his  applica¬ 
tion  reviewed  by  the  head  of  the  agency: 
and 

(5)  that  a  displaced  person  shall  have  a 
reasonable  time  in  which  to  apply  for  a 
relocation  payment  authorized  by  this  title. 

(b)  The  President  may,  by  regulation,  es¬ 
tablish  a  limitation  on  the  amount  of  a  re¬ 
location  payment  authorized  by  section  702 
(a)  with  due  consideration  for  the  declara¬ 
tion  of  policy  in  this  title  and  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and 
section  707(b) . 

(c)  In  order  to  prevent  unnecessary  ex¬ 
pense  and  duplication  of  functions,  and  to 
promote  uniform  and  effective  administra¬ 
tion  of  relocation  assistance  programs  for 
displaced  persons,  the  President  is  authorized 
to  require  that  any  Federal  agency  make 
relocation  payments  or  provide  relocation 
services,  or  otherwise  carry  out  its  functions 
under  this  title,  by  utilizing  the  facilities, 
personnel,  and  services  of  any  other  Federal 
agency,  or  by  entering  into  appropriate  con¬ 
tracts  or  agreements  with  any  State  agency 
having  an  established  organization  for  con¬ 
ducting  relocation  assistance  programs. 

(d)  The  President  may  make  such  other 
rules  and  regulations  consistent  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  title  as  he  deems  necessary  or 
appropriate  to  carry  out  this  title. 

FUND  AVAILABILITY 

Sec.  706.  Funds  appropriated  or  otherwise 
available  to  any  Federal  agency  for  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  real  projierty  or  any  Interest 
therein  shall  be  available  also  for  obliga¬ 
tion  and  expenditure  to  carry  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  title. 

Part  B. — ^Federally  Assisted  Programs 

RELOCATION  PAYMENTS  AND  ASSISTANCE:  ASSUR¬ 
ANCE  OF  AVAILBILITY  OF  HOUSING 

Sec.  707.  (a)  Nothwlthstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  on  and  after  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act,  no  grant  to,  or  contract  or 
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agreement  with  a  State  agency,  under  which 
Federal  financial  assistance  will  be  available 
to  pay  the  cost  In  connection  with  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  real  property  or  of  a  public  Improve¬ 
ment  for  which  real  property  is  to  be  ac¬ 
quired  dr  as  the  result  of  which  displace¬ 
ment  will  otherwise  occur,  may  be  approved 
by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  administration  of  such  Federal 
financial  assistance  unless  such  State  agency 
has  entered  Into  an  agreement  with  the  head 
of  such  Federal  agency  to  provide  to  dis¬ 
placed  persons  for  moves  from  such  real 
property — 

(1)  fair  and  reasonable  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  as  described  In  section  702(a)  of  this 
title  and  In  accordance  with  regulations 
established  by  the  President  under  section 
705  of  this  title; 

(2)  fixed  relocation  payments  in  the  same 
amounts  and  imder  the  same  terms  and 
conditions  as  are  required  to  be  made  by  a 
Federal  agency  by  subsections  702  (c) ,  (d) , 
(e),  and  (f)  of  this  title; 

(3)  relocation  assistance  programs  offer¬ 
ing  the  services  described  in  section  703(c) 
of  this  title; 

(4)  a  feasible  method  for  the  temporary 
relocation  of  families  and  Individuals  dis¬ 
placed  from  the  property  acquired,  and  as¬ 
surance  that  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time  prior  to  displacement,  there  will  be 
available  in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable 
In  regard  to  public  utilities  and  public  and 
commercial  facilities  and  at  rents  or  prices 
within  the  financial  means  of  the  families 
and  individuals  displaced,  decent,  safe,  and 
sanitary  dwellings  equal  in  number  to  the 
number  of  and  available  to  such  displaced 
families  and  individuals  -and  reasonably 
accessible  to  their  places  of  employment;  and 

(5)  a  payment  for  owner -occupants  rmder 
the  same  terms  and  conditions  as  are  re- 
qiiired  to  be  made  by  Federal  agencies  by 
subsection  702(g)  of  this  Act;  Provided, 
That  no  such  payment  shall  be  required  or 
Included  as  a  project  cost  under  subsection 
707(c)  If  the  owner-occupant  receives  a  pay¬ 
ment  required  by  the  State  law  of  eminent 
domain  which  Is  determined  by  the  head  of 
the  Federal  agency  to  have  substantially  the 
same  pfurpose  and  effect  as  subsection  702(g) 
and  to  be  part  of  the  cost  of  the  project  for 
which  Federal  financial  assistance  Is  avail¬ 
able. 

(b)  As  a  condition  to  further  assistance 
to  a  State  agency  for  the  acquisition  of  real 
property  or  of  a  public  improvement  for 
which  real  property  Is  to  be  acquired  or  as 
a  result  of  which  displacement  will  other¬ 
wise  occur,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
shall  require,  within  a  reasonable  time  prior 
to  actual  displacement,  satisfactory  assur¬ 
ance  by  the  State  agency  that  decent,  safe, 
and  sanitary  dwelling  as  required  by  sub¬ 
section  707(a)  (4)  are  available  for  the  re¬ 
location  of  each  such  Individual  or  family. 

(c)  The  cost  to  a  State  agency,  of  provid¬ 
ing  the  i>ayment6  and  services  described 
In  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  may  be 
Included  as  part  of  the  cost  of  the  project 
for  which  Federal  financial  assistance  is 
available  to  such  State  agency,  and  such 
State  agency  shall  be  eligible  for  Federal 
financial  assistance  with  respect  to  such  pay¬ 
ments  and  services  In  the  same  manner  and 
to  the  same  extent  as  with  respect  to  other 
project  costs;  Provided,  That,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  any  other  law,  the  Federal  agency  pro¬ 
viding  such  assistance  shall  contribute  the 
first  $25,000  of  the  cost  of  providing  such 
payments  to  any  person  displaced  prior  to 
July  1,  1971;  And  provided  further.  That 
no  State  agency  need  agree  to  make  any  re¬ 
location  payment  in  excess  of  $25,000  to 
any  displaced  person  in  order  to  receive  the 
assistance  authorized  by  the  subsection. 

(d)  In  order  to  prevent  unnecessary  ex¬ 
penses  and  duplication  of  functions,  and 
to  promote  uniform  and  effective  admini¬ 


stration  of  relocation  assistance  programs 
for  displaced  persons,  any  agreement  by  a 
State  agency  under  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  shall  provide  that  such  agency  may 
make  relocation  payments  or  provide  relo¬ 
cation  assistance  or  otherwise  carry  out  Its 
functions  under  this  title  by  utilizing  the 
facilities,  personnel,  and  services  of  any 
other  State  agency  having  an  established  or¬ 
ganization  for  conducting  relocation  assist¬ 
ance  programs. 

(e)  Any  grant  to,  or  contract  or  agreement 
with  a  State  agency  executed  before  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  this  Act,  under  which  Federal 
financial  assistance  Is  available  to  pay  the 
cost  in  connection  with  the  acquisition  of 
real  property,  or  of  the  Improvement  for 
which  such  property  Is  acquired,  may  be 
amended  to  Include  an  agreement  as  de¬ 
scribed  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

(f)  If  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  deter¬ 
mines  that  It  Is  necessary  for  the  expeditious 
completion  of  a  public  improvement  for 
which  a  State  agency  has  entered  into  agree¬ 
ment,  as  described  In  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  to  make  relocation  payments  to  dis- 
dlsplaced  {sersons,  or  to  provide  the  funds 
necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  sec¬ 
tion  805(b)  (1)  of  this  Act,  he  may  advance 
the  Federal  share  of  such  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  and  an  amount  necessary  to  make  the 
required  payments  under  section  805(b)  (1) 
to  such  State  agency.  Upon  determination  by 
the  head  of  such  Federal  agency  that  any 
part  of  the  funds  advanced  to  a  State  agency 
under  this  subsection  are  no  longer  required, 
the  amount  which  he  determines  not  to  be 
required  shall  be  repaid  upon  demand.  Any 
sum  advanced  and  not  repaid  on  demand 
shall  be  deducted  from  sums  otherwise  avail¬ 
able  to  such  State  agency  from  Federal 
sources. 

DISPLACEMENT  BY  CERTAIN  PROGRAMS  RECEIVING 

ASSISTANCE  UNDER  TITLE  I  OF  THE  HOUSING 

ACT  OF  1949  AS  AMENDED 

Sec.  708.  A  person  who  moves  or  discon¬ 
tinues  his  business,  or  moves  other  personal 
property,  or  moves  from  his  dwelling  on  or 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  as  a  direct 
result  of  any  project  or  program  which  re¬ 
ceives  Federal  financial  assistance  under  title 
I  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 
Shall,  for  the  purposes  of  this  title,  be  deemed 
to  be  a  displaced  person. 

SEVERABILITY 

Sec.  709.  If  any  provision  of  this  title,  or 
the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or 
circumstance  Is  held  invalid,  the  remainder 
of  this  title  and  the  application  of  the  pro¬ 
vision  to  other  persons  or  circumstances 
shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

ACTS  REPEALED 

Sec.  710.  (a)  The  follovring  laws  and  parts 
of  laws  are  hereby  repealed : 

(1)  The  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  reimburse 
owners  of  lands  required  for  development 
under  his  jurisdiction  for  their  moving  ex¬ 
penses,  and  for  other  purposes,’’  approved 
May  29,  1958  (43  U.S.C.  1231-1234) . 

(2)  Paragraph  14  of  section  203(b)  of  the 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Act  of  1958 
(42  U.S.C.  2473) . 

(3)  Section  2680  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code. 

(4)  Section  133  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code. 

(5)  Section  7(b)  of  the  Urban  Mass  Trans¬ 
portation  Act  of  1964  (49  U.S.C.  1606(b)). 

(6)  Section  105(c)  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1949  (42  U.S.C.  1455(C)). 

(7)  Section  114  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949 
(42  U.S.C.  1465). 

(8)  Paragraph  (8)  of  section  15  of  tbe 
United  States  Housing  Act  of  1937  (42  U.S.C. 
1415(8)),  except  the  first  sentence  of  such 
paragraph. 

(9)  Section  404  of  the  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act  of  1965  (42  U.S.C.  3074) . 
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(10)  Section  107  of  the  Demonstration 
Cities  and  Metropolitan  Development  Act  of 
1966  (42  U.S.C.  3307) . 

(b)  Any  rights  or  liabilities  now  existing 
under  prior  Acts  or  portions  thereof  shall  not 
be  affected  by  the  repeal  of  such  prior  Acts 
or  portions  thereof  under  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section. 

TITLE  VIII— UNIFORM  LAND  ACQUISI¬ 
TION  POLICY 
Part  A. — Federal  Programs 

UNIFORM  policy  ON  LAND  ACQUISITION 
PRACTICES 

Sec.  801.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  real  property  by  amicable  agree¬ 
ments  with  owners,  to  relieve  congestion  in 
the  courts,  to  assure  consistent  treatment 
for  owners  in  the  many  Federal  programs, 
and  to  promote  public  confidence  In  Federal 
land  acquisition  practices,  heads  of  Federal 
agencies  shall  be  governed  by  the  following 
policies: 

(1)  The  head  of  a  Federal  agency  shall 
conduct  transactions  for  the  acquisition  of 
real  property  in  such  a  manner  as  to  assure 
to  the  extent  possible  that  persons  whose 
property  Is  acquired  shall  not  be  worse  off 
economically  than  they  were  before  the  prop¬ 
erty  was  acquired. 

(2)  The  head  of  a  Federal  agency  shall 
make  every  reasonable  effort  to  acquire  real 
property  by  negotiated  purchase. 

(3)  Real  property  -shall  be  appraised  be¬ 
fore  the  initiation  of  negotiations,  and  the 
owner  or  his  designated  representative  shall 
be  given  an  opportunity  to  accompany  the 
appraiser  during  his  Inspection  of  the 
property. 

(4)  Before  the  initiation  of  negotiations 
for  property,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
concerned  shall  establish  a  price  which  he 
determines  to  be  a  fair  and  reasonable  con¬ 
sideration  therefor,  such  price  not  to  be  less 
than  the  appraised  value  of  the  property  as 
approved  by  such  agency  head,  and  shall 
make  a  prompt  offer  to  acquire  the  property 
for  the  full  amount  so  established. 

(5)  No  owner  shall  be  required  to  sur¬ 
render  possession  of  real  property  before  the 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  pays 
the  agreed  purchase  price,  or  deposits  with 
the  court  in  accordance  with  section  1  of  the 
Act  of  February  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1421;  40 
U.S.C.  258a) ,  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner 
an  amount  not  less  than  the  appraised  fair 
value  of  such  property  as  determined  by  such 
agency  head,  or  the  amount  of  the  award  of 
compensation  in  the  condemnation  preced¬ 
ing  for  such  property. 

(6)  The  construction  or  development  of 
public  Improvements  shall  be  so  scheduled 
that,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  no 
person  lawfully  occupying  real  property  will 
be  required  to  move  from  a  dwelling,  or  to 
move  his  business  or  farm  operation  without 
at  least  ninety  days’  written  notice  from  the 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned,  of  the 
date  by  which  such  move  Is  required. 

(7)  If  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  con¬ 
cerned  does  not  require  a  building,  structure, 
or  other  Improvement  acquired  as  a  part  of 
the  real  property,  he  shall  where  practicable 
offer  to  permit  its  owner  to  remove  it.  As  a 
condition  of  removal,  an  appropriate  agree¬ 
ment  shall  be  required  whereby  the  fair 
value  of  such  building,  structure,  or  im¬ 
provement  for  removal  from  the  real  prop¬ 
erty,  as  determined  by  such  agency  head, 
will  be  deducted  from  the  compensation 
otherwise  to  be  paid  for  the  real  property, 
however  such  compensation  may  be 
determined. 

(8)  If  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  per¬ 
mits  an  owner  or  tenant  to  occupy  the  real 
property  acquired  on  a  rental  basis  for  a 
short  term  or  for  a  period  subject  to  termi¬ 
nation  by  the  Government  on  short  notice, 
the  amount  of  rent  required  shall  not  exceed 
the  fair  rental  value  of  the  property  to  a 
short-term  occupier. 
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(9)  In  no  event  shall  the  head  of  a  Fed¬ 
eral  agency  either  advance  the  time  of  con¬ 
demnation,  or  defer  the  condemnation  and 
the  deposit  of  funds  in  court  for  the  use  of 
the  owner,  in  order  to  compel  an  agreement 
on  the  price  to  be  paid  for  the  property. 
If  an  agency  head  cannot  reach  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  owner,  after  negotiations  have 
continued  for  a  reasonable  time,  he  shall 
promptly  institute  condemnation  proceed¬ 
ings  and,  at  the  same  time  or  as  soon  there¬ 
after  as  practicable,  file  a  declaration  of 
taking  and  deposit  funds  with  the  court  in 
accordance  with  the  Act  of  February  26,  1931 
(46  Stat.  1421;  40  U.S.C.  25Sa) ,  if  possession 
is  required  prior  to  the  entry  of  the  judg¬ 
ment  in  the  condemnation  proceeding. 

(10)  If  an  interest  in  real  property  is  to 
be  acquired  by  exercise  of  the  power  of  emi¬ 
nent  domain,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
concerned  shall,  except  as  to  property  to  be 
acquired  under  section  25  of  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  Act  of  1933  (48  Stat.  70, 
as  amended;  16  U.S.C.  831x),  request  the  At¬ 
torney  General  to  institute  formal  condem¬ 
nation  proceedings.  No  Federal  agency  head 
shall  intentionally  make  it  necessary  for  an 
owner  to  institute  legal  proceedings  to  prove 
the  fact  of  the  taking  of  his  property. 

(11)  If  the  acquisition  of  only  part  of  a 
property  would  leave  its  owner  with  an  un¬ 
economic  remnant,  the  head  of  the  Federal 
agency  concerned  shall  offer  to  acquire  the 
entire  property. 

(12)  In  determining  the  boundaries  of  a 
proposed  public  Improvement,  the  head  of 
the  Federal  agency  concerned  should  take 
into  account  human  considerations,  includ¬ 
ing  the  economic  and  social  effects  of  such 
determination  on  the  owners  and  tenants  of 
real  property  in  the  area,  in  addition  to  en¬ 
gineering  and  other  factors. 

(b)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not 
affect  the  validity  of  any  property  acquisi¬ 
tions  by  purchase  or  condemnation. 

BUILDINGS,  STRUCTURES,  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 

Sec.  802.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provisions  of  law,  if  the  head  of  a  Federal 
agency  acquires  land  or  any  interest  in  land 
for  public  use  in  a  State,  he  shall  acquire  a 
like  interest,  or  greater  interest,  in  all  build¬ 
ings,  structures,  or  other  improvements  com- 
prisng  part  of  the  real  property  so  acquired 
which  are  required  to  be  removed  from  the 
land  or  which,  in  the  opinion  of  such  agency 
head,  will  be  adversely  affected  by  such  pub¬ 
lic  use,  if  such  improvements  are  not  re¬ 
quired  to  be  removed. 

(b)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  “real 
property”  means  land,  or  any  interest  in  land 
and  (1)  any  building,  structure,  or  other 
improvement  Imbedded  in  or  affixed  to  land, 
and  any  article  so  affixed  or  attached  to  such 
building,  structure,  or  improvement  as  to  be 
an  essential  and  integral  part  thereof; 

(2)  any  article  afiBxed  or  attached  to  such 
real  property  in  such  manner  that  it  cannot 
be  removed  without  material  injury  to  itself 
or  the  real  property;  and  (3)  any  article  so 
designed,  constructed,  or  specially  adapted 
for  the  purpose  for  which  such  real  property 
is  used  that  (A)  it  is  an  essential  accessory 
or  part  of  such  real  property,  (B)  it  is  not 
capable  of  use  elsewhere,  and  (C)  it  would 
lose  substantially  all  its  value  if  removed 
from  the  real  property. 

(c)  For  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
extent  of  the  acquisition  of  real  property 
and  the  valuation  thereof,  no  building,  struc¬ 
ture,  or  other  improvement  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  other  than  a  part  of  the  real  property 
solely  because  of  the  right  or  obligation  of 
a  tenant,  as  against  the  owner  of  any  other 
Interest  in  the  real  property,  to  remove  such 
building,  structure,  or  improvement  at  the 
expiration  of  his  term,  and  the  head  of  the 
Federal  agency  shall  pay  to  the  tenant  the 
fair  value  of  the  building,  structure,  or  im¬ 
provement,  which  fair  value  shall  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  such  agency  head  as  the  greatest 
of  (1)  the  contributive  value  of  the  im¬ 


provement  to  the  present  use  of  the  entirety, 
(2)  the  current  cost  of  reproduction  less  de¬ 
preciation  of  the  improvement,  or  (3)  the 
value  of  the  improvement  for  removal  from 
the  property:  Provided,  (1)  that  payment 
hereunder  will  not  result  in  duplication  of 
any  payments  otherwise  authorized  by  law; 
(2)  that  the  fee  owner  of  the  land  involved 
disclaims  any  Interest  in  the  improvements 
of  the  lessee;  and  (3)  the  lessee  in  considera¬ 
tion  for  such  payment  shall  assign,  transfer 
and  release  to  the  United  States  all  his  right, 
title,  and  Interest  in  and  to  such  improve¬ 
ments;  Provided  further.  That  no  provision 
of  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  deprive 
the  lessee  of  his  right  to  reject  the  pay¬ 
ments  hereunder  and  to  obtain  payment  for 
his  property  interests  of  just  compensation 
as  otherwise  defined  by  law. 

EXPENSES  INCIDENTAL  TO  TRANSFER  OF  TITLE  TO 
UNITED  STATES 

Sec.  803.  The  head  of  a  Federal  agency,  as 
soon  as  practical  after  the  date  of  payment 
of  the  purchase  price  or  the  date  of  deposits 
of  funds  to  satisfy  the  award  of  compensation 
in  a  condemnation  proceeding  to  acquire  real 
property,  whichever  is  the  earlier,  shall  reim¬ 
burse  the  owner,  to  the  extent  the  head  of 
such  agency  deems  fair  and  reasonable,  for 
expenses  necessarily  incurred  for — 

(1)  recording  fees,  transfer  taxes,  and  simi¬ 
lar  expenses  in  conveying  such  real  property 
to  the  United  States; 

(2)  penalty  costs  for  prepayment  of  mort¬ 
gage  incident  to  such  real  property,  provided 
that  such  mortgage  shall  be  of  record  as  re¬ 
quired  by  law  on  the  date  the  official  an¬ 
nouncement  of  the  project  is  made  by  the 
authorized  Federal  agency;  and 

(3)  the  pro  rata  portion  of  real  property 
taxes  allocable  to  a  i>eriod  subsequent  to  the 
date  of  vesting  title  or  the  effective  date  of  a 
court  order  of  possession,  whichever  is  the 
earlier. 

Part  B. — Federally  Assisted  Programs 

REQUIREMENTS  FOR  APPROVAL  OF  CONTRACTS  OR 
agreements  for  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  804.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  on  and  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act  no  grant  to  or  contract 
or  agreement  with  a  State  agency,  under 
which  Federal  financial  assistance  will  be 
available  to  pay  in  whole  or  in  part  the  cost 
of  the  acquisition  of  real  property  or  of  a 
public  improvement  for  which  real  property 
is  to  be  acquired,  may  be  approved  by  the 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  responsible  for 
the  administration  of  such  Federal  financial 
assistance  unless  such  State  agency  has 
entered  into  an  agreement  which  shall  pro¬ 
vide — ■ 

(1)  that  every  reasonable  effort  shall  be 
made  to  acquire  the  real  property  by  nego¬ 
tiated  purchase; 

(2)  that  the  construction  or  development 
of  the  public  improvement  shall  be  so  sched¬ 
uled  that,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable, 
no  person  will  be  required  to  move  from  a 
home,  farm,  or  business  location  without  at 
least  ninety  days'  written  notice  from  such 
State  agency  of  the  date  by  which  the  move 
is  required;  and 

(3)  that  it  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  head 
of  the  State  agency,  before  initiating  nego¬ 
tiations  for  real  property,  to  establish  a  price 
which  he  believes  to  be  a  fair  and  reasonable 
consideration  therefor,  such  price  not  to  be 
less  than  the  appraised  value  of  the  property 
as  approved  by  such  State  agency  head,'  and 
to  make  a  prompt  offer  to  acquire  the  prop¬ 
erty  for  the  full  amount  so  established. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  on  and  after  July  1,  1971,  no  grant 
to,  or  contract  or  agreement  with  a  State 
agency,  under  which  Federal  financial  assist¬ 
ance  will  be  available  to  pay  in  whole  or  in 
part  the  cost  of  the  acquisition  of  real  prop¬ 
erty,  or  of  a  public  improvement  for  which 
real  property  is  to  be  acquired,  may  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  re- 
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sponsible  for  the  administration  of  such  Fed¬ 
eral  financial  assistance,  unless  such  State 
agency  has  entered  into  the  agreements  de¬ 
scribed  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and 
has  agreed — 

(1)  that  no  owner  will  be  required  to  sur¬ 
render  possession  of  real  property  before  the 
head  of  the  State  agency  (A)  pays  the  agreed 
purchase  price,  (B)  makes  available  to  the 
owner,  by  court  deposit  or  otherwise,  an 
amount  not  less  than  the  appraised  fair 
value  of  such  property,  as  approved  by  such 
State  agency  head,  without  prejudice  to  the 
right  of  the  owner  to  contest  the  amount  of 
compensation  due  for  the  property,  or  (C) 
deposits  or  pays  the  final  award  of  compensa¬ 
tion  in  the  condemnation  proceeding  for 
such  property; 

(2)  that  the  head  of  the  State  agency, 
not  laT;er  than  the  date  of  payment  of  the 
purchase  price  or  the  date  of  deposit  of 
funds  to  satisfy  the  award  of  compensation 
in  a  condemnation  proceeding  to  acquire 
real  property,  whichever  is  the  earlier,  shall 
reimburse  the  owner,  to  the  extent  the  head 
of  such  agency  deems  fair  and  reasonable, 
for  expenses  necessarily  incurred  for — 

(A)  recording  fees,  transfer  taxes,  and 
similar  expenses  in  conveying  such  real 
property  to  the  United  States; 

(B)  penalty  costs  for  prepayment  of  mort¬ 
gage  incident  to  such  real  property,  pro¬ 
vided  that  such  mortgage  shall  be  of  record 
as  required  by  law  on  the  date  the  official 
announcement  of  the  project  is  made  by  the 
State  agency;  and 

(C)  the  pro  rata  portion  of  real  property 
taxes  allocable  to  a  period  subsequent  to 
the  date  of  vesting  title  or  the  effective  date 
of  a  court  order  of  possession,  whichever  is 
the  earlier. 

(3)  that  any  decrease  in  the  value  of  real 
property  prior  to  the  date  of  valuation 
caused  by  the  public  improvement  for  which 
such  property  is  acquired,  or  by  the  likeli¬ 
hood  that  the  property  would  be  acquired 
for  the  proposed  public  improvement,  other 
than  that  due  to  physical  deterioration 
within  the  reasonable  control  of  the  owner, 
will  be  disregarded  in  determining  the  com¬ 
pensation  for  the  property;  and 

(4)  that  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  extent  of  the  acquisition  of  real  property 
and  the  valuation  thereof,  no  building,  struc¬ 
ture,  or  other  improvement  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  other  than  a  part  of  the  real  property 
solely  because  of  the  right  or  obligation  of  a 
tenant,  as  against  the  owner  of  any  other  in¬ 
terest  in  the  real  property,  to  remove  such 
building,  structure,  or  improvement  at  the 
expiration  of  his  term,  and  the  head  of  the 
State  agency  shall  pay  to  the  tenant  the  fair 
value  of  the  building,  structure,  or  improve¬ 
ment,  which  fair  value  shall  be  determined 
by  such  agency  head  as  the  greatest  of  (1) 
the  contributive  value  of  the  Improvement  to 
the  present  use  of  the  entirety,  (2)  the  cur¬ 
rent  cost  of  reproduction  less  depreciation 
of  the  Improvement,  or  (3)  the  value  of  the 
improvement  for  removal  from  the  profierty : 
Provided,  (1)  that  payment  hereunder  will 
not  result  in  duplication  of  any  payments 
otherwise  authorized  by  law;  (2)  that  the  fee 
owner  of  the  land  Involved  disclaims  any  in¬ 
terest  in  the  improvements  of  the  lessee;  and 

(3)  the  lessee  in  consideration  for  such  pay¬ 
ment  shall  assign,  transfer,  and  release  to  the 
State  agency  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest 
in  and  to  such  improvements :  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  no  provision  of  this  section  shall 
be  construed  to  deprive  the  lessee  of  his  right 
to  reject  the  payments  hereunder  and  to  ob¬ 
tain  payment  for  his  property  interests  of 
just  compensation  as  otherwise  defined  by 
law. 

PROVISIONS  REPEALED 

Sec.  806.  Effective  on  July  1,  1971,  sections 
401,  402,  and  403  of  the  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act  of  1965  (42  U.S.C.  3071- 
3073)  are  hereby  repealed. 
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TITLE  IX— JUDICIAL  REVIEW 

Sec.  901.  The  provisions  of  sections  551-559 
and  701-706  of  title  V,  United  States  Code, 
shall  apply  to  an  action  of  a  Federal  agency 
under  title  VII  and  title  VIII.  For  purposes  of 
this  title,  the  definition  of  "person”  contained 
In  section  551(2)  of  title  V,  United  States 
Code,  shall  be  deemed  to  include  a  State  as 
defined  in  this  Act. 

Sec.  902.  Any  person  or  State  adversely 
affected  or  aggrieved  by  a  final  action  of  a 
Federal  agency  under  title  VII  or  title  Vlllr 
of  this  Act  may  institute.  In  the  district  court! 
in  the  United  States  or  the  judicial  district  ' 
in  which  such  person  resides  or  such  State 
is  located,  or  In  which  the  claim  of  such 
person  or  State  first  arose,  an  action  seeking 
review  of  such  final  action  of  the  Federal 
agency  and  demanding  appropriate  relief 
therefrom. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
we  have  before  us,  S.  698,  the  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1967,  is  de¬ 
signed  to  improve  working  relationships 
among  Federal,  State,  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  so  that  they  can  deal  more  effec¬ 
tively  with  the  increasing  difficulty  prob¬ 
lems  of  our  society.  The  bill  is  bipartisan 
in  sponsorship  and  intergovernmental  in 
its  origin  and  development. 

The  increasing  population  of  the  coim- 
try  and  the  con,centration  of  that  growth 
in  urban  areas,  the  advance  of  tech¬ 
nology  and  the  accumulation  of  unsolved 
human  problems  all  make  extraordinary 
demands  on  government.  These  demands 
cannot  be  met  unless  the  instruments  of 
government  at  the  Federal,  State,  and 
local  levels  work  together  more  effec¬ 
tively  than  they  ever  have  before.  The 
purpose  of  this  legislation  is  to  help 
achieve  such  cooperation. 

S.  698  was  introduced  on  January  26, 
1967.  Joining  me  in  sponsorship  of  the 
bill  are  31  other  Senators,  includin,g  the 
senior  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt],  who  is  ranking  minority  mem¬ 
ber  on  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations  and  on  the  Subcommittee  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations  and 
the  Senate  had  considered  many  of  the 
provisions  of  S.  698  earlier,  in  substan¬ 
tially  their  present  form,  in  S.  561,  the 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of 
1965  and  S.  1681,  the  Uniform  Relocation 
Act  of  1966,  both  of  which  were  unan¬ 
imously  passed  by  the  Senate  in  the  89th 
Congress.  Neither  of  those  bills  was  acted 
upon  by  the  House.  We  combined  those 
bills  with  improvements  and  additions, 
in  the  present  legislation. 

In  its  consideration  of  S.  698,  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  had  the  benefit  of  9  days  of  hear¬ 
ings  during  which  it  received  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  more  than  50  witnesses.  The 
basic  objectives  of  the  bill  were  strongly 
supported  by  all  witnesses.  A  number  of 
suggestions  for  modification  of  specific 
provisions  were  offered.  These  were  all 
considered  most  carefully  and  a  number 
of  them  were  adopted.  Because  of  the 
number  of  changes  in  language,  although 
many  involved  minor  substantive  modi¬ 
fications,  the  committee  has  reported 
an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub¬ 
stitute. 

The  bill,  as  amended,  contains  nirie 
titles,  one  setting  forth  necessary  defini¬ 
tions,  and  each  of  the  others  dealing  with 


an  area  of  intergovernmental  relations  in 
which  serious  problems  have  emerged 
over  the  years.  I  shall  summarize  each  of 
these  titles. 

Title  II  of  the  bill  I'equires  that  a  Fed¬ 
eral  agency  shall,  upon  request,  furnish 
the  Governor  of  a  State  or  a  State  legis¬ 
lature  with  information  on  the  purpose 
and  amounts  of  grants-in-aid  made  to 
that  State  or  to  its  political  subdivisions. 
TT  also  liberalizes  Federal  requirements 
regarding  the  transfer  to  the  States  of 
grant-in-aid  funds  and  their  deposit, 
while  retaining  full  State  accountability 
^  the  appropriate  Federal  agency.  It 
‘^rmits  the  waiver  under  certain  con¬ 
ditions  of  the  “single  State  agency”  re¬ 
quirement,  giving  the  States  greater 
flexibility  of  organization. 

Title  m  permits  Federal  departments 
and  agencies  to  provide  specialized  and 
technical  seiwices  to  State  and  local  imits 
of  government  on  a  reimbursable  basis. 
Such  services  are  to  be  provided  only 
rmder  rules  and  regulations  consistent 
with  and  in  furtherance  of  the  policy  of 
relsdng  on  the  private  enterprise  system 
for  those  seiwices  which  are  reasonably 
available  through  ordinary  business 
channels. 

Title  rv  provides  that  the  President 
shall  issue  regulations  requiring  Federal 
development  assistance  programs  to  be 
carried  out  in  such  a  way  as  to  promote 
the  sound  and  orderly  development  of 
both  urban  and  rural  areas  in  keeping 
with  objectives  set  forth  in  the  bill.  This 
title  also  provides  that  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  shall,  in  the  absence 
of  substantial  reasons  to  the  contrary, 
make  loans  or  grants-in-aid  to  units  of 
general  local  government  rather  than  to 
special  purpose  units  of  local  govern¬ 
ment. 

Title  V  provides  for  periodic  congres¬ 
sional  review  of  future  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  programs  in  order  that  such  pro¬ 
grams  may  be  revised  or  redirected  as 
necessary  to  meet  new  conditions,  and 
teiminated  when  they  have  substantially 
achieved  their  purposes. 

Title  VI  amends  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  to  pre¬ 
scribe  imiform  policies  and  procedures 
to  govern  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  in  acquisition,  use,  and  dis¬ 
position  of  land  within  urban  areas.  It  is 
the  purpose  of  this  title  to  assure  that 
such  land  transactions  shall,  to  the 
greatest  practicable  extent,  be  consist¬ 
ent  with  zoning  and  land  use  practices 
of  local  governments  and  shall  accord 
with  local  planning  and  development 
objectives. 

Title  vn  establishes  a  unifomi  policy 
for  the  fair  and  equitable  treatment  of 
owners,  tenants,  and  other  persons  dis¬ 
placed  by  the  acquisition  of  real  property 
in  Federal  and  federally  assisted  pro¬ 
grams  so  that  as  far  as  practical  such 
persons  shall  be  left  not  worse  off  eco¬ 
nomically  than  they  were  before  being 
displaced.  The  provisions  of  this  title, 
which  are  based  on  the  experience  of 
existing  Federal  programs  authorized  to 
provide  relocation  assistance  to  displaced 
persons,  are  made  uniformly  applicable 
to  all  Federal  or  federally  assisted  pro¬ 
grams  which  result  in  displacements.  The 
title  provides  for  relocation  payments, 
advisoi’y  assistance,  assurance  of  the 


availability  of  relocation  housing,  and 
Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  relo¬ 
cation  payments.  Continuance  of  Federal 
assistance  for  State  and  local  projects  is 
conditioned  upon  compliance  with  these 
requirements. 

Title  vm  establishes  for  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  and  State  or  local  agencies  receiving 
Federal  assistance  policies  designed  to 
encourage  the  acquisition  of  real  prop¬ 
erty  by  amicable  agreements  with  own¬ 
ers,  to  relieve  congestion  in  the  courts,  to 
assure  consistent  treatment  for  owners 
in  the  many  Federal  and  federally  as¬ 
sisted  programs,  and  to  promote  public 
confidence  in  Federal  land-acquisition 
practices.  The  ultimate  objective  of  the 
prescribed  policies  is  to  assure  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  possible  that  persons  whose  property 
is  acquired  shall  not  be  worse  off  eco¬ 
nomically  than  they  were  before  their 
property  was  acquired. 

Title  rx  makes  actions  by  a  Federal 
agency  under  title  VII,  having  to  do  with 
relocation  assistance,  and  title  vni,  hav¬ 
ing  to  do  with  land  acquisition  practices, 
subject  to  the  Administrative  Procedure 
Act,  and  provides  for  judicial  review  of  a 
final  action  of  a  Federal  agency  under 
these  titles. 

These  are  the  basic  provisions  of  S. 
698,  as  repoi'ted.  They  are  the  result  of 
studies  conducted  by  the  Subcommittee 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations  since  its 
establishment  in  1962.  In  large  measure, 
they  are  based  on  recommendations  made 
by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergov- 
mental  Relations,  the  National  Gover¬ 
nors’  Conference,  the  Council  of  State 
Governments,  the  National  Association 
of  State  Budget  Officers,  the  National  As¬ 
sociation  of  Counties,  the  National 
League  of  Cities,  the  U.S.  Conference  of 
Mayors,  many  other  organizations  and 
highly  qualified  specialists  in  govern¬ 
ment. 

This  is  urgently  needed  legislation.  It 
represents  a  broad  area  of  agreement 
among  the  groups  and  individuals  most 
highly  qualified  in  the  field  of  intergov¬ 
ernmental  relations.  It  is  wholly  con¬ 
structive  in  character.  It  has  a  broad 
base  of  support.  It  has  the  imanimous 
approval  of  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations  and  I  lurge  its  prompt 
and  favorable  consideration  by  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  President,  the  pending  bill  has  had 
thoughtful  consideration  by  all  Senatoi-s 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  and  in  the 
subcommittee. 

I  am  especially  grateful  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota  for 
his  most  helpful  and  constructive  assist- 
■  ance  in  working  out  the  bill. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  I  say  to 
the  Senators  on  my  side  of  the  aisle  that 
this  matter  has  been  brought  up  imani- 
mously.  It  has  indeed,  as  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Maine  has  said, 
been  hammered  out  in  many  hours  of 
deliberations,  compromise,  and  modifica¬ 
tion  until  it  has  resulted  in  a  meeting 
of  the  minds  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 
It  was  unanimously  reported. 

I  certainly  support  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maine  in  his  desire  to  have 
the  measure  passed  today  in  the  hope 
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that  this  time  the  House  will  find  time 
to  act  upon  the  measure  before  adjourn¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  MUSKIE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  very  much  for  his  assistance. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
fo/'a  third  reading,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended,  so  as  to  read: 
“A  bill  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation 
and  coordination  of  activities  among  the 
levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve 
the  operation  of  our  federal  system  in 
an  Increasingly  complex  society,  to 
Improve  the  administration  of  grants- 
in-aid  to  the  States,  to  provide  for  pe¬ 
riodic  congressional  review  of  Federal 
grants-in-aid,  to  permit  provision  of 
reimbursable  technical  services  to  State 
and  local  government,  to  establish  co¬ 
ordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and 
administration  of  •  development  assist¬ 
ance  programs,  to  provide  for  the  ac¬ 
quisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  l^d 
within  urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies 
in  conformity  with  local  government 
programs,  to  establish  a  uniform  reloca¬ 
tion  assistance  policy,  to  establish  a  uni¬ 
form  land  acquisition  policy  for  Federal 
and  federally  aided  programs,  and  for 
other  purposes.” 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate,  it  is  antic¬ 
ipated  that  for  at  least  2  hours  on  to¬ 
morrow  morning,  beginning  at  10  o’clock, 
the  Senate  will  devote  itself  to  eulogies 
in  remembrance  of  our  late  beloved  col¬ 
league,  the  late  Senator  Robert  F.  Ken¬ 
nedy,  of  New  York. 


STATUS  OF  FLOOD  CONTROL 
LEGISLATION 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
attention  to  the  very  first  bill  listed  on 
the  calendar  under  “Bills  in  Confer¬ 
ence.”  It  indicates  that  it  has  been  there 
a  long  time.  It  relates  to  the  flood  in¬ 
surance  bill.  I  should  like  to  say  that 
that  bill  was  incorporated  in  its  entirety 
in  the  Housing  and  Urban  Developme^ 
Act  of  1968  which  has  already  h^n 
passed  by  both  Houses  of  Congresjr  and 
sent  to  the  President.  / 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE^OUSE 

A  message  from  the  Hoylse  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  by  Mr.  Hackttey,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  annouhced  that  the 
House  had  disagreed  ^ the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  to  the^ill  (H.R.  15387)  to 
amend  title  39,  United  States  Code,  to 
provide  for  disc^linary  action  against 
employees  in  thje  postal  field  service  who 
assault  other  Employees  in  such  service 
in  the  perfoohance  of  official  duties,  and 
for  other  Purposes;  asked  a  conference 
with  the  ^Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the^o  Houses  theron,  and  that  Mr. 
Dtjlski,  Mr.  Henderson,  Mr.  Olsen,  Mr. 
CoR^TT,  and  Mr.  Gross  were  appointed 
r^agers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
tjre  conference. 


The  message  also  annoimced  that  the 
House  hafi  disagreed  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  16361)  to 
provide  additional  revenue  for  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses:  agreed  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  theron  and  that  Mr. 
McMillan,  Mr.  Whitener,  Mr.  Dowdy, 
Mr.  Fttqua,  Mr.  Nelsen,  Mr.  Broyhill 
of  Virgina,  and  Mr.  Harsha  were  ap¬ 
pointed  manager  on  the  part  of  the 
House  at  the  conference. 


SBA  ASSURANCE  OF  FINANCIAL  AS¬ 
SISTANCE  FOR  SMALL  POULTRY 

PROCESSORS 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President, 
S.  2932,  the  Wholesome  Poultry  Products 
Act,  which  was  passed  by  the  Senate 
today,  will  insure  a  more  adequate, 
safer,  and  more  sanitary  program  of 
poultry  inspection  throughout  the  United 
States. 

Certainly  the  American  family  is  en¬ 
titled  to  enjoy  no  less  than  clean,  whole¬ 
some  poultry.  This  bill,  by  requiring  all 
pNfitry  processors  to  maintain  certain* 
sanitary  standards  within  their  proces^ 
ing  ^nts,  will  make  a  significant  cum- 
tributian  toward  this  objective.  / 

Mr.  Pls^ident,  while  I  support^  this 
measure,  \  was  at  the  same  tune  con¬ 
cerned  for  me  many,  many  sm^  poultry 
processors  throughout  the  c^mitry  who 
must  somehow^nance  the  plant  changes 
necessary  to  me^  the  sanitary  re¬ 
quirements  impo;^  by^is  act. 

As  a  matter  of  fa<^ in  my  State  of 
Alabama,  poultry  r^l^  as  perhaps  the 
top  agricultural  ^tororise.  Alabama 
ranks  third  in  thn*Natioiv^in  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  broilery’^So  it  obvious,  in 
studying  this  Ml,  that  I  ha^wo  definite 
commitment  to  satisfy;  ^e  to  the 
American  housewife  and  the\other  to 
the  Amen^n  small  businessmaiKin  this 
instanct the  small  poultry  proctor.  I 
immet,tely  got  in  touch  with  theSAd- 
mintrator  of  the  SBA  to  ascert^ 
wither  SBA’s  existing  programs  were 
a^quate  to  assist  these  poultry  proces- 
^rs  in  effecting  compliance  with  the 
poultry  inspection  legislation. 

Mr.  Robert  C.  Moot,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  of  SBA,  assured  me  in  a  letter  dated 
March  8,  1968,  that  no  additional  leg¬ 
islation  was  necessary  and  that  SBA’s 
current  lending  programs  were  entirely 
adequate  to  meet  the  needs  of  any  eli¬ 
gible  small  processor  affected  by  the  act. 
Subsequently,  Mr.  Moot  forwarded  me 
a  copy  of  his  letter  to  Senator  Allen 
J .  EIllender,  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
in  which  he  restated  this  same  position 
in  regard  to  small  meatpackers. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  these  letters  be  printed  at  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
feel  that  they  carry  the  assurance  that 
any  increased  financial  burdens  of  the 
small  poultry  processor  will  not  go  im- 
noticed  by  the  Federal  Government  as 
this  industry  gears  up  to  meet  the  new 


standards  imposed  by  the  Wholesome 
Poultry  Products  Act. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  this  bill  wi^ 
give  the  housewife  some  long  overdife 
peace  of  mind  and  I  believe  the  SJSA’s 
assurance  will  give  the  small  jxirmtry 
processor  that  same  peace  of  mi^. 

Exhibit  1  X 

Small  Business  Administr^hon, 

'Washington,  D.C.,  M»ch  8, 1968. 
Hon.  John  Sparkman,  / 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Baking  and  Cur¬ 
rency,  U.S.  Senate,  'Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Tmank  you  for  your 
letter  of  March  1,  19€8ywncernlng  financial 
assistance  for  the  poultry  processing  indus¬ 
try.  / 

We  believe  that>6uT  regular  business  loan 
program  can  satisfactorily  serve  the  small 
poultry  procesa^  who  may  be  faced  with 
plant  improvejnents.  This  assmnes,  of  course, 
that  the  anpucant  Is  an  eligible  small  busi¬ 
ness  concern  and  can  meet  our  normal  credit 
requirem^hits,  tncludlng  repayment  of  the 
loan  fwm  business  operations. 

We  iilso  wish  to  point  out  that  if  a  par- 
ticifiiu-  case  requires  construction  of  new 
fa^itles  our  recent  legislation  change’  of 
IJf  years  for  real  estate  loans  would  be  ap- 
,plicable  as  opposed  to  our  normal  maximum 
term  of  10  years. 

Your  interest  in  this  matter  is  deeply 
appreciated  and  if  we  can  be  of  further 
service,  please  let  us  know. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Robert  C.  Moot, 

Administrator. 


Small  Business  Administration, 

Washington,  D.C.,  June  18, 1968. 
Hon.  Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  response 
to  your  letter  of  May  28,  requesting  the  com¬ 
ments  of  the  Small  Business  Administration 
on  S.  Res.  290. 

In  substance,  S.  Res.  290  calls  upon  SBA; 
(1)  to  undertake  a  study  to  determine  the 
extent  to  which  financial  assistance  under 
statutes  administered  by  It  is  available  to 
small  business  concerns  in  effecting  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Whole¬ 
some  Meat  Act,  signed  into  law  last  year; 
and  (2)  to  report  to  the  Senate  the  results 
of  the  study,  together  with  such  legislative 
recommendations  as  may  be  considered 
necessary. 

The  business  loan  program,  embodied  in 
'section  7(a)  of  the  Small  Business  Act,  is 
a^milable  for  this  purpose.  Over  the  years 
m^y  such  loans  have  been  made  by  SBA 
to  a^lst  in  financing  the  renovation  of 
packing  plants,  and  similar  operations,  to 
meet'  r^ulrements  established  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  GovWnment  or  by  State  or  local  gov¬ 
ernments.  \rhe  maximum  term  is  10  years 
for  the  machinery  and  equipment  portion 
of  the  loan\  but,  under  an  amendment 
recently  enactad  by  the  Congress,  as  much 
as  15  years  mayl^  allowed  for  that  portion 
relating  to  construction  work. 

I  am  sure  that  tn»  business  loan  program 
can  be  used  to  goo^effect  to  assist  small 
firms  in  meeting  the\:equirements  of  the 
Wholesome  Meat  Act.  In\ny  judgment,  there 
is  no  need  for  additlonaTdegislation. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Buog;^  has  advised 
that  there  is  no  objection^  the  submis¬ 
sion  of  this  report  from  the  atooidpoint  of 
the  Administration’s  program.  \ 

Sincerely  yours,  \ 

Robert  C.  Mc^, 

Administrator. 


FOREIGN  ASSISTANCE  ACT  OF  1^ 

Mr.  MANSPTELD.  Mr.  President,  r 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 


7.  FOOD.  A  subcommittee  of  the  D.  C.  Committee  approved  for  full  committee/ 

action  S.  2012,  to  authorize  appropriations  to  pay  salaries  and  relat^  costs 
of  o^rating  the  Office  of  Central  Management  of  the  Food  Services  D^artment 
in  the\p.  C.  public  schools;  and  to  provide  for  appropriations  to  nay  for 
lunches burnished  to  all  needy  elementary  and  secondary  public  school  children 
whose  par^ts  are  not  recipients  of  public  welfare,  p.  D768  / 

8.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERATION.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  ordered 

reported  (but  did  not  actually  report)  H.  R.  18826,  the  intergovernmental 
cooperation  bill.  p.  D768 


» 


9.  GRAIN  INSPECTION.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H./R.  15794,  to  revise 
the  Grain  Standards\ct  (H.  Rept.  1827)  (p.  H7955).  conference  report 

adopts  all  of  the  Sen^e  amendments  to  the  House  bi^,  mostly  of  a  "technical" 
nature,  with  the  excep^on  of  the  Senate  amendmen^which  "would  have  permitted 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  withdraw  inspect^n  service  for  commission  of 
repeated  or  flagrant  violations  of  section  13  or  the  act."  The  Senate  confer¬ 
ees  agreed  to  the  House  la^^uage  which  would/nave  permittsd  "such  withdrawal  for 
conviction  of  any  violation  of  section  13..ywith  the  understanding  that  the 
statement  of  the  managers  on  tKe  part  of  t^(e  House  would  make  it  clear  that 
withdrawal  of  service  could  folD^w  upon  conviction  without  awaiting  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  appeals  from  such  conv^<:tion/  and  could  be  effective  so  long  as  the 
conviction  stood." 


10.  DAIRY  INDEMNITY.  Received  the  conf^en\e  report  on  S.  3638,  to  extend  for  3 

years  the  authority  of  the  Secrecy  ofVgri culture  to  make  indemnity  payments 
to  dairy  farmers  for  milk  required  to  be\ithheld  from  commercial  markets  be¬ 
cause  it  contains  residues  of  Chemicals  reg^tered  and  approved  for  use  by  the 
Federal  Government  (H.  Rept./1828).  p.  H79^ 

11.  BUILDING  SAFETY.  The  Eduction  and  Labor  Commit^e  reported  with  amendment 

H.  R.  2567,  to  promote  l^lth  and  safety  in  the  gilding  trades  and  construc- 
)  tion  industry  in  all  Meral  and  federally  financier  federally  assisted  con- 

^  struction  projects  Rept.  1824).  p.  H7969 

12.  TARIFF.  The  Ways  ^d  Means  Committee  reported  with  ameiV^ent  H.  R.  15003,  to 

amend'the  U.  S.  tariff  Schedules  so  as  to  prevent  the  p^ent  of  multiple 
customs  duties  Xy  U.  S.  owners  of  racehorses  purchased  oub^de  of  the  U.  S. 

(H.  Rept.  182^!) ,  and  with  amendment  H.  R.  16552,  to  amend  tW  U.  S.  Tariff 
Schedules  v^h  respect  to  the  tariff  classification  of  invertyor  hightest 
molasses  (/fl.  Rept.  1831).  p»  H7969 

13.  PERSONNEal  CEILINGS.  The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  reported  withoutS^endment 

H.  R./^8985,  to  amend  the  Revenue  and  Expenditure  Control  Act  of  19^,  to 
oro^^de  a  pool  of  14,000  additional  appointments  which  may  be  made  without  re- 
g^to  the  employee  ceilings  of  that  Act  (H.  Rept.  1832).  p.  H7969  \ 

14.  .Personnel,  a  subcommittee  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee' 
approved  for  full  committee  action  H.  R.  12881,  to  authorize  the  payment  o1 


-  4 

llowances  to  defray  commuting  expenses  of  civilian  employees  of  execu<tive 
a^ncies  assigned  to  duty  at  a  remote  worksite,  and  H,  R.  17954,  to  jcorrect 
cerWin  inequities  and  relieve  certain  liabilities  arising  out  of  werpayments 
of  cohmensation  to  Government  employees  as  a  result  of  administrative  error  in 
the  ap^ication  of  certain  provisions  of  the  Classification  Actt the  Federal 
Employee^  Salary  Act  of  1964,  and  other  provisions  of  law.  p.y4)769 

APPROPRIATIChiS  o  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  175^,  the  Depts.  of 
State,  Justi^,  and  Commerce,  the  Judiciary,  and  related  ^encies  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  (H.  Rept.  1830) .  pp.  H7935-7 

Received  the  \pnf  erence  report  on  H.  R.  18188,  Tran^ortation  Dept,  appro¬ 
priation  bill  (H.^ept.  1833).  The  conferees  recommended  the  restoration  of 
the  Senate  amendment,  to  strike  the  obligation  limit^ion  of  $26,000,000  on 
forest  highways  in  s^tion  204  of  the  House  bill,  With  an  amendment  that  "none 
of  the  funds  provided  ^der  this  Act  shall  be  av^lable  for  the  planning  or 
execution  of  programs  tm 
exclusive  of  the  reimburse 
ways ' . "  pp.  H7939-40 


obligations  for  which/are  in  excess  of  $29 ,000,000, 
kble  program,  in  fiscal  year  1969  for  'Forest  High-  ^  - 


16.  COTTON;  LANDS.  Received  the  conference  re;^rt  on  H.  R.  10864,  to  authorize 

the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  toNconvey  ^rtain  lands  in  Saline  County,  Ark., 
to  the  Dierks  Forests,  Inc.,  whic^  incudes  a  Serete  committee  amendment  to 


provide  a  one-price  program  for  ext 
pp.  H7933-5 


long-staple  cotton  (H.  Rept.  1826). 


17.  RECREATION;  POWER;  PARKS.  The  Inborior  ^id  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered 

reported  (but  did  not  actually  ireport)  hXr.  18333,  to  study  the  feasibility 
of  establishing  an  Upper  Miss^sippi  Val le\  National  Recreation  Area;  S.  224, 
to  make  nonreimbursable  the  /ost  of  the  work\which  was  necessary  to  rehabili¬ 
tate  the  Eklutna  Federal  hydroelectric  power  ^oject  in  Alaska  because  of 
damage  caused  by  the  Eart)r(quake  of  1964;  and  h\j.  Res,  1384,  relating  to  the 
administration  of  the  n^lonal  park  system,  p.  D768 

18.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  >Rep.  Albert  announced  that  on  Thurs,,  Aug.  2,  Rep.  Mills 

may  seek  to  bring  inp  under  unanimous-consent  request  R.  18985,  to  amend 
the  Revenue  Expen^ture  and  Control  Act  of  1968  to  prowde  approval  of  14,000 
additional  appoiyicments  (p.  H7947) ;  and  the  "Daily  DigesV'  states  that  H.  R. 
15757,  the  heahth- manpower  bill,  H.  R.  18209,  to  amend  the\Consolidated  Farmers 
Horae  Adminisbr'ation  Act  to  provide  loans  to  supplement  farm\lncome,  etc.,  and 
H.  R.  11618^ to  prevent  the  importation  of  endangered  specie^of  fish  or  wild¬ 
life,  willy4)e  considered  (p.  D768). 

19.  FOOD  STA^ ,  Rep,  Eckhardt  opposed  the  Teague  amendment  to  the  fooX.  stamp  bill 

to  prevent  distribution  of  food  stamps  to  unionists  on  strike  and  students, 
p.  H7B95  ^ 

20.  Hl^GER.  Rep.  Gonzalez  criticized  the  CBS  television  broadcast  "Hunger  ii 
America"  as  "far  from  responsible  and  far  from  accurate."  pp.  H7951-5 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  EEPIIESENTATIVES 

July  31, 1968 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Goveniment  Operations 


AN  ACT 

To  adiieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities 
among  the  levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the 
operation  of  our  federal  system  in  an  increasingly  complex 
society,  to  improve  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to 
the  States,  to  provide  for  periodic  congressional  review  of 
Federal  grants-in-aid,  to  permit  provision  of  reimbursable 
technical  services  to  State  and  local  government,  to  estab¬ 
lish  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  development  assistance  programs,  to  provide  for  the 
acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas 
by  Federal  agencies  in  conformity  with  local  government 
programs,  to  establish  a  uniform  relocation  assistance  policy, 
to  establish  a  uniform  land  acquisition  policy  for  Federal 
and  federally  aided  programs,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 
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That  this  Act  be  cited  as  the  ‘Tntergovemmental  Cooperation 
Act  of  1968.” 

TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 
When  used  in  this  Act — 

FEDEEAL  AGENCY 

Sec.  101.  The  tenn  “Federal  agency”  means  any  de¬ 
partment,  agency,  or  instrumentality  in  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  and  any  wholly  owned  Government  cor¬ 
poration,  and  for  the  purposes  of  title  VIII,  the  Architect  of 
the  Capitol. 

STATE 

Sec.  102.  The  term  “State”  means  any  of  the  several 
States  of  the  United  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto 
Rico,  any  territory  or  possession  of  the  United  States,  or  any 
agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State,  but  does  not  include  the 
governments  of  the  political  subdivisions  of  the  State.  For  the 
purposes  of  titles  VII,  VIII,  and  title  IX  the  term  “State” 
does  include  such  political  subdivisions. 

POLITICAL  SUBDIVISION  OE  LOCAL  GOVEENMENT 
Sec.  103.  The  term  “political  subdivision”  or  “local 
government”  means  a  local  unit  of  government,  including 
specifically  a  county,  municipality,  city,  town,  township,  or 
a  school  or  other  special  district  created  by  or  pursuant  to 
State  law. 
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UNIT  OF  GENEEAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
Sec.  104.  “Unit  of  general  local  government”  means 
any  city,  county,  town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general- 
])urpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State. 

SPECIAL-PURPOSE  UNIT  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  105.  “Special-purpose  unit  of  local  government” 
means  any  special  district,  public-purpose  corporation,  or 
other  strictly  limited-purpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State, 
but  shall  not  include  a  school  district. 

GRANT  OR  GRANT-IN-AID 

Sec.  106.  The  term  “grant”  or  “grant-in-aid”  means 
money,  or  property  provided  in  lieu  of  money,  paid  or  fur¬ 
nished  by  the  United  States  under  a  fixed  annual  or  aggre¬ 
gate  authorization — 

(A)  to  a  State;  or 

(B)  to  a  political  subdivison  of  a  State;  or 

(0)  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  State-administered 
plan  or  program  which  is  subject  to  approval  by  a  Fed¬ 
eral  agency; 

if  such  authorization  either  (i)  requires  the  States  or  politi¬ 
cal  subdivisions  to  expend  non-Federal  funds  as  a  condition 
for  the  receipt  of  money  or  property  from  the  United  States ; 
or  (ii)  specifies  directly,  or  establishes  by  means  of  a  formula, 
the  amounts  which  may  be  paid  or  furnished  to  States  or 
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political  subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be  allotted  for  use 
in  each  of  the  States  by  the  States,  political  subdivisions,  or 
other  beneficiaries.  The  term  does  not  include  (1)  shared 
revenues;  (2)  payments  of  taxes;  (3)  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxes;  (4)  loans  or  repayable  advances;  (5)  surplus  prop¬ 
erty  or  surplus  agricultural  commodities  furnished  as  such; 
(6)  payments  under  research  and  development  contracts  or 
grants  which  are  awarded  directly  and  on  similar  terms  to 
all  qualifying  organizations,  whether  public  or  private;  or 
( )  payments  to  States  or  political  subdivisions  as  full  reim¬ 
bursement  for  the  costs  incurred  in  paying  benefits  or  furnish¬ 
ing  services  to  persons  entitled  thereto  under  Federal  laws. 
FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE,  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE, 

FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS,  OR  FEDERALLY 

ASSISTED  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  107.  The  term  “Federal  assistance”,  “Federal  fi¬ 
nancial  assistance”,  “Federal  assistance  programs”,  or  “fed¬ 
erally  assisted  programs”,  means  programs  that  provide 
assistance  through  grant  or  contractual  arrangements,  and 
includes  technical  assistance  programs  or  programs  providing 
assistance  in  the  form  of  loans,  loan  guarantees,  or  insurance. 
The  term  does  not  include  any  annual  payment  by  the  United 
States  to  the  District  of  Columbia  authorized  by  article  VI  of 
tlie  District  of  Columbia  Eevenue  Act  of  1947  (D.C.  Code 
secs.  47-2501a  and  47-2501b) . 


1 

o 

8 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


5 


SPECIALIZED  OE  TECHNICAL  SERVICES 
Sec.  108.  ‘‘Specialized  or  teclniical  services”  means 
special  statistical  and  other  studies  and  compilations,  develop¬ 
ment  projects,  technical  tests  and  evaluations,  technical  in¬ 
formation,  training  activities,  surveys,  reports,  documents, 
and  any  other  similar  service  functions  which  the  Secretary 
of  any  department  or  the  administrative  head  of  any  agency 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  is  au¬ 
thorized  by  law  to  perform. 

COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING 
Sec.  109.  “Comprehensive  planning”  includes  the  fol¬ 
lowing,  to  the  extent  directly  related  to  area  needs  or  needs 
of  a  unit  of  general  local  government:  (A)  preparation,  as 
a  guide  for  long-range  development,  of  general  physical 
plans  with  respect  to  (i)  the  pattern  and  intensity  of  land 
use,  (ii)  the  provision  of  public  facilities  (including  trans¬ 
portation  facilities)  and  other  governmental  services,  and 
(iii)  the  effective  development  and  utilization  of  human  and 
natural  resources;  (B)  long-range  physical  and  fiscal  plans 
for  such  action;  (0)  programing  of  capital  improvements 
and  other  major  expenditures,  a  deteimination  of  their  rela¬ 
tive  urgency,  together  with  definitive  financing  plans  for  such 
expenditures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  program;  (D)  co¬ 
ordination  of  all  related  plans  and  activities  of  the  State  and 
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local  governments  and  agencies  concerned;  and  (E)  prepa¬ 
ration  of  regulatory  and  administrative  measures  in  support 
of  the  foregoing. 

STATE  AGENCY 

Sec.  110.  For  the  purposes  of  titles  VII  and  VIII,  the 
term  ‘‘State  agency”  means  any  agency  or  instrumentality 
created  by  a  State,  or  by  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State 
or  by  agreement  between  two  or  more  States  or  by  two  or 
more  political  subdivisions  of  a  State  or  States. 

HEAD  OF  AGENCY 

Sec.  111.  The  teim  “head  of  a  Federal  agency”  or 
“head  of  a  State  agency”  includes  a  duly  designated  delegate 
of  such  agency  head. 

DISPLACED  PEESON 

Sec.  112.  The  term  “displaced  person”  means — 

(1)  any  person  who  is  the  owner  of  a  business 
which  moves  from  real  property  or  is  discontinued  on 
or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  as  a  result  of  the 
acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of 
such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal 
or  State  agency; 

( 2 )  any  person  who  is  the  farm  operator  of  a  faim 
operation  which  moves  from  real  property  or  is  dis¬ 
continued  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  as 
a  result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of 
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acquisition  of  such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
hy  a  Federal  or  State  agency; 

(3)  any  individual  who  is  the  head  of  a  family 
which  moves  from  real  property  occupied  as  a  dwelling 
on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  as  a  result  of  the 
acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of 
such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal  or 
State  agency,  or  wFich  moves  from  such  dwelling  as  a 
result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of 
acquisition  by  such  Federal  or  State  agency  of  other 
real  property  on  which  such  family  conducts  a  business  or 
farm  operation ; 

(4)  any  individual,  not  a  member  of  a  family,  who 
moves  from  real  property  occupied  as  a  dwelling  on  or 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  as  a  result  of  the  ac¬ 
quisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of  such 
real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal  or  State 
agency,  or  who  moves  from  such  dwelling  as  a  result  of 
the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition 
by  such  Federal  or  State  agency,  of  other  real  property 
on  which  such  individual  conducts  a  business  or  farm 
operation;  and 

(5)  any  individual,  not  described  in  paragraph 
(1),  (2),  (3),  or  (4)  of  this  section,  who  moves  his 
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personal  property  from  real  property  on  or  after  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  this  Act  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  or 
reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of  such  real  prop¬ 
erty,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal  or  State  agency: 
Provided,  That  this  shall  not  include  the  owner  of  prop¬ 
erty  on  the  premises  of  another  under  a  lease  or  licens¬ 
ing  arrangement  where  such  owner  is  required  pursuant 
to  such  lease  or  license  to  move  such  property  at  his  own 
expense. 

BUSINESS 

Sec.  113.  The  tenn  “business”  means  any  lawful  activity 
conducted  primarily  ( 1 )  for  the  purchase  and  resale  of  prod¬ 
ucts,  commodities,  or  any  other  personal  property;  (2)  for 
the  manufacture,  processing,  or  marketing  of  any  such  prop¬ 
erty;  (3)  for  the  cultivation,  processing,  or  marketing  of 
timber;  (4)  for  the  sale  of  services  to  the  public;  or  (5)  by 
a  nonprofit  organization.  Such  tenn  does  not  include  the 
activity  of  an  investor  in  acquiring  or  holding  real  property 
for  resale  for  gain. 

FARM  OPERATION 

Sec.  114.  The  term  “farm  operation”  means  any  activity 
conducted  solely  or  primarily  for  the  production  of  one  or 
more  agricultural  products  or  commodities,  other  than  timber 
for  sale  and  home  use,  and  customarily  producing  such  prod- 
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nets  or  commodities  in  sufficient  quantity  to  be  capable  of 
contributing  mateiially  to  tbe  operator’s  support. 

FAEM  OPEEATOR 

Sec.  115.  Tlie  term  “farm  operator”  means  any  owner, 
part  owner,  tenant,  or  sharecropper  wlio  operates  a  farm. 

FAMILY 

Sec.  116.  The  tenn  “family”  means  two  or  more  in¬ 
dividuals  living  together  in  the  same  dwelling  unit  who  are 
related  to  each  other  by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption. 

ELDERLY  I^fDIVIDUAL 

Sec.  117.  The  term  “elderly  individual”  means  a  per¬ 
son,  not  a  member  of  a  family,  who  is  sixty-two  years  of  age 
or  over. 

IIANDTCAT’PED  TNDIVIDI^AL 

Sec.  118.  The  term  “handicapped  individual”  means  a 
person,  not  a  member  of  a  family,  who  is  handicapped  within 
the  meaning  of  section  202  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1959. 

DISPLACED 

Sec.  119.  The  tenn  “displaced”,  when  used  in  relation 
to  any  person,  means  any  person  moved  or  to  be  moved  from 
real  property  on  or  after  the  clTective  date  of  this  Act  as  a 
result  of  the  acajuisition  or  reasonalile  expectation  of  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  such  proi)erty  for  a  public  improvement  constructed  or 
S.  698 - 2 
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developed  by  or  with  funds  provided  in  whole  or  in  part  by 
the  Federal  Government. 

OWNEE  AND  PEESON 

Sec.  120.  The  terms  'bnvner”  and  “person”  mean  any 
individual,  and  any  partnership,  corporation,  or  association. 

eeal  peopeety 

Sec.  121.  The  term  “real  property”  as  used  in  this  Act 
shall  include  land,  and  any  interest  in  land,  including  but  not 
limited  to  easements,  rights-of-way,  water  rights,  and  mineral 
interests. 

TITLE  II— IMPEOVED  ADMINISTEATION  OF 
GEANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

FULL  INFOEMATION  ON  FUNDS  EECEIVED 
Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  of  the  United 
States  Government  which  administers  a  program  of  grants- 
in-aid  to  any  of  the  State  governments  of  the  United  States 
or  to  their  political  subdivisions  shall,  upon  request,  notify 
in  writing  the  Governor  or  other  official  designated  by  him, 
or  the  State  legislature,  of  the  purpose  and  amounts  of 
actual  grants-in-aid  to  the  State  or  to  its  political  sub¬ 
divisions. 

DEPOSIT  OF  GEANTS-IN-AID 
Sec.  202.  Ho  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall  be  required 
by  Federal  law  or  administrative  regulation  to  be  deposited 
in  a  separate  bank  account  apart  from  other  funds  adminis- 
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tcred  by  tlie  State.  All  Federal  grant-iii-aid  funds  made 
available  to  the  States  shall  be  properly  accounted  for  as 
Federal  funds  in  the  accounts  of  the  State.  In  each  case 
the  State  agency  concerned  shall  render  regular  authenticated 
reports  to  the  appropriate  Federal  agency  covering  the  status 
and  the  application  of  the  funds,  the  liabihties  and  obhgations 
on  hand,  and  such  other  facts  as  may  be  re(juired  by  said 
Federal  agency. 

SCHEDULING  OF  FEDERAL  TRANSFERS  TO  THE  STATES 

Sec.  203.  Heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
responsible  for  administering  grant-in-aid  programs  shall 
schedule  the  transfer  of  grant-in-aid  funds  consistent  with 
program  purposes  and  applicable  Treasury  regulations,  so 
as  to  minimize  the  time  elapsing  between  the  transfer  of  such 
funds  from  the  United  States  Treasury  and  the  disbursement 
thereof  by  a  State,  whether  such  disbursement  occurs  prior  to 
or  subsequent  to  such  transfer  of  funds.  States  shall  not  be 
held  accountable  for  interest  earned  on  grant-in-aid  funds, 
pending  their  disbursement  for  program  purposes. 

ELIGIBLE  STATE  AGENCY 

Sec.  204.  Notwithstanding  any  other  Federal  law  which 
provides  that  a  single  State  agency  or  multimember  board 
or  commission  must  be  established  or  designated  to  admin¬ 
ister  or  supervise  the  administration  of  any  grant-in-aid 
program,  the  head  of  any  Federal  department  or  agency 
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may,  upon  request  of  the  Governor  or  other  appropriate 
executive  or  legislative  authority  of  the  State  responsible  for 
determining  or  revising  the  organizational  structure  of  State 
government,  waive  the  single  State  agency  or  multimemher 
board  or  commission  provision  upon  adequate  showing  that 
such  provision  prevents  the  establishment  of  the  most  effective 
and  efficient  organization  arrangements  within  the  State  gov¬ 
ernment  and  approve  other  State  administrative  structure  or 
arrangements:  Provided,  That  the  head  of  the  Federal  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  determines  that  the  objectives  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  statute  authorizing  the  grant-in-aid  program  will  not  be 
endangered  by  the  use  of  such  other  State  structure  or 
arrangements. 

TITLE  III— PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DEPART¬ 
MENTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO  PROVIDE 

SPECIAL  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES  TO 

STATE  AND  LOCAL  UNITS  OF  GOVERNMENT 

STATEMENT  OF  PUFPOSE 

Sec.  301.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  encourage  inter¬ 
governmental  cooperation  in  the  conduct  of  specialized  or 
technical  services  and  provision  of  facilities  essential  to  the 
administration  of  State  or  local  governmental  activities, 
many  of  which  are  nationwide  in  scope  and  financed  in  part 
by  Federal  funds;  to  enable  State  or  local  governments  to 
avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of  special  service  functions; 
and  to  authorize  all  departments  and  agencies  of  the  executive 
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branch  of  the  Federal  Government  which  do  not  have  such 
authority  to  provide  reimbursable  specialized  or  technical 
services  to  State  and  local  governments. 

AUTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 
Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  any  department  or  the 
administrative  head  of  any  a2;ency  of  tlie  executive  branch  of 
the  Federal  Government  is  authorized  within  his  discretion, 
upon  written  request  from  a  State  or  political  subdivision 
thereof,  to  provide  specialized  or  technical  services,  upon  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  department  or  agency  by  the  unit  of  government 
making  the  request,  of  salaries  and  all  computable  overhead 
and  indirect  costs  of  performing  such  services:  Provided, 
however,  That  such  services  shall  include  only  those  which 
the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  through  rules  and 
regulations,  determines  may  be  provided  by  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  and  in  furtherance  of  the  Government’s  policy  of 
relying  on  the  private  enterprise  system  to  provide  those  serv¬ 
ices  which  are  reasonably  and  expeditiously  available  through 
ordinary  business  channels. 

REIMBURSEMENT  OF  APPROPRIATION 
Sec.  303.  All  moneys  received  by  any  department  or 
agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government, 
or  any  bureau  or  other  administrative  division  thereof,  in 
pavment  for  furnishing  specialized  or  technical  services  as 
authorized  under  section  302  shaJl  be  deposited  to  the  credit 
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of  the  principal  appropriation  from  which  the  cost  of  provid¬ 
ing  such  services  has  been  paid  or  is  to  be  charged,  or  to  the 
appropriation  currently  available  for  the  cost  of  similar 
services. 

EEPOETS  TO  CONGEESS 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretar}^  of  any  department  or  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  head  of  any  agency  of  the  executive  branch  of 
the  Federal  Government  shall  furnish  annually  to  the  re¬ 
spective  Committees  bn  Government  Operations  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Eepresentatives  a  summary  report  on  the  scope 
of  the  services  provided  under  the  administration  of  this  title. 

EESEEVATION”  OF  EXISTING  AUTHOEITY 
Sec.  305.  This  title  is  in  addition  to  and  does  not  super¬ 
sede  any  existing  authority  now  possessed  by  any  Federal  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  with  respect  to  furnishing  services, 
whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimbursable  basis,  to  State 
and  local  units  of  government. 

TITLE  IV— COOEDINATEH  INTEEGOVEENMEN- 
TAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINISTEATION  OF 
DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE  PEOGEAMS 

DECLARATION  OF  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE  POLICY 

Sec.  401.  (a)  The  economic  and  social  development  of 
the  Nation  and  the  achievement  of  satisfactory  levels  of  living 
depend  upon  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of  all  areas, 
both  uiFan  and  rural.  Moreover,  in  a  time  of  rapid  urbani¬ 
zation,  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of  urban  commu- 
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nities  depends  to  a  large  degree  upon  tbe  social  and  economic 
health  and  the  sound  development  of  smaller  communities  and 
rural  areas.  The  President  shall,  therefore,  estal)lish  rules  and 
regulations  for  imifonn  application  in  the  formulation,  evalu¬ 
ation,  and  review  of  Federal  programs  and  projects  having  a 
significant  impact  on  area  and  community  development, 
including  programs  providing  Federal  assistance  to  the  States 
and  localities,  to  the  end  that  they  shall  most  effectively  serve 
these  basic  objectives.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  provide 
for  full  consideration  of  the  concurrent  achievement  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  specific  objectives  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by 
law,  reasoned  choices  shall  be  made  between  such  objectives 
when  they  conflict — 

(1)  appropriate  land  uses  for  residential,  commer¬ 
cial,  industrial,  govemmental,  institutional,  and  other 
purposes; 

(2)  wise  development  and  conservation  of  natural 
resources,  including  land,  water,  minerals,  wildlife,  and 
others; 

(3)  balanced  transportation  systems,  including  high¬ 
way,  air,  water,  pedestrian,  mass  transit,  and  other 
modes  for  the  movement  of  people  and  goods; 

(4)  adequate  outdoor  recreation  and  open  spaces; 

(5)  protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural  beauty, 
historical,  and  scientific  interest; 
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(6)  properly  planned  comnninity  facilities,  includ¬ 
ing  utilities  for  the  supply  of  power,  water,  and  eom- 
inunications,  for  the  safe  disposal  of  wastes,  and  foi- 
other  purposes; 

( 7 )  concern  for  high  standards  of  design ;  and 

(8)  any  other  objective  through  which  Federal  or 
federally  assisted  development  programs  or  projects  can 
contribute  to  the  balanced  economic,  social,  and  cultural 
development  of  the  Nation  and  the  achievement  of  en¬ 
hanced  levels  of  living. 

(b)  All  viewpoints — national,  regional,  State,  and  local — 
shall,  to  the  extent  possible,  be  fully  considered  and  taken 
into  account  in  planning  Federal  or  federally  assisted  devel¬ 
opment  programs  and  projects.  Eegional,  State,  and  local 
government  objectives  shall  be  considered  and  evaluated 
within  a  framework  of  national  public  objectives,  and  avail¬ 
able  projections  of  future  national  conditions  and  needs  of 
regions.  States,  and  localities  shall  be  considered  in  plan 
formulation,  evaluation,  and  review. 

(c)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  consistent  with  na¬ 
tional  objectives,  all  Federal  aid  for  uiFan  develoj)ment  pur¬ 
poses  shall  be  consistent  with  and  further  the  o])jectives  of 
State,  regional,  and  local  comprehensive  ])lanning.  Considera¬ 
tion  shall  be  given  to  all  develo])mental  as])ects  of  our  total 
national  community,  including  but  not  limited  to  housing. 
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transportation,  economic  development,  natural  and  human 
resources  development,  community  facilities,  and  the  general 
improvement  of  living  environments. 

(d)  Each  Federal  department  and  agency  administer¬ 
ing  a  development  assistance  program  sliall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  consult  with  and  seek  advice  from  all 
other  significantly  affected  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
in  an  effort  to  assure  fully  coordinated  programs. 

(e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  planning  required  l)y 
individual  Federal  programs  (such  as  highway  constniction, 
urban  renewal,  and  open  space)  shall  he  coordinated  with 
and  made  part  of  comprehensive  local  and  areawide  devel¬ 
opment  planning. 

FAVOEING  UNITS  OF  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNIVIENT 

Sec.  402.  Where  Federal  law  provides  that  both  spe¬ 
cial-purpose  units  of  local  government  and  units  of  general 
local  government  are  eligible  to  receive  loans  or  grants-in-aid, 
heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies  shall,  in  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  substantial  reasons  to  the  contrary,  make  such  loans 
or  grants-in-aid  to  units  of  general  local  government  rather 
than  to  the  special-purpose  units  of  local  government. 

RULES  ANn  REGULATIONS 

Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  such  other 
agency  as  may  he  designated  by  the  Piesident  is  hereby 
S.  698 - 3 
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1,-.:  authorized  do  iiresoribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are 
deemed  appropriate  for  the  effective  administration  of  this 

3  title. 

4  TITLE  V— COI^GEESSIONAL  llEVIEW  OE  EEJ)- 

5  ;n/.ElIAL.GRANTS-IN-AII)i  TO.  STATES  AND  TO 

6,  LOCAL  UNITS  OE  GO VEIINMENT  ,  .  , 

7  ,  i:M :■  'ii;  .  ,  STATEMENT  OP  PUEPOSE  V 

8  Sec.  501.'  It  is  the  purpose  and  intent  of  this  title  to 

9  establish  a  uniform  policy  and  procedure  whereby  programs 

10  for  grant-m-aid  assistance  from  the  Eederal  Government  to' 
11,, the  States  or  to  their  political  subdivisions  which  may  he 
1^,  .  enacted  hereafter  by  the  Congress  shall hei made  the  subject 

13  of  sufficient  subsequent  review  by  the  Congress  to  i  insure 

14  that  (1)  the  effectiveness  of  grants-in-aid  of  instruments  of 

15  j  Eederal-State-local  cooperation  is  improved  and  enhanced; 

16  .,(2)  .grant, programs  are  revised  and  redirected  as  necessary 

11  to  meet  new  conditions  arising  subsequent  to  their  original 

18  enactment;  and  (3)  grant  programs  are  terminated  when 

19  they  have  substantially  achieved  their  purpose.  It  is  further 
SQi*  theipurpose  and  intent  of  this  title  to  provide  for  continuing 

21  review  of  existing  Eederal  programs  for  grant-in-aid  assist- 

22  ance  to  the  States  or  their  political  subdivisions  by  the  Comp- 

23  ■  troller  General  with  a  view  to  the  formulation  of  recom- 

24  mendations  to  assist  the  Congress  in  making  changes  in 

25  requirements  and  procedures  applicable  to  such  programs  in 
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the  interest  of  eliniiiiatiii^  areas  of  contliet  and  duplication 
in  program  operations  and  achieving  more  efficient,  effective, 
and  economical  administration  of  such  programs,  and  greater 
uniformity  in  operation  thereof.  '  ‘ 

EXPIRATION  OF  GRANT-IN-AII)  PROGRAMS 
Sec.  502.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  in  the 
Ninety-first  or  any  subsequent  Congress  authorizes  the  mak¬ 
ing  of  grants-in-aid  to  two  or  more  States  or  to  i)olitical 
subdivisions  of  two  or  more  States  and  no  expiration  date 
for  such  authority  is  specified  by  law,  and  such  grant  is 
not  specifically  exempted  from  the  provisions  of  this  title, 
then  the  authority  to  make  grants-in-aid  by  reason  of  such 
Act  to  States,  political  subdivisions,  and  other  beneficiaries 
from  funds  not  theretofore  obligated  shall  expire  not  later 
than  June  30  of  the  fifth  calendar  year  which  begins  after 
the  effective  date  of  such  Act.  i 

COMMITTEE  STUDIES  OF  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  503.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  in  the 
Ninety-first  or  any  subsequent  Congress  authorizes  the  mak¬ 
ing  of  grants-in-aid  over  a  period  of  three  or  more  years 
to  two  or  more  States  or  to  political  subdivisions  of  two  or 
more  States,  then  during  the  period  beginning  not  later  than 
twelve  months  immediately  preceding  the  date  on  which  such 
authority  is  to  expire,  the  committees  of  the  Senate  and  of  the 
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House  to  which  legislation  extending  such  authority  would  be 
referred  shall,  separately  or  jointly,  conduct  studies  of  the 
program  under  which  such  grants-in-aid  are  made  with  a 
view  to  ascertaining,  among  other  matters  of  concern  to  the 
committees,  the  following: 

(1)  The  extent  to  which  the  puqioses  for  which  the 
grants-in-aid  are  authorized  have  been  met; 

(2)  The  extent  to  which  such  programs  can  be  car¬ 
ried  on  without  further  financial  assistance  from  the 
United  States; 

(3)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  purpose,  direc¬ 
tion,  or  administration  of  the  original  program,  or  in  pro¬ 
cedures  and  requirements  applicable  thereto,  to  confomi 
to  recommendations  by  the  Comptroller  General  under 
section  504,  should  be  made; 

(4)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  purpose,  direc¬ 
tion,  or  administration  of  the  original  program  should 
be  made  in  the  light  of  reports  and  recommendations  sub¬ 
mitted  on  request  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  delations;  and 

(5)  The  extent  to  which  such  grant-in-aid  programs 
are  adequate  to  meet  the  growing  and  changing  needs 
which  they  were  designed  to  support. 
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Lach  such  committee  shall  report  the  results  of  its  investiga¬ 
tion  and  study  to  its  respective  House  not  later  than  one 
hundred  and  twenty  days  before  such  authority  is  due  to 
expire. 

STUDIES  BY  COMPTBOLLEK  GENEKAL  OF  FEUEEAL  GEANT- 

IN-A1I>  PKOGEAiMS 

Sec.  504.  The  Comptroller  General  shall  make  continu¬ 
ing  studies  of  presently  existing  and  all  future  programs  for 
grant-in-aid  assistance  from  the  Federal  Government  to  the 
States  or  their  political  subdivisions  concerning  the  extent  to 
which  programs  contlict  and  duplication  can  be  eliminated 
and  more  effective,  efficient,  economical,  and  uniform  admin¬ 
istration  of  such  programs  could  l)e  achieved  by  changing 
certain  requirements  and  procedures  applicable  thereto. 

In  reviewing  such  progTams  the  Comptroller  General 
shall  consider,  among  other  relevant  matters,  the  equalization 
formulas,  and  the  budgetary,  accounting,  reporting  and 
administrative  procedures  applicable  to  such  programs.  Ee- 
I)orts  on  such  studies,  together  with  recommendations,  shall 
be  submitted  by  the  Comptroller  General  to  the  Congress. 
Eeports  on  expiring  progi’ams  should,  to  the  extent  practi¬ 
cable,  be  submitted  in  the  year  prior  to  the  date  set  for  their 
expiration. 
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1  '  STUDIES  l^Y  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTEEGOVERN- 

2  ]\IENTAL  RELATIONS 

3  8ec.  505.  Upon  request  of  any  committee  referred  to  in 

4  section  503,  tlie  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 

5  Kelations  (established  by  Public  Law  86-380,  as  amended) 

6  shall,  during  the  same  period  referred  to  in  such  section,  con- 
I  duct'stndies  of  the  intergovernmental  relations  aspects  of  pro- 

8  grams  ‘which  are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  such  section, 

9  including  (1)  the  impact  of  such  programs,  if  any,  on  the 

10  structural  organization  of  State  and  local  governments  and 

11  on  Federal-State-local  fiscal  relations,  and  (2)  the  coordina- 

12  tion  of  Federal  administration  of  such  progi’ams  with  State 

13  and  local  administration  thereof,  and  shall  report  its  findings 

14  and  recommendations  to  such  committee, 

lb  '  RECORDS  AND  AUDIT 

16  Sec.  506.  (a)  Each  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof 
11  receiving  assistance  under  ( 1 )  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted 

18  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  which  provides  for  a  grant- 

19  in-aid  from  the  United  States  to  a  State  or  a  political  sub- 

20  division  thereof,  or  (2)  any  new  grant-in-aid  agreement,  or 

21  extension,  modification,  or  alteration  of  any  existing  grant-in- 

22  aid  agreement  pursuant  to  existing  law  shall  keep  such  rec- 

23  ords  as  the  Federal  agency  administering  such  grant  may 

24  prescribe,  including  records  which  fully  disclose  the  amount 
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^  and  disposition  by  siicli  recipient  of  such  grant-in-aid,  the 
total  cost  of  the  project  or  undertaking  in  connection  with 
^  wliich  such  grant-in-aid  is  given  or  used,  knd  the  amount  of 
^  that  portion  of  the  cost  of  the  project  or  undertaking  supplied 
^  by  other  sources,  and  such  other  records  as  \till  facilitate  a’n 
b  effective  audit.  .  , 

^  (b)  The  head  of  the  Tederal  agency  administering  •such 

8  grant  and  the  Com])tro]ler  General  of  the  United  States,  or 
any  of  their  duly  authorized  representatives,  shall  have  access 
for  the  purpose  of‘ audit  and  examination  to  any  books,  docit^ 
hi  ments,  papers,'  and  records  of  such  recipients  that  are  perti- 
nent  to  the  grants  received.  ■'  <  '  ••c)  '  r 
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TITLE  VI— ACQUISITION,  USE,  AND  DISPOSI¬ 
TION  OF  LAND  WITHIN'  UEBAN  AREAS  BY 
FEDERAL  AGENCIES  IN  CONFORMITY  WITH 
LAND  UTILIZATION  PROGRAMS  >  OF  -''AFf 
FECTED  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  U 

AMENDMENT  OF  FEDEEAL  PEOPERTY  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE 
'  '  'f  SERVICES  ACT  ■  ''I  '  ''  ■'  '''  ■' 

Sec.  601.  The  Federal  Property  and'  Administratixt& 
Service  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.), 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  as  fol- 
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lows : 
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“TITLE  VIII— URBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 

“short  title 

“Seo.  801.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Federal  Urban 
Land-Use  Act’. 

“declaration  of  purpose  and  policy 
“Sec.  802.  It  is  the  puqiose  of  this  title  to  promote  more 
hamionious  intergovernmental  relations  and  to  encourage 
sound  planning,  zoning,  and  land  use  practices  by  prescribing 
uniform  polices  and  procedures  whereby  the  Administrator 
shall  accpure,  use,  and  dispose  of  land  in  urban  areas  in 
order  that  urban  land  transactions  entered  into  for  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  or  on  behalf  of  other  Federal 
agencies  shall,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  be  consistent 
with  zoning  and  land-use  practices  and  shall  be  made  in 
accordance  with  planning  and  development  objectives  of  the 
local  governments  and  local  planning  agencies  concerned. 
“disposal  of  urban  lands 
“Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  contem¬ 
plates  the  disposal  for  or  on  behalf  of  any  Federal  agency  of 
any  real  property  situated  within  an  urban  area,  he  shall, 
prior  to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give  reasonable  notice  to 
the  head  of  the  governing  body  of  the  unit  of  general  local 
government  having  jurisdiction  over  zoning  and  land-use  reg¬ 
ulation  in  the  geographical  area  within  which  the  land  or 
lands  are  located  in  order  to  afford  the  government  the  oppor- 
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tiuiity  of  zoning  for  tlio  use  of  such  land  in  accordance  with 
local  coinprehcnsive  ])lanning. 

(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest  practicable 
extent,  shall  furnish  to  all  pros])ective  purchasers  of  such  real 


property,  lull  and  complete  information  concerning — 

( 1 )  current  zoning  regulations  and  prospective 
zoning  requirements  and  objectives  for  such  property 
when  it  is  imzoned ; 

‘‘  (2)  current  availability  to  such  pro])erty  of  streets, 
sidewalks,  sewers,  water,  street  lights,  and  other  service 
facilities  and  prospective  availability  of  such  services  if 


such  property  is  included  in  comprehensive  planning. 
‘‘acquisition  or  (TIANOE  of  use  of  real  I'ROPERTY 
“Sec.  804.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable,  prior  to  a 
commitment  to  acquire  any  real  property  situated  in  an  urban 
area,  the  Administrator  shall  notify  the  unit  of  general  local 


government  exercising  zoning  and  land-use  jurisdiction  over 
the  land  proposed  to  he  purchased  of  his  intent  to  acquire 
such  land  and  the  proposed  use  of  the  propeity.  In  the  event 
that  the  Administrator  determines  that  such  advance  notice 
would  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  proposed  purchase,  he 
shall,  upon  conclusion  of  the  acquisition,  immediatel}^  notify 
such  local  government  of  the  ac(piisition  and  the  proposed 


use  of  the  property. 
S.  098 - 4 
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‘‘(b)  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  any  real 
property  situated  in  an  uihan  area  as  a  site  for  })ul)lic  build¬ 
ing,  the  Administrator  shall,  to  the  extent  he  determines 
practicable — 

“  ( 1 )  consider  all  olqca lions  made  to  any  such  acqui¬ 
sition  or  change  of  use  b}^  such  unit  of  government  upon 
the  ground  that  the  proposed  ac(|iiisition  or  change  of 
use  conflicts  or  would  conflict  with  the  zoning  remilations 

C5  O 

or  planning  objectives  of  such  units;  and 

“(2)  comply  with  and  conform  to  such  regulations 
of  the  unit  of  general  local  government  having  jurisdic¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  area  within  which  such  property 
is  situated  and  the  planning  and  development  objectives 
of  such  local  government. 

“Sec.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in  sections  803 
and  804  may  be  waived  during  any  period  of  national 
emergency  proclaimed  by  the  President. 

“deeinitions 
“Sec.  806.  As  used  in  this  title — 

“  (a)  ‘Unit  of  general  local  government’  means  any  city, 
county,  town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general-purpose  politi¬ 
cal  subdivision  of  a  State. 

“(b)  ‘Urban  area’  means — 

“(1)  any  geograpbical  area  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  any  incorporated  city,  town,  borough,  village,  or  other 
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unit  of  general  local  government,  except  county  or  parish, 
having  a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more  inhabitants; 

“(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  any  county,  town,  township,  or  simi¬ 
lar  governmental  entity  which  contains  no  incorporated 
unit  of  general  local  government  but  has  a  population 
density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred 
inhabitants  per  square  mile;  and 

‘^(3)  that  portion  of  aiw  geographical  area  having 
a  population  density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand 
five  hundred  inhabitants  per  square  mile  and  situated 
adjacent  to  the  boundary  of  any  incorporated  unit  of 
general  local  government  which  has  a  population  of  ten 
thousand  or  more  inhabitants. 

‘‘(c)  ‘Comprehensive  planning’  includes  the  following, 
to  the  extent  directly  related  to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general 
local  government: 

“  ( I )  preparation,  as  a  guide  for  long-range  devel¬ 
opment,  of  general  physical  plans  with  respect  to  (A) 
the  pattern  and  intensity  of  land  use,  (B)  the  provision 
Of  public  facilities  (including  transportation  facilities) 
and  other  governmental  services,  and  (C)  the  effective 
development  and  utilization  of  human  and  natural 


resources ; 
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“(2)  long-range  physical  and  liscal  plans  for  such 
action ; 

(3)  programing  of  capital  improvements  and  other 
major  expenditures,  a  determination  of  relative  nrgenc}^, 
together  with  definitive  financing  plans  for  such  expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  program ; 

(4)  coordination  of  all  related  plans  and  activities 
of  the  State  and  local  irovernments  and  agencies  con- 
cerned;  and 

“(5)  preparation  of  regulatory  and  administrative 
measures  in  support  of  the  foregoing.” 

TITLE  VII— UNIE0E]\r  EELOOATIOV 
ASSISTANCE 

DECLABATION  OF  POLICY 

Sec.  701.  The  purpose  of  this  title  is  to  establish  a  imi- 
lorni  policy  for  the  fair  and  equitable  treatment  of  owners, 
tenants,  and  other  persons  displaced  by  the  acquisition  of  real 
property  in  Federal  and  federally  assisted  programs  so  that 
as  far  as  practical  such  persons  shall  he  left  not  worse  off 
economically  than  they  were  l)efore  being  displaced.  Such  a 
policy  shall  be  as  uniform  as  ])ractica])le  as  to  (1)  reloca¬ 
tion  payments,  (2)  advisory  assistance,  (3)  assurance  of 
availability  of  standard  housing,  and  (4)  Federal  reimburse¬ 
ment  lor  relocation  payments  under  federally  assisted 


programs. 
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Paet  A— Federal  Ideograms 

RELOCATION  PAYMENTS 

Sec.  ^02.  (a)  If  the  head  of  any  Federal  agency  ac¬ 
quires  real  property  for  piihlic  use  in  a  State,  he  shall  make 
fair  and  reasonahle  relocation  payments  to  displaced  persons 
in  accordance  with  the  regulations  estal)lished  hy  the  Presi¬ 
dent  under  section  705  of  this  Act. 

(h)  In  addition  to  the  payments  authorized  hy  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section,  an  additional  payment  of  $300  is  author¬ 
ized  for  any  displaced  person  who  moves  from  a  dwelling 
if  the  dist)laced  person  ]>urchases  a  dwelling  for  the  purpose 
of  residence  within  one  3^ear  from  the  date  of  actual  dis¬ 
placement,  except  that  sucli  dist)laced  person  shall  he  eligible 
for  payment  under  this  subsection  only  when  the  dwelling 
purchased  is  situated  upon  real  estate  in  which  such  person 
acquires  fee  title,  life  estate,  ninety-nine-year  lease,  or  other 
type  of  long-term  lease  equivalent  to  fee  ownership. 

(c)  If  aii}'^  displaced  person  who  moves  or  discontinues 
his  business  elects  to  accept  the  payment  authorized  by  this 
subsection  in  lieu  of  the  t)ayment  authorized  for  such  business 
hy  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  head  of  such  Federal 
agency  shall  make  a  fixed  relocation  payment  to  such  person 
in  an  amount  equal  to  the  average  annual  net  earnings  of  the 
business,  or  $5,000,  whichever  is  the  lesser:  Provided,  how- 
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crc)\  That  in  the  case  of  a  displaced  })erson  who  is  62  years 
of  ao’e  or  over,  the  fixed  relocation  payment  shall  l)e  increased 
by  an  amount  equal  to  twice  the  average  annual  net  earnings 
of  the  business  or  $5,000,  whichever  is  the  lesser.  No  pay¬ 
ment  shall  be  made  under  this  snbsection  unless  the  head  of 
such  agency  is  satisfied  that  the  Itusiness  (1)  cannot  be 
relocated  without  a  substantial  loss  of  its  existing  ])atronage, 
and  (2)  is  not  part  of  a  commercial  enterprise  having  at 
least  one  other  establishment,  not  l)eing  acquired  ])y  the 
United  States,  whicli  is  engaged  »in  the  same  or  similar 
business.  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  ‘‘average 
annual  net  earnings”  means  one-half  of  any  net  earnings  of 
the  business,  before  Federal,  State,  and  local  income  taxes, 
during  the  two  taxable  years  immediately  preceding  the  tax¬ 
able  year  in  which  such  business  moves  from  the  real  prop¬ 
erty  acquired  by  the  United  States  and  includes  any  compen¬ 
sation  paid  by  the  business  to  the  owner,  his  spouse,  or  his  de¬ 
pendent  children  during  such  two-year  period.  Such  earnings 
and  compensation  shall  be  established  by  Federal  income  tax 
returns  filed  by  such  business  and  its  owner  and  his  spouse 
and  dependent  children  for  such  two  taxable  years. 

(d)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moves  from  a  dwelling 
elects  to  accept  the  payments  authorized  by  this  subsection  in 
lieu  of  the  payments  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  for  moving  from  such  dwelling,  the  head  of  such 
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Federal  agency  shall  make  the  following  fixed  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  to  such  person: 

(1)  A  moving  expense  allow^ance,  detemiined  ac¬ 
cording  to  a  schedule  established  by  the  head  of  such 
agency,  not  to  exceed  $200; 

(2)  A  dislocation  allowance  equal  to  the  amount 
qiaid  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  or  $100, 
whichever  is  the  lesser; 

(3)  An  additional  payment  of  $300  if  the  displaced 
person  purchases  a  dwelling  for  the  pui-pose  of  residence 
within  one  year  from  the  date  of  actual  displacement 
except  that  such  displaced  person  shall  be  eligible  for 
payment  under  this  subsection  only  when  the  dw'elling 
purchased  is  situated  upon  real  estate  in  wFich  such  per¬ 
son  acquires  fee  title,  life  estate,  ninety-nine-year  lease, 
or  other  type  of  long-term  lease  equivalent  to  fee  owner¬ 
ship;  and 

(e)  If  any  displaced  person  wFo  moves  or  discontinues  a 
farm  operation  elects  to  accept  the  pa3unent  authorized  by 
this  subsection  in  lieu  of  the  payment  authorized  for  such  farm 
operation  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the  head  of  such 
Federal  agency  shall  make  a  fixed  relocation  payment  to 
such  person  in  the  amount  of  $1,000.  In  the  case  wFere  the 
entire  fann  operation  is  not  acquired  by  such  Federal  agency, 
the  payment  authorized  by  this  subsection  shall  be  made  onlv 
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if  the  head  of  such  agency  determines  that  the  remainder 
property  is  no  longer  an  economic  unit. 

(f)  (1)  In  addition  to  any  amount  under  subsections 
(a),  (b) ,  (c) ,  (d) ,  and  (e)  of  this  section,  the  head  of  such 
Federal  agency  may  pay  to  or  on  behalf  of  any  displaced 
family,  displaced  elderly  individual,  or  displaced  handi¬ 
capped  individual,  monthly  payments  over  a  period  not  to 
exceed  twenty-four  months  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $500 
in  the  first  twelve  months  and  $500  in  the  second  twelve 
months  to  assist  such  displaced  family  or  individual  to  secure 
a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling.  Subject  to  the  limita¬ 
tion  imposed  by  the  preceding  sentence,  the  additional  pay¬ 
ment  shall  be  an  amount  which,  when  added  to  20  per 
centum  of  the  annual  income  of  the  displaced  individual  or 
family  at  the  time  of  displacement,  equals  the  average  annual 
rental  required  for  such  a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling 
of  modest  standards  adequate  in  size  to  accommodate  the  dis¬ 
placed  individual  or  family  in  areas  not  generally  less  de¬ 
sirable  in  regard  to  public  utilities  and  public  and  com¬ 
mercial  facilities:  Provided,  That  such  payment  shall  be 
made  only  to  an  individual  or  family  who  is  unal)le  to  secure 
a  dwelling  unit  in  a  low-rent  housing  project  assisted  under 
the  United  States  Housing  Act  of  1937,  or  under  a  State  or 
local  program  found  by  the  Secretaiy  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  to  have  the  same  general  purposes  as  the  Fed- 
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oral  program  imclcr  such  Act,  or  a  dwelling  unit  assist'd 
under  section  101  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Act  of  1965. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  ])evelo})ment 
shall  make  the  detenninations  under  this  subsection  on  the 
amount  of  assistance  according  to  famil}^  size,  family  or  indi¬ 
vidual  income,  average  rents  required,  or  similar  considera¬ 
tions  for  all  agencies  making  such  payments. 

(3)  The  additional  payments  under  this  subsection  may 
be  paid  on  a  lump  sum  or  other  than  monthly  basis  in  cases 
in  which  the  small  size  of  the  payments  that  would  otherwise 
be  retpiired  do  not  Avarrant  a  number  of  separate  payments 
or  in  other  cases  In  which  other  than  monthly  payments  are 
determined  warranted  by  the  head  of  the  Uederal  agency. 

(4)  Xo  payment  received  under  this  subsection  shall  he 
considered  as  income  for  the  purpose  of  detennining  the 
eligibility  or  the  extent  of  eligibility  of  any  person  for  assist¬ 
ance  under  the  Social  Security  Act  or  any  other  Federal  Act. 

(g)  (1)  In  addition  to  amounts  otherwise  authorized, 
the  head  of  such  Federal  agency  shall  make  a  i)ayment  to  the 
owner  of  real  property  which  is  acquired  for  the  project  and 
which  is  improved  by  a  single-  or  two-family  dwelling  occu¬ 
pied  by  the  owner  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  one  year 
prior  to  the  initiation  of  negotiations  for  the  acquisition  of 
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such  pn)})erty.  Such  payiiiciit,  not  lo  exceed  $5, ()()(),  shall  l?e 
an  amount  whidi,  when  added  to  the  acquisition  payment, 
ecpials  the  ax'erage  price  re(pnred  for  a  decent,  safe,  and 
sanitary  dwelling  of  modest  standards  adccpiate  in  size  lo 
accommodate  the  displaced  owner,  reasonably  accessible  to 
public  services  and  places  of  employment  and  available  on 
the  private  market:  Provided,  That  such  payment  shall  he 
made  only  to  a  displaced  owner  who  purchases  and  occupies 
a  dwelling  within  one  year  subse(pient  to  the  date  on  which 
he  is  re(|uired  to  move  from  the  dwelling  acquired  for  the 
project. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  shall  make  the  determinations  under  this  subsection  on 
the  prices  prevailing  in  the  locality  for  dwellings  meeting  the 
re(pnrements  of  paragraph  ( 1 )  above  for  all  agencies  making 
such  payments. 

EELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  PEOGEAMS 
Sec.  703.  (a)  If  the  head  of  any  Uederal  agency 
acapiircs  real  propert}’^  for  public  use  in  a  State,  he  shall 
provide  a  relocation  assistance  ])rograni  for  displaced  persons 
which  shall  offer  the  services  described  in  subsection  (c)  of 
this  section.  If  the  head  of  such  agency  determines  that 
other  persons,  occupying  property  immediately  adjacent  to 
the  real  ])roperty  acquired,  are  caused  substantial  economic 
injury  because  of  the  public  improvement  for  which  such 
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})ro])crty  is  aaiuirod,  he  may  offer  such  persons  relocation 
services  nntler  siicli  ])ro<>-rani. 

(b)  Federal  ag-encies  administering  programs  which 
may  be  of  assistance  to  displaced  persons  covered  by  this  Act 
shall  cooi)erate  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible  with  the  Fed¬ 
eral  or  State  agency  causing  the  displacement  to  assure 
that  such  displaced  persons  receive  the  maximum  assistance 
available  to  them. 

(c)  Each  relocation  assistance  program  required  by  sub¬ 
section  (a )  of  this  section  shall  Include,  to  the  maximum  extent 
])ractlcable,  such  measures,  facilities,  or  services  as  may  be 
necessary  or  a])propriate  in  order  ( 1 )  to  determine  the  needs 
of  dis[daced  families,  individuals,  business  concerns,  and  farm 
o])erators  for  relocation  assistance;  (2)  to  assure  that  within 
a  reasonable  period  of  time  ])rior  to  dis])lacenient,  there  will 
be  available,  in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to 
public  utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities  and  at 
rents  or  prices  within  the  financial  means  of  the  families  and 
individuals  displaced,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitarv  buildings 
ecpial  in  number  to  the  number  of,  and  available  to,  such  dis- 
])laced  families  and  individuals  and  reasonably  accessible  to 
their  places  of  employment,  excejit  that  the  President  may 
prescrilie  by  regulation  situations  when  such  assurances  may 
be  waived;  (3)  to  assist  owners  of  displaced  businesses  and 
dis])laced  farm  operators  in  obtaining  and  bec'oming  estab- 
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lisbed  in  suitable  ])nsiness  locations  or  re])laccment  farms; 
(4)  to  supply  information  concerning  tbe  Federal  lEonsino’ 
Administration  borne  accpiisition  program  under  section  221 
(d)  (2)  of  tbe  T^ational  Housing  Act,  tbe  small  business  dis¬ 
aster  loan  program  under  section  7  (1))  (3)  of  tbe  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Act,  and  otlier  programs  offering  assistance  to  dis})laced 
persons;  (5)  to  assist  in  minimizing  bardships  to  displaced 
persons  in  adjusting  to  relocation;  and  (6)  to  assure,  to  tbe 
greatest  extent  practicable,  tbe  coordination  of  relocation  ac¬ 
tivities  with  otlier  project  activities  and  otlier  planned  or  pro¬ 
posed  governmental  actions  in  tbe  community  or  nearby  areas 
wbicli  may  affect  tbe  carrying  out  of  tbe  relocation  program. 

(d)  Paragrapli  (3)  of  section  7  (b)  of  tbe  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

‘‘(3)  to  make  sncb  loans  (eitber  directly  or  in  co¬ 
operation  with  banks  or  otlier  lending  institutions  tbrongb 
agreements  to  participate  on  an  immediate  or  deferred 
basis)  as  tbe  Administration  may  determine  to  be  neces¬ 
sary  or  appropriate  to  assist  any  small  business  concern 
in  continuing  in  business  at  its  existing  location,  in  re¬ 
establishing  its  business,  in  purcbasing  a  business  or  in 
establisbing  a  new  business,  if  tbe  Administration  deter¬ 
mines  tbat  sucb  concern  has  suffered  substantial  economic 
injury  as  tbe  result  of  its  displacement  by,  or  location  in, 
ndjacent  to,  or  nenr,  a  federally  aided  urban  renewal 
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project  or  highway  construction  program  or  any  other 
public  improvement  program  conducted  by  or  with  funds 
provided  in  whole  or  in  part  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  or  by  the  States;  and  the  purpose  of  a  loan  made 
pursuant  to  such  project  or  program  may,  in  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Administration,  include  the  purchase  or 
construction  of  other  premises  whether  or  not  the  bor¬ 
rower  owned  the  premises  occupied  by  the  business 
and,”. 

STATES  ACTING  AS  AGENTS  FOE  FEDERAL  PROGRAMS 
Sec.  704.  Whenever  real  property  is  acquired  hy  a  State 
agency  for  a  Federal  public  improvement  project,  such  acqui¬ 
sition  shall,  for  purposes  of  this  Act,  be  deemed  an  acquisition 
by  the  Federal  agency  having  authority  over  such  project 
and  such  Federal  agency  shall  make  relocation  payments, 
provide  relocation  assistance,  and  provide  assurance  of  avail¬ 
ability  of  housing  as  required  in  the  case  of  acquisitions  of 
real  property  by  a  Federal  agency. 

AUTHORITY  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

Sec.  705.  (a)  To  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  this 
title,  the  President  is  authorized  to  make  such  ndes  and  reg¬ 
ulations  as  he  may  detemiine  to  be  necessary  to  assure— 

( 1 )  that  relocation  payments  authorized  by  section 
702  shall  be  fair  and  reasonable  and  as  unifonii  as 
practicable ; 
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( 2 )  that  a  displaced  person  who  makes  ploper  ap¬ 
plication  ’  for  a  relocation  payment  authorized  for  such 
person  by  section  702  (a)  shall  he  reimbursed  for  or 
paid—  '  1 '  ..')/• 

(A)  his  actual  reasonable  expenses  in  mov¬ 
ing  himself,  his  family,  his  business,  farm  opera- 
’  tion,  or  other  personal  property,  and  for  his  actual 
and  reasonable  expenses  in  searching  for  a  replace¬ 
ment  property; 

'(B)  if  he  disposes  of  personal  property  on  mov¬ 
ing  his  business  or  farm  operation  and  replaces  such 
property  at  the  new  location  at  a  price  exceeding  the 
sale  price,  the  amount  of  the  difference  of  such  prices 
not  to  exceed,  however,  the  estimated  cost  of  moving 
the  property  or  its  market  value,  whichever 'is  less; 
and  " 

(C)  such  other  expenses  authorized  by  section 
70'2i  (a)  as  may  be  provided  for  in  regulations  issued 
under  this  section;  ^  m,  . 

'  (3)  that  a  displaced  person  who  makes  proper  ap¬ 

plication  for  a  relocation  pa^unent  authorized  for  sucli 
person  by  this  title  shall  be  paid  promptly  after  amove 
or,  in  certain  hardship  cases,  the  President  may,  by 
regulation,  authorize  advance  payment  of  certain  reloca¬ 
tion  costs; 
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(4)  tliat  any  ])orson  a^^rieved  by  a  deterinination 
as  to  eligibility  for  a  relocation  ])ayment  antborized  by 
this  title,  or  tbe  amount  of  a  payment,  may  have  bis 
a])plication  reviewed  by  tbe  head  of  the  agency;  and 

(5)  that  a  displaced  i)erson  shall  have  a  reasonal)le 
time  in  which  to  apply  for  a  relocation  payment  author¬ 
ized  by  this  title. 

(b)  The  President  may,  hy  regulation,  establish  a  limi¬ 
tation  on  the  amount  of  a  relocation  payment  authorized  by 
section  702  (a)  with  due  consideration  for  the  declaration  of 
policy  in  this  title  and  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  and  section  707  (b) . 

(c)  In  order  to  prevent  unnecessary  expense  and  dupli¬ 
cation  of  functions,  and  to  promote  uniform  and  effective 
administration  of  relocation  assistance  programs  for  displaced 
persons,  the  President  is  authorized  to  require  that  any  Fed¬ 
eral  agency  make  relocation  payments  or  provide  relocation 
services,  or  otherwise  carrv  out  its  functions  under  this  title, 
b}^  utilizing  the  facilities,  personnel,  and  services  of  any  other 
Federal  agency,  or  by  entering  into  appropriate  contracts 
or  agreements  with  any  State  agency  having  an  established 
organization  for  conducting  relocation  assistance  ])rograms. 

(d)  The  President  may  make  such  other  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  title  as  he  deems 
necessary  or  appropriate  to  cany  out  this  title. 
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FUND  AVAILABILITY 

Sec.  706.  Funds  appropriated  or  otherwise  available 
to  any  Federal  agency  for  the  accpiisition  of  real  property 
or  any  interest  therein  shall  be  available  also  for  obligation 
and  expenditure  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

Paet  B.— Fedeeally  x^ssisted  Peogeams 


EELOCATION  PAYMENTS  AND  ASSISTANCE;  ASSUEANCE  OF 


AVAILABILITY  OF  HOUSING 


Sec.  707.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law,  on  and  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  no  grant  to,  or 
contract  or  agreement  with  a  State  agency,  under  which  Fed¬ 
eral  financial  assistance  will  be  available  to  pay  the  cost  in 
connection  with  the  acapiisition  of  real  property  or  of  a  public 
improvement  for  which  real  property  is  to  be  acquired  or  as 
the  result  of  which  displacement  will  otherwise  occur,  may  be 
approved  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  responsil)le  for 
the  administration  of  such  Federal  financial  assistance  unless 
such  State  agency  has  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the 
head  of  such  Federal  agency  to  provide  to  displaced  persons 
for  moves  from  such  real  property — 

( 1 )  fair  and  reasonable  relocation  payments  as 
described  in  section  702  (a)  of  this  title  and  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  established  by  the  President  under 
section  705  of  this  title; 

(2)  fixed  relocation  payments  in  the  same  amounts 
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and  under  tlie  same  terms  and  eonditions  as  are  required 
to  be  made  ])y  a  Federal  agency  by  subsections  702  (c) , 
(d),  (e),and  (f)  of  this  title ; 

(3)  relocation  assistance  programs  offering  the  serv¬ 
ices  described  in  section  703  (c)  of  this  title; 

(4)  a  feasible  metbod  for  the  tem])orary  relocation 
of  families  and  individuals  displaced  from  the  property 
acquired,  and  assurance  that  within  a  reasonable  period 
of  time  ]n-ior  to  displacement,  there  will  be  available  in 
areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to  public 
utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities  and  at  rents 
or  prices  within  the  financial  means  of  the  families  and 
individuals  displaced,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwell¬ 
ings  equal  in  number  to  the  number  of  and  available  to 
such  displaced  families  and  individuals  and  reasonably 
accessible  to  their  places  of  employment;  and 

(5)  a  payment  for  owner-occupants  under  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  as  are  required  to  be  made  by  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  by  subsection  702  (g)  of  this  Act:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  such  payment  shall  be  required  or  in¬ 
cluded  as  a  project  cost  under  subsection  707  (c)  if  the 
owner-occupant  receives  a  payment  required  by  the 
State  law  of  eminent  domain  which  is  determined  by  the 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  to  have  su])stantially  the 
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same  purpose  and  effect  as  subsection  702  (g)  and  to 
be  part  of  tbe  cost  of  the  project  for  which  Federal 
financial  assistance  is  available. 

(b)  As  a  condition  to  further  assistance  to  a  State 
agency  for  the  acquisition  of  real  property  or  of  a  public 
improvement  for  which  real  property  is  to  be  acquired  or  as 
a  result  of  which  displacement  will  otherwise  occur,  the 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  shall  require,  within  a  reason¬ 
able  time  prior  to  actual  displacement,  satisfactory  assurance 
by  the  State  agency  that  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwell¬ 
ings  as  required  by  subsection  707  (a)  (4)  are  available  for 
the  relocation  of  each  such  individual  or  famil}^ 

(c)  The  cost  to  a  State  agency  of  providing  the  pay¬ 
ments  and  services  described  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
may  be  included  as  part  of  the  cost  of  the  project  for  which 
Federal  financial  assistance  is  available  to  such  State  agency, 
and  such  State  agency  shall  be  eligible  for  Federal  financial 
assistance  with  respect  to  such  payments  and  services  in  the 
same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  with  respect  to  other 
project  costs:  Provided,  That,  notwithstanding  any  other 
law,  the  Federal  agency  providing  such  assistance  shall 
contribute  the  first  $25,000  of  the  cost  of  providing  such 
payments  to  any  person  displaced  prior  to  July  1,  1971: 
And  provided  further,  That  no  State  agency  need  agree  to 
make  any  relocation  ])aynient  in  excess  of  $25,000  to  any 
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displaced  person  in  order  to  receive  the  assistance  authorized 
hy  the  siihsection. 

(d)  In  order  to  prevent  unnecessary  expenses  and' dupli¬ 
cation  of  functions,  and  to  promote  uniform  and  effective 
administration  of  relocation  assistance  t)rogTams  for  displaced 
persons,  any  agreement  by  a  State  agency  under  subsection 
i(a)  of  this  section  shall  provide  that  such  agencv  may  make 
relocation  payments  or  provide  relocation  assistance  or  other¬ 


wise  caiTy  out  its  functions  under  this  title  by  utilizing  the 
facilities,  personnel,  and  services  of  any  otlier.  State  agency 
having  an  established  organization  for  conducting  relocation 
assistance  programs.  i  i .  , .  i  .  .  ,  / 


Id  (e)  Any  grant  to,  or  contract  or  agreement  with  a  State 

14.)  agency  executed  before  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  under 

15  which  Federal  financial  assistance  is  available  to  pay  the  cost 

16  1  in  connection  with  the  acquisition  of  real  property,  or  of  the 
II  improvement  for  which  such  property  is  acquired,  may  be 

18  amended  to  include  an  agreement  as  described  in  subsection 

19  (a)  *  of  this  section.  >  •  *  . 

20  (1)  If  head  of  a  Federal  agency  determines  that  it  is 

21  necessary  for  the  expeditious  completion  of  a  public  improve- 

22  nient  for  which  a  State  agency  has  entered  into  agreement, 

23  ,as  described  iiitsuhsection  (a)  of  this  section,  to  make  relo- 

24  cation  payments  to  displaced  persons,  or  to  provide  the  funds 
^5  necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  section  805(b)  (1) 
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of  this  Act,  he  may  advance  the  Federal  share  of  such  re- 
lociition  payments  and  an  amount  necessaiy  to  make  the  re¬ 
quired  payments  under  section  805(b)  (1)  to  such  State 
agency.  Upon  detennination  hy  the  head  of  such  Federal 
agency  that  any  part  of  the  funds  advanced  to  a  State  agency 
under  this  sul)seotion  are  no  longer  required,  the  amount 
which  he  detennines  not  to  be  required  shall  be  I'epaid  upon 
demand.  Any  sum  advanced  and  not  repaid  on  demand  shall 
he  deducted  from  sums  othenvise  available  to  such  State 
agency  from  Federal  sources. 

DISPLACEMENT  BY  CERTAIN  PROGRAMS  RECEIVING  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  UNDER  TITLE  I  OF  THE  HOUSING  ACT  OF  1949, 
AS  AMENDED 

Sec.  708.  A  person  who  moves  or  discontinues  his  busi¬ 
ness,  or  moves  other  personal  property,  or  moves  from  his 
dwelling  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  as  a  direct 
result  of  any  project  or  program  which  receives  Federal 
financial  assistance  under  title  I  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  shall,  for  the  puiqmses  of  this  title,  he  deemed  to 
be  a  displaced  person. 

SEVERABILITY 

Sec.  709.  If  any  provision  of  this  title,  or  the  applica¬ 
tion  thereof  to  any  person  or  circumstance  is  held  invalid,  the 
remainder  of  this  title  and  the  application  of  the  provision  to 
other  persons  or  circumstances  shall  not  he  affected  thereby. 


1 

o 

o 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


45 


ACTS  EEPEALED 

Sec.  710.  (a)  The  following  laws  and  parts  of  laws 
are  hereby  repealed : 

( 1 )  The  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  reimburse  owners  of  lands  required  for 
development  imder  his  jimsdiction  for  their  moving  expenses, 
and  for  other  purposes,”  approved  May  29,  1958  (43  U.S.C. 
1231-1234). 

(2)  Paragraph  14  of  section  203  (b)  of  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Act  of  1958  (42  U.S.C.  2473) . 

(3)  Section  2680  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 

(4)  Section  133  of  title  23,  United  States  Code. 

(5)  Section  7  (b)  of  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation 
Act  of  1964  (49  U.S.C.  1606  (b)  ) , 

(6)  Section  105(c)  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42 
U.S.C.  1455(c)  ). 

(7)  Section  114  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949  (42  U.S.C. 
1465). 

(8)  Paragraph  (8)  of  section  15  of  the  United  States 
Housing  Act  of  1937  (42  U.S.C.  1415  (8)  ) ,  except  the  first 
sentence  of  such  paragraph. 

(9)  Section  404  of  the  Housing  and  ITban  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965  (42  U.S.C.  3074) . 

(10)  Section  107  of  the  Demonstration  Cities  and  ^Fet- 
ropolitan  Development  Act  of  1966  (42  U.S.C.  3307). 
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(b)  Any  rights  or  liabilities  now  existing  under  prior 
Acts  or  portions  thereof  shall  not  be  affected  by  the  repeal 
of  such  prior  Acts  or  portions  thereof  under  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section. 

TITLE  VIII— UlS^IEOEM  LAND  ACQUISITION 

POLICY 

Paet  a. — Fedeeal  Progeams 

UNIFORM  POLICY  ON  LAND  ACQUISITION  PRACTICES 

Sec.  801.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  the  acquisition  of 
real  property  1)y  amicable  agreements  with  owners,  to  relieve 
congestion  in  the  courts,  to  assure  consistent  treatment  for 
owners  in  the  many  Federal  programs,  and  to  promote  public 
confidence  in  Federal  land  acquisition  practices,  heads  of 
Federal  agencies  shall  be  governed  by  the  following  policies: 

(1)  The  head  of  a  Federal  agency  shall  conduct 
transactions  for  the  acquisition  of  real  property  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  assure  to  the  extent  possible  that  persons 
whose  property  is  acquired  shall  not  be  worse  off  eco¬ 
nomically  than  they  were  before  the  property  was 
acquired. 

(2)  The  head  of  a  Federal  agency  shall  make  every 
reasonable  effort  to  acquire  real  property  by  negotiated 
purchase. 

(3)  Real  property  shall  be  appraised  before  the  ini¬ 
tiation  of  negotiations,  and  the  owner  or  his  designated 
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representative  shall  be  given  an  opportunity  to  accom¬ 
pany  the  appraiser  during  his  inspection  of  the  property. 

(4)  Belore  the  initiation  of  negotiations  for  prop¬ 
erty,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  shall 
establish  a  price  which  he  determines  to  be  a  fair  and 
reasonable  consideration  therefor,  such  price  not  to  be 
less  than  the  appraised  value  of  the  property  as  approved 
by  such  agency  head,  and  shall  make  a  prompt  offer  to 
acquire  the  propertv  for  the  full  amount  so  established. 

(5)  No  owner  shall  be  required  to  surrender  pos¬ 
session  of  real  property  ])efore  the  head  of  the  Federal 
agency  concerned  })ays  the  agreed  purchase  price,  or 
deposits  with  the  court  in  accordance  with  section  1  of 
the  Act  of  Feimiary  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1421;  40 
U.S.C.  258a) ,  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  an  amount 
not  less  than  the  appraised  fair  value  of  such  property 
as  determined  by  such  agency  head,  or  the  amount  of  the 
award  of  compensation  in  the  condemnation  proceeding 
for  such  property. 

(6)  The  construction  or  development  of  public  im¬ 
provements  shall  be  so  scheduled  that,  to  the  greatest 
extent  practicable,  no  person  lawfully  occu])ying  real 
property  will  be  required  to  move  from  a  dwelling,  or 
to  move  his  business  or  fann  operation  without  at  least 
ninety  days’  written  notice  from  the  head  of  the  Federal 
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agency  concerned,  of  the  date  by  which  such  move  is 
required. 

(7)  If  the  head  of  the  federal  agency  concerned 
does  not  require  a  building,  structure,  or  other  improve¬ 
ment  acquired  as  a  part  of  the  real  property,  he  shall 
where  practicable  offer  to  permit  its  owner  to  remove  it. 
As  a  condition  of  removal,  an  appropriate  agreement 
shall  be  required  whereby  the  fair  value  of  such  building, 
structure,  or  improvement  for  removal  from  the  real 
property,  as  determined  by  such  agency  head,  will  be 
deducted  from  the  compensation  otherwise  to  be  paid  for 
the  real  property,  however  such  compensation  may  be 
determined. 

(8)  If  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  permits  an 
owmer  or  tenant  to  occupy  the  real  property  acquired  on 
a  rental  basis  for  a  short  temi  or  for  a  period  subject  to 
tennination  by  the  Government  on  short  notice,  the 
amount  of  rent  required  shall  not  exceed  the  fair  rental 
value  of  the  property  to  a  short-term  occupier. 

(9)  In  no  event  shall  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency 
either  advance  the  time  of  condemnation,  or  defer  the 
condemnation  and  the  deposit  of  funds  in  court  for  the 
use  of  the  owner,  in  order  to  compel  an  agreement  on  the 
price  to  be  paid  for  the  propert^^  If  an  agency  head 
cannot  reach  an  agreement  with  the  ow  ner,  after  nego- 
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tiations  have  continued  for  a  reasonable  time,  be  shall 
promptly  institute  condemnation  proceedings  and,  at  the 
same  time  or  as  soon  thereafter  as  pi‘actic<able,  file  a 
declaration  of  taking  and  deposit  funds  with  the  court  in 
accordance  with  the  Act  of  February  26,  1931  (46  Stat. 
1421;  40  TT.S.O.  258a),  if  possession  is  required  prior 
to  the  entry  of  the  judgment  in  the  condemnation 
proceeding. 

(10)  If  an  interest  in  real  property  is  to  be  acquired 
by  exercise  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  the  head  of 
the  Federal  agency  concerned  shall,  except  as  to  prop¬ 
erty  to  be  acquired  under  section  25  of  the  Tennessee 
Valley  xiuthority  Act  of  1933  (48  Stat.  70,  as  amended; 
16  U.S.C.  83 lx),  request  the  Attorney  General  to  in¬ 
stitute  formal  condemnation  ])roceedings.  JS^o  Federal 
agency  head  shall  intentionally  make  it  necessary  for 
an  owner  to  institute  legal  proceedings  to  prove  the 
fact  of  the  taking  of  his  property. 

(11)  If  the  acquisition  of  only  part  of  a  property 
would  leave  its  owner  with  an  uneconomic  remnant,  the 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  shall  offer  to 
acquire  the  entire  property. 

(12)  In  determining  the  boundaries  of  a  proposed 
IMildic  improvement,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  con¬ 
cerned  should  take  into  account  human  considerations. 
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1  including  the  economic  and  social  effects  of  such  deter- 

2  mination  on  the  owners  and  tenants  of  real  property 

3  in  the  area,  in  addition  to  engineering  and  other  factors. 

4  (b)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  affect  the 

5  validity  of  any  proi)erty  acquisitions  by  purchase  or  con- 

6  demnation. 

BTirLDINGS,  STEUCTUEES,  AND  TMPEOVEMENTS 
8  Sec.  802.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions 
0  of  law,  if  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  acquires  land  or  any 

10  interest  in  land  for  public  use  in  a  State,  he  shall  acquire 

11  a  like  interest,  or  greater  interest,  in  all  buildings,  structures, 

12  or  other  improvements  comprising  part  of  the  real  pro})erty 
12  so  acquired  which  are  required  to  be  removed  from  the 
14  land  or  which,  in  the  opinion  of  such  agency  head,  will  be 
1^  adversely  affected  by  such  puldic  use,  if  such  improvements 
10  are  not  required  to  be  removed. 

17  (b)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  “real  property” 

12  means  land,  or  any  interest  in  land,  and  (1)  any  building, 
10  stmcture,  or  other  im])rovement  imbedded  in  or  affixed  to 

20  land,  and  any  article  so  affixed  or  attached  to  such  building, 

21  stmcture,  or  improvement  as  to  he  an  essential  and  integral 

22  part  thereof;  (2)  any  article  affixed  or  attached  to  such  real 
22  property  in  such  manner  that  it  cannot  he  removed  without 
24  material  injur}"  to  itself  or  the  real  property;  and  (3)  any 
2^  article  so  designed,  contructed,  or  specially  adapted  for 
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tlie  pui'pose  for  which  siicli  real  ])roperty  is  used  that  (A) 
it  is  an  essential  accessoiy  or  part  of  such  real  property, 
(B)  it  is  not  capable  of  use  elsewhere,  and  (C)  it  would 
lose  substantially  all  its  value  if  removed  from  the  real 
property. 

(c)  For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  extent  of  the 
acquisition  of  real  property  and  the  valuation  thereof,  no 
building,  structure,  or  other  improvement  shall  he  deemed 
to  be  other  than  a  part  of  the  real  property  solely  because 
of  the  right  or  obligation  of  a  tenant,  as  against  the  owner 
of  any  other  interest  in  the  real  property,  to  remove  such 
building,  structure,  or  improvement  at  the  expiration  of  his 
term,  and  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  shall  pay  to  the 
tenant  the  fair  value  of  the  building,  structure,  or  improve¬ 
ment,  which  fair  value  shall  be  determined  by  such  agency 
head  as  the  greatest  of  ( 1 )  the  contributive  value  of  the  im¬ 
provement  to  the  present  use  of  the  entirety,  (2)  the  current 
cost  of  reproduction  less  depreciation  of  the  improvement,  or 
(3)  the  value  of  the  improvement  for  removal  from  the 
property:  Provided,  (1)  that  payment  hereunder  will  not 
result  in  duplication  of  any  payments  otherwise  authorized 
bylaw;  (2)  that  the  fee  owner  of  the  land  involved  disclaims 
any  interest  in  the  improvements  of  the  lessee;  and  (3)  the 
lessee  in  consideration  for  such  payment  shall  assign,  transfer 
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and  release  to  the  United  States  all  his  right,  title,  and 
interest  in  and  to  such  improvements :  Provided  further,  That 
no  provision  of  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  deprive  the 
lessee  of  his  right  to  reject  the  payments  hereunder  and  to 
obtain  payment  for  his  property  interests  of  just  compensa¬ 
tion  as  otherwise  defined  by  law. 

EXPENSES  INCIDENTAL  TO  TEANSFER  OF  TITLE  TO 

UNITED  STATES 

Sec.  803.  The  head  of  a  Uederal  agency,  as  soon  as  prac¬ 
tical  after  the  date  of  payment  of  the  purchase  price  or  the 
date  of  deposit  of  funds  to  satisfy  the  award  of  compensation 
in  a  condemnation  proceeding  to  acquire  real  property, 
whichever  is  the  earlier,  shall  reimburse  the  owner,  to  the 
extent  the  head  of  such  agency  deems  fair  and  reasonable, 
for  expenses  necessarily  incurred  for — 

(1)  recording  fees,  transfer  taxes,  and  similar 
expenses  in  conveying  such  real  property  to  the  United 
States ; 

(2)  penalty  costs  for  prepayment  of  mortgage  inci¬ 
dent  to  such  real  property,  provided  that  such  mortgage 
shall  be  of  record  as  required  by  law  on  the  date  the  offi¬ 
cial  announcement  of  the  project  is  made  by  the  author¬ 
ized  Federal  agency;  and 

(3)  the  pro  rata  portion  of  real  property  taxes 
allocable  to  a  period  subsequent  to  the  date  of  vesting  title 
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or  the  effective  date  of  a  court  order  of  possession,  which¬ 
ever  is  the  earlier. 

Part  B.— Pedeeally  Assisted  Programs 

REQUIREMEXTS  FOR  APPROVAL  OF  CONTRACTS  OR  AGREE¬ 
MENTS  FOR  FEDERAL  FINANCRVL  ASSISTANCE 
Sec.  804.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  law,  on  and  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  no 
grant  to  or  contract  or  agreement  with  a  State  agency,  under 
which  Federal  financial  assistance  will  he  available  to  pay  in 
whole  or  in  part  the  cost  of  the  acquisition  of  real  property 
or  of  a  public  improvement  for  which  real  property  is  to 
be  acquired,  may  be  approved  by  the  head  of  the  Federal 
agency  responsible  for  the  administration  of  such  Federal 
financial  assistance  unless  such  State  agency  has  entered  into 
an  agreement  which  shall  provide — 

(1)  that  every  reasonable  effort  shall  be  made  to 
acquire  the  real  property  by  negotiated  purchase ; 

(2)  that  the  construction  or  development  of  the 
public  improvement  shall  be  so  scheduled  that,  to  the 
greatest  extent  practicable,  no  person  will  be  required  to 
move  from  a  home,  farm,  or  business  location  without  at 
least  ninety  days’  written  notice  from  such  State  agency 
of  the  date  by  which  the  move  is  required;  and 

(3)  that  it  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  head  of  the  State 
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agency,  before  initiating  negotiations  for  real  property, 
to  establish  a  price  which  he  heheves  to  be  a  fair  and 
reasonable  consideration  therefor,  such  price  not  to  be 
less  than  the  appraised  value  of  the  property  as  approved 
by  such  State  agency  head,  and  to  make  a  prompt  offer 
to  acquire  the  property  for  the  full  amount  so  estab¬ 
lished. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  on  and 
after  July  1,  1971,  no  grant  to,  or  contract  or  agreement 
with  a  State  agency,  under  which  Federal  financial  assistance 
will  be  available  to  pay  in  whole  or  in  part  the  cost  of  the 
acquisition  of  real  property,  or  of  a  public  improvement  for 
which  real  property  is  to  be  acquired,  may  be  approved  by 
the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  responsible  for  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  such  Federal  financial  assistance,  unless  such 
State  agency  has  entered  into  the  agreements  described  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and  has  agreed — 

(1)  that  no  owner  will  be  required  to  surrender 
possession  of  real  property  before  the  head  of  the  State 
agency  (A)  pays  the  agreed  purchase  price,  (B)  makes 
available  to  the  owner,  by  court  deposit  or  otherwise,  an 
amount  not  less  than  the  appraised  fair  value  of  such 
property,  as  approved  by  such  State  agency  head,  with¬ 
out  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the  owner  to  contest  the 
amount  of  compensation  due  for  the  property,  or  (0) 
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deposits  or  pays  the  final  award  of  compensation  in  the 
condemnation  proceeding  for  snch  property; 

(2)  that  the  head  of  the  State  agency,  not  later  than 
the  date  of  pa3mient  of  the  purchase  price  or  the  date 
of  deposit  of  funds  to  satisfy  the  award  of  compensation 
in  a  condemnation  proceeding  to  accjuirc  real  property, 
whichever  is  the  earlier,  shall  reimhiirse  the  owner,  to 
the  extent  the  head  of  such  agency  deems  fair  and  reason¬ 
able,  for  expenses  necessarily  incurred  for — 

(A)  recording  fees,  transfer  taxes,  and  similar 
expenses  in  conveying  such  real  property  to  the 
United  States ; 

(B)  penalty  costs  for  prepayment  of  mortgage 
incident  to  such  real  property,  provided  that  such 
mortgage  shall  be  of  record  as  required  by  law  on 
the  date  the  official  announcement  of  the  project  is 
made  by  the  State  agency ;  and 

(C)  the  pro  rata  portion  of  real  property  taxes 
allocable  to  a  period  subsequent  to  the  date  of  vest¬ 
ing  title  or  the  effective  date  of  a  court  order  of 
possession,  whichever  is  the  earlier. 

( 3 )  that  an}^  decrease  in  the  value  of  real  property 
prior  to  the  date  of  valuation  caused  by  the  pnblic  im¬ 
provement  for  which  such  property  is  acquired,  or  by 
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the  likelihood  that  the  property  would  he  acquired  for  the 
proposed  public  irnproveinent,  other  than  that  due  to 
physical  deterioration  within  the  reasonable  control  of 
the  owner,  will  be  disregarded  in  determining  the  com¬ 
pensation  for  the  property;  and 

(4)  that  for  the  purpose  of  detennining  the  extent 
of  the  acquisition  of  real  property  and  the  valuation 
thereof,  no  building,  structure,  or  other  improvement  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  other  than  a  part  of  the  real  property 
solely  because  of  the  right  or  obligation  of  a  tenant,  as 
against  the  owner  of  any  other  interest  in  the  real  prop¬ 
erty,  to  remove  such  building,  structure,  or  improvement 
at  the  expiration  of  his  teim,  and  the  head  of  the  State 
agency  shall  pay  to  the  tenant  the  fair  value  of  the  build¬ 
ing,  structure,  or  improvement,  which  fair  value  shall  be 
determined  by  such  agency  head  as  the  greatest  of  (1) 
the  contributive  value  of  the  improvement  to  the  present 
use  of  the  entirety,  (2)  the  current  cost  of  reproduction 
less  depreciation  of  the  improvement,  or  ( 3 )  the  value  of 
the  improvement  for  removal  from  the  property;  Pro¬ 
vided,  (1)  that  payment  hereunder  will  not  result  in 
duplication  of  any  payments  otherwise  authorized  by  law; 
(2)  that  the  fee  owner  of  the  land  involved  disclaims 
any  interest  in  the  improvements  of  the  lessee;  and  (3) 
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the  lessee  in  consideration  for  such  payment  sliall  assign, 
transfer,  and  release  to  the  State  agency  all  his  right, 
title,  and  interest  in  and  to  such  improvements :  Provided 
further,  That  no  provision  of  this  section  shall  he  con- 
stmed  to  deprive  the  lessee  of  his  right  to  reject  the  pay¬ 
ments  hereunder  and  to  obtain  payment  for  his  property 
interests  of  just  compensation  as  otherwise  defined  hy 
law. 

PROVISIONS  REPEALED 

Sec.  805.  Effective  on  July  1,  1971,  sections  401,  402, 
and  403  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of 
1965  (42  U.S.C.  3071-3073)  are  hereby  repealed. 
TITLE  IX— JUDICIAL  EEVIEW 
Sec.  901.  The  provisions  of  sections  551-559  and  701- 
706  of  title  V,  United  States  Code,  shall  apply  to  an  action 
of  a  Federal  agency  under  title  VII  and  title  VIII.  For 
purposes  of  this  title,  the  definition  of  “person”  contained 
in  section  551  (2)  of  title  V,  United  States  Code,  shall  be 
deemed  to  include  a  State  as  defined  in  this  Act. 

Sec.  902.  Any  person  or  State  adversely  affected  or 
aggrieved  a  final  action  of  a  Federal  agency  under  title 
VII  or  title  VIII  of  this  Act  may  institute,  in  the  district 
court  in  the  United  States  or  the  judicial  district  in  which 
such  person  resides  or  such  State  is  located,  or  in  which  the 


58 

1  claim  of  such  person  or  State  first  arose,  an  action  seeking 

2  review  of  such  final  action  of  the  Federal  agency  and 

3  demanding  appropriate  relief  therefrom. 

Passed  the  Senate  July  29,  1968. 

Attest:  FEANOIS  E.  VALEO. 

Secretary. 
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Select  Committee  to  Study  the  Unmet  Basic  Needs  Among  the  People  of  th« 
‘7nited  States,  pp.  S10041-2 


8.  AIDN 
in 


Sen.  Young  denounced  the  "outrageous  maladministration  by  All^off icials' 
n^th  Vietnam  and  inserted  supporting  material,  pp.  S10022-4/ 


9.  CREDIT.  \Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  the  draft  of  a  bill  intended  be  introduced 
by  him  nsKt  session  which  would  add  a  new  title  to  the  Trutl^in-Lending  Act 
to  provideN^afeguards  in  the  field  of  credit  reporting,  p^.  S10029-40 

10.  FOREIGN  RELATI^^NS.  Sen.  Byrd,  Va.,  objected  to  the  barr^g  of  all  U.  S.  im¬ 

ports  from  and \xports  to  Rhodesia,  pp.  S10040-1 

Both  Houses  r^eived  from  the  State  Department  a  ^port  on  the  extent  and 
disposition  of  U.  contributions  to  internationa ^organizations  for  1967. 
pp.  S10042,  H8I94 

11.  NATIONAL  PARKS.  Both  Hduses  received  from  Inte;r^ior  the  annual  report  of  the 

National  Park  Foundation\^  covering  the  perio^Dec.  18,  1967  through  June  30, 
1968.  pp.  S10042,  H8194 

12.  ATOMIC  ENERGY.  Received  fromNihe  Atomic  ^nergy  Commission  a  proposed  bill  to 

amend  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of\l954,  a^amended,  to  eliminate  the  requirement 
for  a  finding  of  practical  valu^and  sfoolish  the  distinction  between  the  com¬ 
mercial  licenses  for  facilities  and^certain  research  and  development  licenses 
for  facilities;  to  the  Joint  CoramiJ^ee  on  Atomic  Energy.  p.  S10042 

13.  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT.  Sen.  Nel/on  comh^ended  the  community  self-determination 
bill  and  inserted  the  first  o^a  seriesN^f  articles  explaining  the  concepts 

behind  the  community  corporaj^^ons  and  hov\these  programs  might  work.  pp. 

S 1009 2 -100 

14.  TOBACCO.  Rep.  Ervin  ins^ted  a  speech,  "The  T^acco  Economy  in  the  South  and 
Trends  and  Facts  as  Tojz^acco  is  Related  to  Humair\Health. "  pp.  S10116-8 

15.  REORGANIZATION.  Sen/  Monroney  expressed  regret  tha\  the  House  has  not  acted 

on  the  Senate  pas^d  government  reorganization  billX  pp.  S10123-5 

Sen.  Mansfiel^ stated  "Congress  is  a  year-round  joV'  and  urged  a  study  be 
given  to  this  ipatter  by  an  appropriate  commission.  pp\S10110-ll 

16.  RECLAMATION.  /Sen.  Kuchel  commended  the  compromise  proposal  in  the  conference 

report  on  trie  Central  Arizona  project  bill.  He  said  the  reXpi^t  will  be  re¬ 
ceived  w^n  Congress  reconvenes  on  Sept.  4.  pp.  S10132-33 

L7.  STRAWB^RIES.  Rep.  Morse  inserted  the  testimony  of  the  manager  ^a  grower- 
owne^processing  cooperate  favoring  H.  R.  9071,  to  impose  import  ianil tations 

’  •  '  -  pp,  ^ 


on 


jrepared  or  preserved  strawberries.  pp.  S10147-9 


^ANDS.  Sen,  McGovern  announced  that  a  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and\lnsular 
Affairs  Committee  has  set  hearings  Sept.  19  and  20  on  a  bill  to  place  c\rtain 
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Rational  Forest  lands  in  New  Mexico  in  trust  for  the  use  of  the  Taos  Indians. 
pV  S 10044- 5 


19.  CREDl1\  UNIONS.  Sen.  Mondale  commended  the  90th  Congress  on  its  acti( 
modernize  and  update  the  Federal  Credit  Union  Act.  p.  S10045 


is  to 


20.  TRADE.  Sel\.  Brewster  stated  that  the  hearings  on  a  bill  to  enal^  groups  of 

carriers  iiWolved  in  joint-rate  arrangements  to  issue  a  singl^bill  of  lading 
for  an  entir\  intermodal  and  international  journey  point  out/the  need  for 
legislation  t^meet  the  bill's  objectives,  pp.  S10047-8 


21.  FARM  INCOME.  Sen.\Church  inserted  an  editorial  defendinj 
industry.  p.  SIOO. 


the  agricultural 


22.  FARM  POLICIES.  Sen.  L^sche  inserted  an  article  cr:^icizing  the  Government's 

farm  policies  as  creatiW  "chaotic  marketing  cond^ions."  p.  S10069 

23.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  '\aily  Digest"  states/the  Senate  has  as  its  unfinished 

business  Labor-HEW  appropri^ion  bill;  Defen^  foreign  aid,  and  possibly  a 
supplemental- -not  yet  passed  \y  either  Housed;  and  independent  offices-HUD 
and  mill "bai^ construction- -in  conference,  ydther  bills  in  conference  and  yet 
to  be  acted  on  include  the  farm  hill;  cepfxral  Arizona  project;  food  stamps; 
foreign  aid  authorizations;  Highe^Edu^tion  and  Vocational  Education  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1968;  and  trails  system;  NKt^Fonal  Water  Commission;  and  Redwood  Nation 
Park.  p.  D779 


24.  ADJOURNMENT.  Agreed  to  H.  Con-.^  Res.  805 
adjourns  on  Fri . ,  Aug.  2,  1968, /it  stand 
p.  S10129 


/ith  amendment  that  when  the  Congress 
Ijourned  until  Wed.,  Sept.  4,  1968. 


HOUSE 


25.  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERATION.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported 

H.  R.  18826,  the  intergovernmental  cooperation  bill  (H.  Rept.  1845).  p.  H8194 

26.  LANDS.  The  Agriculyire  Committee  reported  H.  R.  18033\  to  direct  the  Secretary 

of  Agriculture  to/release  on  behalf  of  the  U.  S.  a  conation  in  a  deed  con¬ 
veying  certain  l^nd  to  the  State  of  Ohio  (H.  Rept.  1847)'\^^and  with  amendment 
H.  R.  18207,  tj/direct  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  rel^se  on  behalf  of 
the  U.  S.  a  ^ndition  in  a  deed  conveying  certain  lands  to  ^  C.  Commission 
of  Forestry/so  as  to  permit  such  commission,  subject  to  a  certain  condition, 
to  exchana4  such  lands  (H.  Rept.  1848).  p.  H8194 


27.  APPROP^TIONS.  Rep.  Mahon  inserted  "data  on  the  status  of  the  ap^opriations 

session  and  congressional  actions  on  them. .  .also. .  .certain  overall 
in  ormation  as  to  congressional  actions  on  other  features  of  the  PreWdent' 


involving  not  only  appropriations  but  also  certain  legislativeVbills 
^d  revenue  matters  that  affect  the  budget  picture."  pp.  H8185-89 


'JOth  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPEESEHTATIVES  j  Eeport 
2d8eHsion  / _  |  ^o.  1S45 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL  C'OOPERATION  ACT  OF  196S 


August  2,  1968. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  and  oidered  to  be  printed 


Mr. 


D.wvson,  from  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 
submitted  the  following 


REPORT 

[do  accompany  H.R.  18826] 


ddie  Committee  on  Government  Operations,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  hill  (H.R.  18823)  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordi¬ 
nation  of  activities  among  the  levels  of  government  in  order  to  im¬ 
prove  the  operation  of  our  Federal  system  in  an  increasingly  complex 
society,  to  improve  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States, 
to  permit  provision  of  reimbursable  technical  services  to  State  and 
local  govei’iiment,  to  establish  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy 
and  administrarion  of  grants  and  loans  for  development  assistance,  to 
provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban 
areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conformity  with  local  government 
programs,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same, 
report  favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend  that 

I  the  bill  do  pass. 

\  Purpose 

The  purpose  of  H.R.  18826  is  to  strengthen  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ment  and  improve  the  relations  between  those  governments  and  the 
Federal  Government  through  closer  cooperation  and  coordination  of 
policies  and  activities,  particularly  in  the  administration  of  Federal 
grant  and  loan  programs  for  development  assistance  and  by  other 
means.  The  bill  provides  a  means  whereby  certain  troublesome  prob¬ 
lems  in  these  relations  may  be  avoided. 

Summary  of  Provisions 

The  first  substantive  title  of  the  bill  (title  II)  requires  that  the 
Governor  of  a  State  and  the  State  legislature,  upon  request,  be  in¬ 
formed  by  the  applicable  Federal  agency  concerning  any  grants-in-aid 
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being  channeled  into  the  State  or  any  of  its  subdivisions.  The  title 
removes  any  existmg  requirement  that  grant  funds  be  kept  by  the 
State  in  a  separate  bank  account.  The  State  shall  make  regular  rejiorts 
to  the  Federal  agency  involved  and  the  agency  and  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  shall  have  access  to  pertinent  books  hand  papers.  Federal 
funds  will  be  transferred  to  the  receiving  State  in  accordance  with 
program  needs  so  as  to  minimize  the  time  elapsnig  between  the  transfer 
of  such  funds  and  their  disbursement  by  the  State. 

Title  III  permits  Federal  agencies  to  provide  specialized  and  tech¬ 
nical  services  to  States  or  local  communities  and  be  reimbursed  for 
the  cost  of  such  services.  This  will  make  available  for  a  fee  techniques 
and  expertise  which  now  repose  in  the  Federal  Government  but  which 
would  be  of  great  benefit  to  the  States  and  local  communities.  How¬ 
ever,  these  services  must  be  consistent  with  the  Government’s  policy 
of  relying  on  private  industry  to  provide  those  ser^dces  which  are 
reasonably  and  expeditiously  available  through  ordinary  business 
channels. 

Title  IV  is  designed  to  provide  coordination  on  the  Federal  level 
of  the  sometime  numerous  separate  assistance  programs  and  fund^ 
which  may  be  focused  on  a  given  community  by  various  FederaH 
agencies.  These  programs,  though  beneficial  to  the"  areas  they  serve, 
are  frequently  duplicating,  overlapping  and  seemingly  in  conflict 
with  each  other.  Such  administration  can  create  severe  confusion 
and  have  an  ill  effect  on  the  recipient  local  government  and  its  future 
development.  Accordingly,  the  President  is  given  discretionary 
authority  to  establish  rules  and  regulations  governing  Federal  programs 
and  projects  to  the  end  that  they  most  effectively  serve  certain 
stated  objectives  considered  important  to  healthful  li^dng  and  orderly 
community  development.  The  title  further  requires  that  all  view¬ 
points  and  objectives — national,  regional.  State  and  local — to  the 
extent  possible,  be  considered  when  Federal  development  projects 
are  being  planned.  Federal  aid,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible, 
shall  be  consistent  with  the  objectives  of  State,  regional,  and  local 
comprehensive  planning.  Each  Federal  department  and  agency 
administering  a  development  assistance  program  must  consult  with 
and  seek  advice  from  other  significantly  affected  Federal  agencies  in 
an  effort  to  assure  fully  coordinated  programs.  Insofar  as  possible, 
Federal  planning  shall  be  coordinated  with  and  made  a  part  of  local 
and  areawide  development  planning.  Furthermore,  to  strengtheijj 
local  government.  Federal  agencies  in  making  loans  or  grants  shoulSI 
give  preference  to  units  of  general  local  government  over  special- 
purpose  units.  This  title  originally  applied  only  to  Federal  programs  j 
in  urban  areas  but  was  expanded  by  the  committee  to  include  rural 
areas  where  many  of  the  same  problems  in  administration  of  Federal 
assistance  exist. 

Title  V  i)rovides  that  in  order  to  promote  more  harmonious  inter- 
govermnental  relations  the  General  Services  Administration,  prior  to 
the  disposal  of  land  in  urban  areas,  give  notice  to  the  local  zoning 
authority  so  that  the  land  may  be  zoned  in  accord  with  local  comjn’e- 
hensive  planning  objectives.  The  GSA  shall  notify  the  local  zoning 
authority  unless  it  deems  such  advance  notice  will  have  an  adverse 
impact  on  the  proposed  purchase.  The  GSA  is  to  consider  objections 
made  by  local  governments  and,  to  the  extent  practicable,  comply 
vdth  local  zoning  regulations  and  planning  objectives. 
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Background 

11. R.  1882G  is  a  clean  bill  succeeding  H.R.  16718.  It  was  introduced 
by  Congressman  John  A.  Blatnik,  of  Minnesota,  chairman  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  E.xecutive  and  Legislative  Reorganization,  and 
joined  by  all  of  the  members  of  the  subcommittee,  including  Congress- 
woman  Florence  P.  Uwyer,  of  New  Jersey,  e.x  officio. 

The  legislation  had  its  origin  in  a  proposed  Intergovernmental 
Cooperation  Act  first  introduced  in  the  89th  Congress  by  Congi’essman 
L.  H.  Fountain,  of  North  Carolina,  and  Mrs.  Dwyer,  and  followed  by 
similar  bills  by  a  number  of  other  Members.  The  present  bill  contains 
in  substance  all  but  one  of  the  titles  included  in  that  earlier  measure 
which  resulted  from  studies  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  and  other  bodies. 

In  the  89th  Congress,  thorough  hearings  were  held  on  the  legislation 
by  the  subcommittee — then  under  the  chairmanshi])  of  Congre.ssman 
Chet  Holifield,  of  California.'  The  subcommittee  reached  agreement 
on  H.R.  17955,  introduced  by  Congressman  Dante  B.  Fascell,  of 
Florida,  but  the  full  committee  was  unable  to  act  upon  it  before  the 
end  of  the  session. 

In  the  90th  Congress,  draft  legislation  was  submitted  to  the  House 
and  Senate  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  similar  to  the  Fascell  bill  in  the  89th.  This  was  introduced  by 
Chairman  Blatnik  and  Congressman  John  N.  Erlenborn,  of  Illinois, 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  subcommittee,  and  became  H.R. 
16718.  Related  bills  were  also  introduced  by  Congressmen  Reuss 
(Wisconsin),  Fascell  (Florida),  Fountain  (North  Carolina),  Fuqua 
(Florida),  Gonzalez  (Texas),  Saylor  (Pennsylvania),  Machen  (Mary¬ 
land),  Ullman  (Oregon),  McCarthj^  (New  York),  Rooney  (New  York), 
Long  (Maryland),  and  Congresswoman  Dwyer  (New  Jersej^). 

All  of  these  Members  played  significant  roles  in  shaping  tlie  legis¬ 
lative  product  here  presented. 


Hearings 

Hearings  on  H.R.  16718,  the  predecessor  bill  to  H.R.  18826,  were 
held  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganiza¬ 
tion.^  (Members  of  Congress,  Federal  officials,  and  representatives  of 
jinterested  national  organizations  were  heard.  The  Secretary  of  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Urban  Development,  the  Deputy  Director  of  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget,  the  Chairman  of  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations,  and  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare  testified  on  behalf  of  the  Federal  Government. 
The  Governor  of  Utah  testified  for  the  National  Governors’  Con¬ 
ference  and  the  mayor  of  wSyracuse  spoke  for  tlie  National  League  of 
Cities  and  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors.  Many  communications 
were  received  from  leaders  of  government  and  civic  organizations  in 
various  parts  of  the  country. 

All  witnesses  and  correspondents  favored  the  bill. 


•  Hearings  before  tiie  Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization  of  tl.e  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations  on  H.R.  17955,  Mar.  1,  2,  8,  9;  Oct.  5  and  18,  19C6. 

2  Hearings  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorganization  of  the  House  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations  on  H.R.  16718  and  related  bills,  June  12  and  13,  1908. 
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Section-by-Section  Analysis 

TITLE  I — DEFINITIONS 

This  title  contains  tlie  definition  of  10  terms  that  are  used  frequently 
throughout  the  other  titles. 

Section  101  defines  the  term  “Federal  agency”  as  any  department, 
agency,  or  instrumentality  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  and  any  wholly  owned  Federal  Government  corporation. 

Section  102  defines  “State”  as  it  is  usually  found  in  most  Federal 
statutes,  with  the  exception  that  it  does  not  include  the  governments 
of  the  political  subdivisions  of  the  State. 

Section  103  provides  an  identical  definition  for  the  terms  “political 
subdivision”  and  “local  governments.”  This  definition  includes  those 
jurisdictional  units  listed  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  as  political 
subdivisions  of  a  State. 

Section  104  defines  a  “unit  of  general  local  government”  as  “any 
city,  county,  town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general-purpose  political 
subdivision  of  a  State.”  This  definition  is  based  on  the  Census  Bu- . 
reau’s  treatment  of  the  term.  ( 

Section  105  defines  “special-purpose  unit  of  local  government”  as 
“any  special  district,  jniblic-purpose  corporation,  or  other  strictly 
limited-purpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  but  shall  not  include  a 
school  district.” 

Section  106  provides  an  identical  definition  for  the  terms  “grant” 
and  “grant-in-aid”  as  “money,  or  property  provided  in  lieu  of  money, 
paid  or  furnished  by  the  United  States  under  a  fixed  annual  or  aggre¬ 
gate  authorization  (A)  to  a  State;  or  (B)  to  a  political  subdivision  of  a 
State;  or  (C)  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  plan  or  program  which  is  subject 
to  apjiroval  by  a  Federal  agency;  if  such  authorization  either  (i) 
requires  the  States  or  political  subdivisions  to  expend  non-Federal 
funds  as  a  condition  for  the  receipt  of  money  or  property  from  the 
United  States;  or  (ii)  specifies  directly,  or  establishes  by  means  of  a 
formula,  the  amounts  which  may  be  paid  or  furnished  to  States  or 
political  subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be  allotted  for  use  in  each  of 
the  States  by  the  States,  political  subdivisions,  or  other  beneficiaries.” 
Certain  categories  of  payments,  however,  are  specifically  excluded. 

Section  107  specifies  that  the  term  “Federal  financial  assistance” 
does  not  include  any  annual  payment  by  the  United  States  to  thej 
District  of  Columbia  authorized  by  article  VI  of  the  District  of" 
Columbia  Revenue  Act  of  1947. 

Section  108  defines  “specialized  or  technical  services”  as  statistical 
and  other  studies  and  compilations  among  other  service  functions  that 
State  and  local  governments  might  be  able  to  utilize  under  the 
provisions  of  title  III. 

Section  109  contains  a  definition  of  “comprehensive  planning”  which 
is  basically  the  same  as  that  found  in  section  701(d)  of  the  Housing 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  which  contains  its  own  definitions. 

Section  110  specifies  that  the  terms  “head  of  a  Federal  agency” 
or  “head  of  a  State  agency”  include  a  duly  designated  delegate  of 
such  agency  head. 
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TITLE  II - IMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION  OF  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

Section  201  provides  that  the  Governor  (or  some  other  State  officer 
designated  by  him)  and  the  State  legislature  will  be  informed  by  the 
Federal  department  or  agency  administering  a  grant  program,  upon 
request,  of  the  purposes  and  amounts  of  actual  grants-in-aid  to  the 
State  or  to  any  of  its  iiolitical  subdivisions. 

Section  202  provides  that  no  Federal  law  or  administrative  regula¬ 
tion  shall  require  any  State  to  deposit  grant-in-aid  funds  in  a  separate 
bank  account  apart  from  other  funds  administered  by  the  State.  The 
development  of  modern  accounting  methods  renders  separate  bank 
accounts  unnecessary.  Federal  funds  shall  be  so  accounted  for  in  the 
accounts  of  the  State.  The  State  agency  shall  make  regular  reports  to 
the  appropriate  Federal  agency  covering  the  status  and  application 
of  the  funds,  the  liabilities  and  other  obligations  on  hand,  and  any 
other  facts  that  may  be  necessary,  and  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
and  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States,  or  a  duly  appointed 
representative  thereof,  shall  have  access  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and 
examination  to  any  books,  documents,  papers,  and  records  that  pertain 
to  the  grants-in-aid  received  by  the  States. 

Section  203  requires  Federal  agencies  to  schedule  the  transfer  of 
grant  funds  to  the  States  in  a  manner  that  reduces  to  a  minimum  the 
time  between  such  transfer  and  the  disbursements  of  the  funds  by  the 
State.  Thus,  Federal  funds  will  be  retained  by  the  U.S.  Treasury 
until  actually  needed  by  the  State  for  the  payment  of  obligations 
incurred  under  the  particular  grant  program. 

Section  204  authorizes  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  waive 
any  requirementls  for  a  single  State  agency  or  multimeniber  board  or 
commission.  The  departments  and  agencies  may  act  upon  the  request 
of  the  Governor  or  other  appropriate  executive  or  legislative  authority 
of  the  State  responsible  for  determining  or  revising  the  organizational 
structure  of  State  government.  In  place  of  current  requirements,  heads 
of  Federal  departments  and  agencies  may  approve  other  forms  of 
administrative  organization.  Such  action  is  contingent  on  a  deter¬ 
mination,  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  or  department  concerned, 
that  the  objectives  of  the  Federal  statute  authorizing  the  grant-iii-aid 
program  will  not  be  endangered  by  the  use  of  any  alternative  State 
structure  or  arrangement.  The  intent  of  this  section  is  to  allow  States 
to  reorganize  their  structtire  of  government  in  order  to  permit  inte¬ 
gration  of  Sthte  agencies  and  functions;  the  goal  is  greater  flexibility, 
to  permit  more  efficient  and  practical  State  governmental  adminis¬ 
tration.  It  is  not  the  intent  of  fhis  act  to_  permit  State  reorganizations 
that  would  fragment  the  administration  of  any  federally  aided 
program. 

TITLE  III - PERMITTING  FEDER.AL  DEPARTMENTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO 

PROVIDE  SPECI.VL  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES  TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL 

UNITS  OF  GOVERNMENT 

This  title  is  designed  to  ]iermit  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
to  provide  specialized  or  technical  services  to  State  and  local  units  of 
government  on  a  reimbursable  basis. 

Section  301  states  that  the  purposes  of  this  title  are  (1)  to  encourage 
intergovernmental  cooperation  in  the  conduct  of  specialized  and 
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tecliuioil  services,  und  ])rovisioii  of  facilities  essential  to  the  ad- 
iniiustratiou  of  State  or  local  gov^eriinieiital  activities,  many  of  which 
are  nationwide  in  scope  and  financed  in  part  by  Federal  funds;  (2) 
to  enable  State  and  local  governments  to  avoid  unnecessary  duplica¬ 
tion  of  special  service  functions;  and  (3)  to  authorize  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  to  provide  such  services  on  a  reimbursable  basis. 
A  number  of  Federal  departments  already  provide  s[)ecialized  services 
to  State  and  local  governments  on  a  reimbursable  basis,  including 
the  Bureau  of  the  Census,  the  Weather  Bureau,  the  Bureau  of  Ke- 
clamation,  and  the  Internal  Revenue  Service.  This  title  would  ex¬ 
tend,  on  a  Government-wide  basis,  the  principle  embodied  in  these 
specific  cases. 

Section  302  jn-ovides  the  authority  to  Federal  agencies  to  make 
available  specialized  or  technical  services  on  written  request  from  a 
State  or  local  government.  The  requesting  governments  will  pay 
for  tlie  personnel  services  and  all  other  identifiable  direct  or  indirect 
expenditures  of  the  Federal  department  or  agency  for  performing 
the  services.  Agencies  will  be  permitted,  but  not  required,  to  provide 
the  requested  service.  The  services  authorized  by  this  title,  however 
shall  include  only  those  which  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget  through  rules  and  regulations  determines  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  have  special  competence  to  provide. 

The  Federal  Government,  however,  unless  clearly  authorized  by 
statute,  will  not  be  placed  in  direct  competition  with  private  businesses 
which  are  normally  capable  of  performing  the  needed  services. 

Section  303  provides  that  any  payments  received  for  specialized 
or  technical  services  shall  be  deposited  to  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the 
Treasury  rather  than  to  the  appropriation  of  the  Federal  agency. 

Section  304  calls  for  an  annual  report,  in  summary  form,  of  the 
scope  of  the  services  provided  under  this  title.  The  reports  will  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Committees  on  Government  Operations  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives. 

Section  305  reserves  the  existing  authority  now  possessed  by  any 
Federal  department  or  agency  with  respect  to  furnishing  specialized 
services  to  State  and  local  governments.  It  is  not  the  intention  of  this 
title  to  alter  any  current  provisions  for  the  rendering  of  such  services, 
whether  they  are  currently  provided  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreim¬ 
bursable  basis. 

TITLE  IV - COORDINATED  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINIS¬ 

TRATION  OF  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

Section  401(a)  sets  forth  a  policy  recognizing  the  importance  of  the 
sound  and  orderly  development  of  all  areas  within  the  Nation,  both 
urban  and  rural.  To  effectuate  the  policy  the  President  is  given  the 
discretion  to  establish  rules  and  regulations  to  be  followed  by  Federal 
agencies  governing  the  formulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of  Federal 
programs  and  projects  having  a  significant  imjiact  on  area  and  com¬ 
munity  development. 

The  rules  and  regulations  which  the  President  may  promulgate  shall 
provide  for  full  consideration  of  the  concurrent  achievement  of  certain 
specified  objectives  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by  law,  reasoned 
choices  shall  be  made  between  such  objectives  when  they  conflict. 
The  stated  objectives  are:  (1)  Appropriate  land  uses  for  housing,  com- 
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inercial,  industrial,  governmental,  institutional,  and  other  purposes; 
(2)  wise  development  and  conservation  of  natural  resources,  including 
land,  water,  minerals,  wildlife,  and  others;  (3)  balanced  transportation 
S3'stems,  including  highway,  air,  water,  pedestrian,  mass  transit,  and 
other  modes  for  the  movement  of  people  and  goods;  (4)  adequate  out¬ 
door  recreation  and  open  space;  (5)  protection  of  areas  of  unique 
natural  beauty,  historical  and  scientific  interest;  (6)  properly  planned 
community  facilities,  including  utilities  for  the  supply  of  power, 
water,  and  communications,  for  the  safe  disposal  of  wastes,  and  for 
other  purposes;  and  (7)  concern  for  high  standards  of  design. 

The  committee  wishes  to  make  it  clear  that  the  intent  of  the 
language  in  section  401(a)  relating  to  the  making  of  “reasoned  choices” 
between  conflicting  objectives  is  that  the  rules  and  regulations  issued 
b}^  the  President  shall  provide  for  the  making  of  “reasoned  choices” 
ill  the  light  of  the  circumstances  existing  at  the  time  the  Federal 
programs  and  projects  are  formulated,  established,  or  reviewed.  It  is 
not  intended  that  the  rules  and  regulations  themselves  will  embody 
prejudgments  between  the  “reasoned  choices”  available. 

Section  401(b)  provides,  as  a  matter  of  congressional  policy,  that 
I  agencies,  to  the  extent  possible,  will  take  into  account  all  viewpoints — 
national,  regional.  State,  and  local — in  the  formulation  and  adminis¬ 
tration  of  such  programs  and  projects. 

Section  401(c)  requires,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  that 
all  Federal  aid  for  development  purposes  shall  be  consistent  with  and 
shall  further  the  objectives  of  State  and  local  development  planning. 

The  intent  of  Congress,  that  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
administering  such  programs  consult  with  and  seek  advice  from  one 
another  through  interagency  and  other  mechanisms  in  an  effort  to 
assure  fully  coordinated  assistance  programs,  is  stated  in  section 
401(d). 

Section  401(e)  stipulates  that,  insofar  as  possible,  the  systematic 
planning  that  is  required  by  individual  Federal  assistance  programs 
shall  be  coordinated  with  and  made  part  of  comprehensive  local  and 
areawide  development  planning. 

Section  402  provides  that,  in  the  absence  of  substantial  reasons  to 
the  contrary.  Federal  departments  and  agencies  shall  make  Federal 
aid  available  to  general  rather  than  special-purpose  units  of  local 
government.  Local  units  of  government  should  be  responsible  for  a 
wide  range  of  functions,  so  that  the  governing  process  involves  a 
I  reconciliation  of  conflicting  interests  and  a  balancing  of  governmental 
needs  and  resources.  General-purpose  units  of  local  government  meet 
these  conditions.  Special-purpose  units  often  do  not. 

Section  403  provides  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  such  other 
agency  as  may  be  designated  by  the  President  shall  be  authorized  to 
prescribe  the  rules  and  regulations  necessary  to  administer  this  title. 

TITLE  V - ACQUISITION,  USE,  AND  DISPOSITION  OF  LAND  WITHIN  URB.CN 

AREAS  BY  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  IN  CONFORMITY  WITH  LAND  UTILIZA¬ 
TION  PROGRAMS  OF  AFFECTED  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

This  title  further  amends  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.),^by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  as  follows:  “Title  \  III — Urban  Land 
Utilization.” 
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Section  801  of  this  title  provides  for  a  short  title:  “Federal  Urban 
Land-Use  Act.” 

Section  802  of  this  title  states  a  general  policy  of  promoting  liar- 
nionious  intergovernmental  relations.  It  also  prescribes  use  of  uniform 
procedures  in  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposal  of  land  in  urban  areas 
by  the  General  Services  Administrator.  The  jirocedures  affect  tiiese 
urban  land  transactions  when  entered  into  for  the  GSA  or  on  behalf 
of  other  Federal  agencies.  The  section  provides  that  the  transactions 
shall,  to  the  greatest  practicable  extent,  be  in  accordance  with  the 
planning  and  develoj^ment  objectives  of  the  affected  local  governments 
and  local  ])lanning  agencies. 

Section  803  of  this  new  title  Vlll  recpiires  that  the  Administrator  of 
the  General  Services  Administration  shall,  prior  to  the  sale  of  Federal 
land  give  reasonable  notice  to  the  head  of  the  governing  body  of  the 
unit  of  urban  general  local  government  having  zoning  oi'  land-use  juris¬ 
diction  over  the  land.  This  notice  is  designed  to  give  the  local  govern¬ 
ment  an  oi)portunit3^  to  zone  the  use  of  such  land  in  accordance  with 
local  comprehensive  planning  objectives.  The  Administrator,  to  the 
greatest  practicable  extent,  is  further  directed  to  furnish  any  prospec¬ 
tive  purchasers  with  local  comprehensive  planning  information  relat¬ 
ing  to  zoning,  land  use,  and/or  other  regulations  which  woidd  be  a])pli- 
cable  to  the  use  and  development  of  the  property  offered  for  sale. 
The  Administrator  is  not  expected  to  guarantee  that  this  information, 
to  be  furnished  by  the  local  jurisdiction  concerned,  is  necessaril}^ 
accurate  or  will  remain  unchanged. 

Section  804  requires  that  the  Administrator,  to  the  greatest  extent 
practicable,  will  give  notice  to  the  unit  of  local  government  ])rior  to 
entering  a  commitment  to  acquire  or  prior  to  a  change  in  the  use  of  any 
real  property  within  its  jurisdiction.  He  may  proceed  without  giving 
such  notice  where  he  determines  that  it  woidd  have  an  adverse  imjiact 
on  the  proposed  purchase.  In  such  situations,  upon  completion  of  the 
acquisition,  he  must  immediately  notify  the  appropriate  local  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  acquisition  and  of  the  pro])Osed  use  of  such  property. 

Section  804(b)  refers  to  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  any  real 
property  situated  in  an  urban  area  as  a  site  for  public  guilding.  Under 
this  section,  the  Administrator  shall,  to  the  extent  he  determines 
practicable,  consider  all  objections  made  by  a  local  government  because 
of  possible  conflicts  with  its  zoning  regulations  or  planning  objectives. 
The  Administrator  shall,  to  the  extent  he  determines  practicable, 
comply  in  such  action  with  the  local  zoning  regulations  and  planning 
development  objectives  of  the  unit  of  the  affected  local  government. 

Section  805  provides  that  the  procedures  described  in  sections  803 
and  804  may  be  waived  during  any  period  of  national  emergenc3’ 
proclaimed  by  the  President. 

Section  806  defines  the  terms  “units  of  general  local  government,” 
“urban  areas,”  and  “comprehensive  planning”  as  they  are  used  in 
this  title.  The  definition  of  “unit  of  general  local  government”  in 
section  806(a)  is  identical  with  that  found  in  section  104.  The  definition 
of  “urban  area”  in  section  806(b)  is  unique  to  this  act  and  is  geared  to 
meeting  the  special  objectives  of  this  title.  The  definition  of  “com¬ 
prehensive  planning”  in  section  806(c)  is  similar  but  not  identical  to 
the  one  in  section  109;  the  differences  are  to  emphasize  the  local, 
ratlier  than  the  areawide,  application  of  this  term. 
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General  State.ment 

The  committee  recommends  this  measure  as  a  means  to  make 
stronger  and  more  vital  our  btate  and  local  governments  and  to 
improve  and  niake  smoother  their  interaction  with  the  Federal 
Government.  This  is  an  area  in  which  much  needs  to  be  done.  This  bill 
is  a  reasonable  first  step. 

1  here  are  now  in  operation  over  400  sei)arate  categorical  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  Fedeial  grant-in-aid  programs  to  istate  and  local  governments 
These  programs  are  administered  by  18  Federal  departments  and 
agencies  amounting  to  more  than  $20.3  billion  for  fiscal  year  1969 
Carrying  out  the  intention  of  Congress  that  these  vast  funds  be 
dispensed  efficiently  and  economically  is  obviously  very  difficult 
under  present  aiTangements.  The  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  has  informed  us  that: 

This  extraordinary  expansion  in  the  dollar  amounts  and 
number  of  grants-in-aid  demonstrates  beyond  any  doubt  the 
complete  acceptance  of  the  partnership  principle  by  Congress 
and  the  administration  as  the  correct  approach  to  effective 
intergovernmental  relations.  The  expansion  in  the  number, 
variety,  and  eligible  recipients  of  grant  programs,  however, 
has  generated  serious  management  difficulties.  A  “com¬ 
munications  gap,”  coordination  difficulties,  disjointed 
planning  efforts,  and  rigid  and  frequently  conflicting  ad¬ 
ministrative  and  other  requirements  are  but  a  few  of  the 
fallout  problems  that  have  arisen. 

This  committee  believes  that  the  enacemtnt  of  this  measure  would 
substantially  assist  in  correcting  the  problems  here  outlined  and  pre¬ 
sented  in  detail  in  our  hearings. 

We  consider  it  understandable  that  a  Governor  and  tlie  State 
legislature  be  informed,  .TyDon  reque^>  of  the  Federal  grants  being 
channeled^ into  the  State  ixudHTs' political  subdivisions.  With  approxi¬ 
mately  1  /  percent  of  total  State  and  local  revenues  coming  from 
Federal  sources,  sound  planning  and  budgeting  on  the  State  level 
dictate  the  necessity  of  such  information.  Sound  management  would 
also  seem  to  dictate  that  a  Governor  be  able  to  reorganize  his  State’s 
administrative  structure  and,  therefore,  not  be  prevented  from  doing 
,so  by  a  rigid  single  agency  system  for  receiving  Federal  funds. 

The  committee  sees  real  advantages  for  the  States  in  being  able  to 
deposit  grant  funds  ivith  other  State  funds  rather  than  in  separate 
accounts  as  now  required.  The  financial  information  that  the  granting 
agency  may  need  from  time  to  time  can  be  quickly  provided  by 
modern  accounting  procedures  and  the  use  of  computers.  Other  con¬ 
trols  which  may  be  necessary  can  be  imposed.  Likewise,  by  scheduling 
the  transfer  of  funds  to  the  States  in  a  way  that  will  not  allow  long 
periods  before  they  are  used  should  jiroduce  more  practical  results  and 
ju'event  any  windfalls.  The  recently  adopted  letter  of  credit  procedure 
will  aid  in  accomplisliing  these  objectives.  At  the  suggestion  of  the_^ 
General  Accounting  Office,  we  declined  to  waive  the  requirement  that 
the  States  be  held  accountable  for  interest  earned  on  grant  funds  pend-  j 
ing  their  disbursement,  although  we  expect  that  the  amount  of  such  1 
interest  in  the  future  should  be  rather  small. 


H.  Kept.  1S45,  90-2 
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Federal  agencies  should,  of  course,  be  able  to  provide  technical 
services  to  State  and  local  governments  and  much  of  this  is  already 
being  done.  This  bill  enlarges  present  arningements  by  allowing  the 
agencies  to  be  reimbursed  for  such  services  thereby  removing  an 
important  inhibiting  factor.  We  did  not  agree  that  the  reimbursements 
be  placed  in  the  appropriation  account  of  the  disbursing  agency  but 
rather,  as  suggested  by  the  Comptroller  General,  be  deposited  to 
miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury.  The  bill  contains  safeguards 
against  any  unwarranted  competition  by  Federal  agencies  with 
private  industiy. 

The  committee  is  Mly  in  accord  with  the  idea  of  coordination  of 
policv  and  administration  of  grant  programs.  We,  therefore,  give  to 
the  President  the  authority  to  issue  rules  and  regulations  that  will 
aid  in  achieving  this  purpose.  Originally,  this  authority  was  to  be 
limited  to  programs  in  urban  areas  where  many  of  the  programs  are 
concentrated  and  the  greatest  need  for  coordination  is  found.  We  were 
convinced,  however,  that  with  the  growing  number  of  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  directed  to  rural  areas  and  the  inevitable  overlapping  and  dupli-  ^ 
cation  that  follow,  the  policies  established  in  title  IV  should  be  applied  Q 
to  rural  areas  as  well.  The  title  was  rewritten  accordingly. 

The  coordination  which  we  aim  for  will  not  only  affect  the  various 
Federal  agencies  involved  in  plaiming  and  administration  but  every 
effort  should  be  made  to  take  into  account  the  viewpoints  and  ob¬ 
jectives  of  State,  local,  and  regional  planning. 

The  provisions  on  the  acquisition,  use  and  disposal  of  Federal  land 
is  another  means  to  undergird  local  government  zoning  and  planning. 
We  expect  that  this  type  of  cooperation  between  the_  Federal  land 
holding  agency  and  the  community  in  which  the  land  is  located  will 
produce  great  advantages  for  the  locality  without  diminishing  the 
sovereignty  of  the  Federal  Government. 

Many  difficTdties  m  the  relations  between  our  Federal  Government 
and  the  States  and  localities  still  remain  but  we  consider  this  bill  a 
major  advance  toward  obtaining  the  harmony  among  the  various 
elements  of  our  Federal  system  demanded  by  the  needs  of  a  growing 
nation. 

Departmental  Reports 

STATEMENT  OF  PHILLIP  S.  HUGHES,  DEPUTY  DIRECTOR,  BUREAU  OF  THE^ 

BUDGET,  JUNE  12,  1968  ^ 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  we  are  appearing  i 
today  in  support  of  H.R.  16718,  the  “Intergovernmental  Cooperation  1 
Act  of  1968,”  which  was  introduced  by  the  chairman  of  the  sub¬ 
committee  and  cosponsored  by  Mr.  Erlenborn  and  which  has  as  its 
principal  aim  improving  the  relationships  between  and  among  the 
Federal,  State,  and  local  governmental  units  in  our  Federal  system 
and,  hence,  the  quality  of  American  government. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  already  reported  on  the  other  inter¬ 
governmental  cooperation  act  proposals  pending  before  the  sub¬ 
committee  and  our  testimony  today  is  directed  toward  the  provisions 
of  H.R.  16718. 

Last  year  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  requested  our  assistance  in  developing  an  intergovernmental 
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cooperation  act.  After  discussions  with  the  various  affected  Federal 
agencies  and  with  the  Advisory  Commission,  agreement  was  reached 
on  a  measure  transmitted  by  the  ACIR  containing  five  titles,  all  of 
wliich  are  included  in  the  bill  as  introduced  by  the  chairman  and  on 
wdii(!ii  we  are  testifying. 

d'lie  titles  of  H.R.  1G718  are  designed  to — 

Achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities 
among  the  levels  of  government  in  order  to  im])rove  the  operation 
of  our  federal  system  in  an  increasingly  complex  society; 
Improve  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States; 
Permit  provision  of  reimbursable  technical  services  to  State 
and  local  governments; 

Establish  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and  adminis¬ 
tration  of  grants  and  loans  for  urban  development;  and 

Provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within 
urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conformit}^  with  local  govern¬ 
ment  ])rograms. 

Previous  Bureau  testimony  before  this  committee  in  1966  stressed 
the  increasing  importance  of  coo])erative  federalism  as  expressed  in 
the  extent  to  wliich  Federal  financial  assistance  to  State  and  local 
governnients  for  matters  of  national  concern  has  become  a  major 
factor  in  the  management  of  Government  affairs  in  tlie  country.  To 
be  specific,  in  the  fiscal  year  1969,  the  total  of  h'ederal  grant  programs 
dealing  with  national  goals  in  a  joint  endeavor  by  Federal,  State,  and 
local  units  of  government  will  exceed  $20  billion.  In  that  fiscal  jieriod, 
such  Federal  financial  assistance  to  State  and  local  governments  under 
e.xisting  and  proposed  [irograms  will  total  an  estimated  $20.3  billion, 
of  wdiicli  there  will  be  net  expenditures  of  $15.5  from  regular  budget 
accounts  and  $4.8  from  the  highway  and  unemployment  trust  funds. 

In  10  yeiirs,  total  Federal  aid  will  have  more  tlian  tiipled,  rising 
from  $6.7  billion  in  1959  to  an  anticipated  $20.3  billion  in  1969.  It  is 
estimated  that,  in  the  same  decade,  expenditures  by  State  and  local 
funds  also  will  have  more  than  doubled. 

The  fastest  growing  grants  are  those  to  advance  the  war  on  poverty, 
to  ])rovide  decent  medical  care  for  the  needy,  to  im])rove  the  facilities 
and  services  in  our  urban  centers,  and  to  upgrade  the  elementary  and 
secondary  educational  opportunities  available  to  children  of  low- 
income  families. 

Total  aids  for  metropolitan  or  urban  areas  have  risen  from  $4  billion 
in  1961  to  an  estimated  $12  billion  in  1969.  Tims,  Federal  aids  bene¬ 
fiting  iirban  areas  have  grown  In^  about  $8  billion — nearly  tripling  in 
less  than  a  decade. 

The  effective  administration  of  Federal  aid  ])rograms  has  received 
increasing  attention  in  the  last  several  years.  The  Bureau’s  concern 
has  been  both  with  the  biidgetary  impact  of  grant  expenditures,  and 
with  the  means  of  coordinating  the  growing  number  of  grant  programs 
as  well  as  devising  measures  for  the  more  effective  management  of 
cooperatively  financed  Federal  programs. 

1  intend  now  to  turn  to  discu.ssion  of  the  individual  titles  of  the  bill. 

Title  I  deals  solely  with  definitions  which  ap])ly  to  the  other  four 
titles  and  on  which  w  e  have  no  comment. 

Title  II  calls  for  the  improved  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the 
States.  It  authorizes  full  information  to  the  Governors  and  State 
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lef^islatures  on  i^rants  to  their  States.  It  would  also  improve  the  sched- 
uUiicr  of  Federal  fund  transfers  to  the  States  and  permit  the  States  to 
budget  Federal  srant  funds  in  much  the  same  maimer  as  they  budget 
other  revenues.  Specifically,  this  title  would  provide  the  Governors  and 
State  legislatures  with  necessary  data  upon  which  to  finance  and 
adnnuister  cooperative  programs  under  Federal  grants-m-aid.  it 
would  also  assure,  through  statutory  enactment,  the  expeditious 
furnishino-  of  Federal  grant  funds  through  the  letter-of-credit  procedure 
established  now  by  Executi\^e  order,  and  relieve  the  States  Iroin 
interest  earned  on  Federal  funds  in  their  possession.  In  addition,  it 
would  relieve  the  States  from  unnecessary  and  outmoded  accomitmg 
procedures  while  protecting  the  right  of  the  executive  branch  and  the 
Comptroller  General  to  audit  these  accounts.  Finally,  title  li  would 
permit  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  to  waive  the  single  State  agency 
requirement  in  Federal  grant  programs  to  permit  reorganization  and 
modernization  of  State  government  structures. 

Title  ///would  permit  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  provide 
technical  and  specialized  assistance  to  State  and  local  governments  on 
a  reimbursable  basis  but  without  competing  with  private  enterprise. 
This  would  have  the  advantage  of  permitting  all  Federal  departments 
and  ao-encies  to  provide  such  necessary  services,  under  rules  and  regu¬ 
lation!  established  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  and  without  rescmd- 
iuo-  any  such  authority  now  possessed  by  any  Federal  agency  with  or 
without  reimbursement.  Under  this  title,  the  head  of  any  bedeial 
agency  providing  such  services  would  be  required  to  report  annually 
ou  the  nature  of  the  services  rendered  to  the  respective  congressional 

Committees  on  Government  Operations.  i  r  i 

Title  IV  establishes  a  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and 
administration  of  grants  for  urban  development  under  a  declaration  oi 
urban  assistance  policy  contained  in  section  401.  Units  of  general 
local  government  would  be  favored  over  siiecial-purpose  districts, 
where  all  other  circumstances  are  equal,  in  their  eligibility  to  receiv  e 
loans  and  grants-in-aid  for  urban  development.  The  final  section  per¬ 
mits  the  President  to  "jirescribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are 
deemed  ajipropriate  for  the  effective  administration  of  this  title,  but 
requires  that  these  rules  or  regulations  take  into  account  "the  basic 
distinctions  between  areas  which  are  primarily  rural  and  those  which 
are  urban  or  metro])olitan,  as  well  as  between  the  agencies  which  have 

program  responsibilities  in  the  different  areas.” 

title  T"  which  is  designated  as  the  "Federal  Urban  Land- Use  Act, 
T)rovides  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban 
areas  bv  Federal  agencies  in  conformity  with  land  utilization  programs 
of  affected  local  governments.  The  provisions  of  this  title  are  aimed  at 
assuring  more  harmonious  intergoverinnental  relations  wuth  urban 
communities  by  providing  uniform  policies  applying  to  Federal  land 
transactions  so  that,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  these  trans¬ 
actions  will  be  consistent  with  local  land  use  and  zoning  practices  and 
in  accordance  vdth  local  planning  and  development  objectives.  1  e 
provisions  require  that  the  head  of  the  local  governing  body  concernec 
shall  receive  due  and  proper  notice  from  the  Administrator  ol  t  le 

General  Services  Administration.  _  _  t 

In  conclusion,  ^Ir.  Chairman,  I  simply  wish  to  repeat  that  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  worked  with  the  Advisory  Commission  on 
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Intergovernmental  Relations  in  the  development  of  this  hill,  and 
accordingly  regards  it  as  consistent  with  the  administratit)n’s  ol)jec- 
tive  of  a  more  creative  and  dynamic  federalism. 


STATEMEXT  OF  ROBERT  C.  WEAVER,  SECRETARY  OF  HOUSING  AND 
URB.iX  DEVELOPMEXT,  JUNE  13,  1968 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  pleased  to 
appear  before  yon  today  to  present  the  Dejiartment’s  views  on  the 
proposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968,  H.R.  16718 
We  welcome  the  continuing  e.xploration  of  the  problems  of  federalism 
and  the  role  of  government  in  dealing  with  the  problems  of  an  urban 
society. 

It  is  appropriate  that  the  legislative  proposals  contained  in  H.R. 
16718  deal  not  with  Washington  alone,  but  also  with  the  Stated 
regional,  and  local  levels  of  government.  A  complex  and  decentralized 
systena  of  government,  an  e.xploding  urbanization  process,  rising  e.x- 
jjectations,  and  advances  in  technology  mean  that  there  can  b'e  no 
ultiniate  or  unchanging  solutions  to  how  government  conducts  its 
business. 

We  endorse  the  general  objectives  proposed  in  this  act; 

More  uniform  administration  of  Federal  grants  to  State 
governments; 

Extending  reimbursable  technical  assistance  services  to  both 
State  and  local  governments; 

Snjiporting  rather  than  bypassing  the  local  general  inirpose 
governments  of  the  country,  where  ultimately  all  public  and 
private  services  must  be  coordinated  and  delivered;  and 

IMore  uniform  and  expeditious  Federal  jiractice  with  respect 
to  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  urban  land,  including 
consistency,  to  the  extent  possible,  with  local  planning  goals. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  none  of  these  objectives  designed  to 
support  strong  and  capable  governments  is  meaningful  unless  it  has 
the  effect  of  bringing  public  resources  to  bear  in  making  our  urban 
places  worthy  of  the  people  who  live  in  them.  Neat  and  orderly 
administration  is  a  mockery  unless  it  assists  the  people  of  urban 
America  in  providing  decent  housing,  averting  the  spread  of  slums 
and  blight,  focusing  resources  on  needs  that  are  most  pressing,  and 
providing  opportunity  for  people  to  choose  among  types  of  environ¬ 
ments  that  fit  their  needs  and  desires. 

It  is  indicative  of  the  great  strength  of  our  democratic  system  that 
most  of  our  public  debate  centers  not  on  the  objectives  of  this  bill 
but  rather  on  the  most  effective  means  of  achieving  them.  In  this 
context  I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  titles  of  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  and  briefly  identify  some  actions  currently  underway  in  our 
Department,  in  cooperation  with  other  Federal  agencies  and  State 
and  local  governments,  that  complement  or  that  are  consistent  with 
the  bill’s  basic  objectives. 

II.  Administration  of  Grants-in-Aid  to  States 

We  favor  title  II  which  has  the  objective  of  making  full  information 
available  to  the  Governor  and  of  furthering  the  uniform  administra- 
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tion  of  Federal  grant  funds  to  the  States.  In  this  connection,  the 
De]jartment  last  year  initiated  a  service  to  each  of  the  Governors 
under  which  we  provide  his  designated  representative  with  quarterly 
I'eports  on  HUD  supported  projects  within  the  State. 

HUD  has  several  programs  which  are  administered  through  the 
States.  Two  of  these  are  relatively  new,  the  urban  information  and 
technical  assistance  program  authorized  under  title  IX  of  the  Demon¬ 
stration  Cities  and  Metropolitan  Development  Act  of  1966  and  the 
Community  Development  Training  Program  authorized  under  title 
VHI  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1964.  In  both  of  these,  maximum  discretion 
has  been  given  to  the  Governor  for  designation  of  appropriate  State 
agencies  to  carry  out  the  programs.  In  addition,  several  elements  of 
the  section  701  planning  assistance  program  involve  grants  to  the 
States.  There  too,  ])articularly  in  connection  with  the  program  of 
assistance  to  State  planning,  we  have  taken  advantage  of  the  admin¬ 
istrative  leeway  permitted  under  the  law  in  order  to  assure  the  in¬ 
volvement  and  support  of  the  Governors. 

HI.  Federal  Technical  Services  to  State  and  Local  Governments 

We  also  favor  the  provisions  of  title  III  which  authorize  Federal 
agencies  to  provide  specialized  and  technical  services  to  State  and 
local  governments  on  a  reimbursable  basis.  It  is  premature  to  identify 
the  specific  HUD  servfices  that  will  be  called  for  by  the  States  and 
localities  if  the  title  is  enacted.  They  might,  for  example,  utilize  aid 
in  connection  with  certain  of  our  specialized  market  housing  analysis 
activities  or  ask  us  to  provide  specialized  training  services  as  the 
Dej)artment’s  training  capability  becomes  further  developed. 

IV.  Intergovernmental  Coordination 

The  Department  is  in  full  accord  with  the  objectives  of  title  IV  to 
achieve  a  more  coordinated  intergovernmental  ])olicy  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  Federal  urban  development  programs. 

The  Department’s  model  cities  ])rogram  has  a  special  pertinence 
to  the  objectives  of  title  IV  since  the  very  essence  of  the  program  is  an 
attem|)t  to  bring  about  the  most  effective  and  economical  coordination 
of  Federal,  State,  and  local  governmental  efforts  and  private  efforts 
to  improve  model  neighborhoods.  The  program  is  an  experiment  in 
bringmg  together  old  programs  and  new  so  that  they  may  be  focused 
on  the  physical  and  social  needs  of  the  area.  It  involves  a  multi})le 
funding  a])proach  which  uses  separate  established  i)rograms;  but  it 
also  provides  supplementary  funds  to  bridge  the  gaps  between  existing 
programs  and  to  permit  new  and  experimental  approaches. 

In  the  model  cities  program,  the  mayor  and  his  model  city  agency 
staff  are  charged  with  developing  comprehensive,  coordinated  neighbor¬ 
hood  j)rograms  and  with  obtaining  Avides])read  participation  of 
neighborhood  residents  in  program  idanning  and  execution.  For  this 
to  happen.  Federal  programs  cannot  bypass  the  city  government, 
and  there  must  be  assurance  that  indejAendent  local  agencies  will  not 
work  separately,  or  at  cross  ])urposes  with  each  other.  For  the  model 
city  program  to  succeed,  local  activities,  though  funded  from  separate 
sources,  must  be  responsive  to  an  overall  strategy  for  solving  the 
neighborhood’s  basic  problems. 
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In  meeting  the  challenge  presented  by  the  need  for  comprehensive 
and  coordinated  model  city  activities,  local  officials  have  raised  hard 
questions  as  to  the  ability  and  willingness  of  the  Federal  Government 
to  respond  in  a  correspondingly  coordinated  manner.  Doubt  has  been 
expressed  as  to  the  commitment  of  the  Federal  Government  to  change 
its  old  and  established  ways  of  doing  business.  They  ask  whether  the 
P  ederal  Government  will  provide  adequate  funds  in  a  timely  manner; 
will  provide  adequate  technical  assistance;  and  whether  P'ederai 
procedural  requirements  will  be  streamlined  both  in  planning  and 
execution  stages. 

We  recognize  the  problems  and  share  the  concerns  expressed  by 
local  officials.  They  are  very  real.  We  are  now  actively  engaged  with 
other  P^ederal  departments  and  agencies  in  making  the  changes  which 
are  necessary  to  provide  a  coordinated  Federal  response. 

I  would  also  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  describe  briefly  several 
efforts  that  the  Department  currently  has  underway  in  support  of 
more  coordinated  policy  and  administration  of  grants  for  urban  de¬ 
velopment. 

The  Council  of  State  Governments  is  currently  working  on  a  major 
HUD  research  project  aimed  at  strengthening  the  role  of  State 
governments  in  the  administration  of  federally  assisted  grant-in-aid 
programs.  The  purpose  of  the  project  is  to  provide  better  links  between 
comprehensive  planning  and  the  functional  State  plans  required  by 
man}’  Federal  grant  programs.  Over  80  Federal  grant  programs  cur¬ 
rently  require  the  States  to  prepare  a  plan  as  a  condition  of  receipt  of 
aid.  The  study  should  lead  to  more  consistent  Federal  planning 
requirements  and  strengthen  the  role  of  the  Governor  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  State  programs. 

The  Department  has  recently  established  an  interagency  committee 
to  examine  federally  supported  State  technical  assistance  programs  for 
helping  localities  in  all  aspects  of  community  development.  This 
committee  is  composed  of  representatives  from  OEO,  EDA,  HEW, 
Agriculture,  Transportation,  and  Labor.  It  is  assessing  the  impact  of 
federally  supported  technical  assistance  programs  on  State  admin¬ 
istrative  structure  and  ways  of  coordinating  the  funding,  coverage, 
and  administration  of  these  Federal  aids.  The  study  will  identify 
specific  instances  in  which  improved  coordination  might  enhance  the 
effectiveness  of  federally  supported  State-local  technical  services, 
propose  improvement  in  interagency  review  of  proposed  activities,  and 
help  reduce  duplication  of  grant  coverage  and  approval. 

Another  recent  effort  by  the  De])artment  to  improve  HUD  relations 
with  States  and  localities  was  the  further  decentralization  of  depart¬ 
mental  operations  and  a  reduction  in  time  for  processing  grant  appli¬ 
cations.  This  was  done  in  line  with  the  recommendations  of  the  joint 
administrative  task  force  established  by  the  President  and  chaired 
by  our  Assistant  Secretary  for  Administration. 

In  addition,  in  order  better  to  assist  States  and  localities,  we  hope 
to  establish  a  staff  in  each  HUD  regional  office  to  coordinate  and 
unify  HUD  ])rogram  relationships  at  the  State  and  local  level.  They 
will  assist  the  regional  administrators  in  serving  as  their  liaison 
among  States  and  localities  on  matters  involving  more  than  one  pro¬ 
gram  or  requiring  departmental  level  participation  and  coordination 
This  should  contribute  to  a  more  coordinated  i)olicy  and  a  better  mix 
of  programs  for  improved  urban  development. 
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V.  Federal  Land  Acquisition  and  Disi)osition 

d'he  provisions  of  title  V  are  designed  to  assure  that  the  Federal 
Government,  in  its  real  ])ro])erty  acquisition  and  dis])osition  pro¬ 
cedures,  takes  account  of  local  land  use  contrchs  and  planning  obiec- 
tives.  W  e  are,  of  course,  in  basic  agreement  with  this  objective. 

It  is,  however,  worth  noting  that  from  an  urban  clevelojunent  stand¬ 
point,  the  significance  of  this  title  is  necessarily  dependent  upon  the 
quality  of  the  local  land  use  controls  and  planning.  And  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  disposition  activities  particularly,  the  most  notable  area  for 
intergovernmental  cooperation  may  extend  well  beyond  the  mini¬ 
mum  standards  of  this  title.  It  may  involve  not  only  conformity  of 
land  disposition  to  current  local  regulations,  but  also  the  establish- 
rnent  by  the  locality  of  new  regulations  and  objectives  that  will  enable 
Federal  surplus  land  to  be  used  in  new  and  imaginative  ways. 

As  you  may  know,  the  President  last  year  announced  a  national 
demonstration  program  centered  upon  creation  of  complete  commu¬ 
nities  or  neighborhoods  on  Federal  surplus  land  in  urban  areas.  This 
progrpi  has  now  progressed  tlu’ough  its  preliminaiy  phases,  and  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  its  continuing  development  is  centered  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development.  Several  sites  in  various 
areas  have  been  identified,  with  three,  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
Atlanta,  and  San  Antonio  already  announced.  Planning  efforts  are 
well  underway  for  future  development  of  areas  that  will  not  onlv 
enlarge  housing  choices  but  include  a  full  range  of  uses — shopping, 
education,  recreation,  and  other  community  facilities  and  public 
services  for  citizens  of  various  income  levels. 

This  program  of  Federal  excess  land  for  critical  urban  needs  depends 
on  securing  maximum  involvement  of  private  enterprise  and  also 
requires  cooperation  among  a  number  of  Federal  agencies.  A  creative 
and  iinaginative  response  on  the  part  of  local  governments  is  a  third 
essential.  Their  response  should  measure  up  to  the  unique  opportunitv 
for  rapid,  high  quality,  and  relatively  low  cost  development  which 
the  availability  of  surplus  land  may  represent.  For  communities  where 
land  is  scnrce  in  relation  to  urgent  urban  needs,  such  opportunities 
are  most  important. 

While  the  demonstration  program  has  so  far  centered  upon  relatively 
large  sites,  the  basic  approach  and  concepts  involved  can  also  be 
applied  to  smaller  tracts.  These  may  be  particularly  useful,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  for  relocation  or  low-  and  moderate-income  housing.  But,  again, 
the  local  governments  should  be  prepared  to  seize  the  opportunity 
and,  if  necessary,  to  adjust  their  own  plans  and  objectives  accordingly. 

Ihus,  while  I  accept  in  broad  principle  the  provisions  of  title  V, 

I  would  urge  that  the  resulting  legislation  or  the  pertinent  committee 
report  specifically  state  that  these  provisions  are  in  no  way  supportive 
of  unduly  restrictive  land  use  controls. 

In  addition  to  H.R.  16718,  there  are  a  number  of  related  bills 
before  the  subcommittee  which  include  additional  proposals  for 
congressional  review  of  grants-in-aid,  consolidation  of  grant-in-aid 
])rograms,  and  for  establishing  uniform  policies  for  relocation  assist¬ 
ance  and  land  acquisition.  I  understand  that  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
has  provided  the  subcommittee  with  the  views  of  the  administration 
on  these  proposals.  Relocation  assistance  and  land  acquisition  are  of 
special  concern  to  our  Department,  and  I  would  be  pleased  to  answer 
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questions  on  these  related  matters  if  that  is  the  desire  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  state  that  the  Department 
of  Housing  tind  Urban  Development  believes  that  the  objectives  of 
H.R.  16718,  the  Intergovernmentid  Cooperation  Act  of  ' 1968,  are 
most  meritorious.  Enactment  of  this  legislation  will  make  a  positive 
contribution  in  the  effort  to  coordinate  Federal  assistance  with  State 
and  local  programs  and  goals. 


BEPORT  OF  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 

June  12,  1968. 

Hon.  William  L.  Dawson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

House  of  Eepresentatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  ;  This  letter  is  in  resiionse  to  your  request  of 
May  1,  1968,  for  a  report  on  H.R.  16718,  a  bill  “To  achieve  the  fullest 
cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities  among  the  levels  of  govern¬ 
ment  in  order  to  inijirove  the  operation  of  our  Federal  system  in  an 
increasingly  complex  society,  to  improve  the  administration  of  grants- 
in-aid  to  the  States,  to  permit  provision  of  reimbursable  technical 
services  to  State  and  local  government,  to  establish  coordinated  inter¬ 
governmental  policy  and  administration  of  grants  and  loans  for  urlian 
development,  to  provide  for  the  accjuisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land 
within  urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conformity  with  local 
government  programs,  and  for  other  juirposes.” 

It  also  discusses  similar  bills  H.R.  599,  H.R.  624,  H.R.  5523,  H.R. 
5524,  H.R.  5525,  and  H.R.  5770,  on  Avhich  you  also  requested  our 
views,  to  the  extent  there  are  substantial  differences  (minor  differences 
will  be  disregarded)  beUveen  them  and  H.R.  16718  whicli  embodies  the 
recommendations  of  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations. 

This  Department  agrees  in  princijJe  Avith  the  objectiA’es  of  the  bills — 
to  achieA’e  optimum  cooperation  and  coordination  of  actiAUties  among 
the  A^arious  leA'els  of  goA^ernment.  The  President  has  strongly  empha¬ 
sized  the  necessity  for  increased  collaboration  among  Federal  and 
State  goA^ernments  and  communities,  particularly  in  areaAA'ide  plan¬ 
ning.  We  belieA'e  that  the  bill  Avould  be  a  step  toAvard  strengthening 
and  improAung  the  effectiveness  of  Federal-State  programs,  but  feel 
that  the  bills  AA'ould  better  seiwe  this  objectiA'e  if  certain  proAUsions 
are  modified  or  omitted. 

This  report  aaSU  first  discuss  each  title  of  H.R.  16718  and  aatII  then 
discuss  the  additional  titles  included  in  one  or  more  of  the  other  bills 
referred  to  aboA’^e. 

Title  I — Definitions 

Title  I  defines  key  terms  used  in  the  bill 

The  definition  of  “grant”  or  “grant-in-aid”  in  section  106  excludes 
“payments  in  lieu  of  taxes.”  Public  Lrav  81-815  and  title  I  of  Public 
LaAV  81-874  are  generally  regarded  as,  at  least  in  part,  payments  in 
lieu  of  taxes.  It  is  not  free  from  doubt,  hoAA'eA^er,  Avhether  they  Avould 
be  considered  (in  their  entirety)  as  such  AA'ithin  the  meaning  of  the 
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bill.  Considering  the  underlying  philosophy  of  these  Cvo  huvs,  it  would 
seem  appropriate  to  classify  them  as  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  for  the 
purposes  of  the  bill. 

Title  II — Improved  Administration  of  Grants-in-Aid  to  the  States 

Title  II  would  attempt  to  assist  States  in  carrying  out  Federal 
grant-in-aid  progams  by  requiring  that  the  Governor  of  a  State  or  his 
designee,  or  the  vState  legislature  be  notified  (upon  request)  of  the 
purpose  and  amounts  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  State  (section  201);  by 
providing  that  a  Federal  agency  may  not  requme  that  grant-in-aid 
funds  be  deposited  in  a  separate  bank  account  of  the  State,  but  that 
the  State  agency  concerned  shall  render  authenticated  reports  to  the 
granting  agency  of  the  status  and  application  of  the  funds  and  such 
other  facts  as  may  be  required  by  the  Federal  agency  (section  202) ;  bj^ 
providing  that  grant-in-aid  payments  to  a  State  be  scheduled  so  as  to 
minimize  the  period  of  time  during  which  the  funds  are  held  by  the 
State  prior  to  disbursement  by  it;  and  by  providing  that  States  shall 
not  be  held  accountable  for  interest  earned  on  granted  funds  pending 
their  disbursement  for  program  purposes  (section  203). 

Section  204  of  title  II  would  authorize  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency 
administering  a  grant-in-aid  program,  upon  request  of  a  State  (i.e.,  the 
Governor  or  other  authority  responsible  for  determining  or  revising 
the  organizational  structure  of  State  government),  to  waive  a  statu¬ 
tory  requirement  that  the  program  be  administered  by  a  single  State 
agency  or  by  a  multimember  board  or  commission  and  to  approve  a 
different  administrative  arrangement,  if  the  Federal  agency  head 
determines  that  the  objectives  of  tlie  grant-in-aid  program  wordd  not 
be.  endangered  and  that  there  has  been  an  adequate  showing  that  the 
Federal  requirement  prevents  the  establishment  of  the  most  effective 
and  efficient  organization  arrangements  within  the  State  government. 

Doubtless  some  State  governments  do  have  problems  with  com¬ 
munication  among  State  officials  and  with  the  timing  of  data  on 
budgets.  Consequently,  although,  as  chief  executive  of  the  State,  the 
Governor  should  usually  be  able  to  obtain  dh-ectly  all  available  facts 
and  data  from  his  own  State  program  agency  promptly  and  in  a  form 
designed  for  his  needs,  we  Avould  not  object  to  enactment  of  section  201. 

The  sight-draft-account  and  letter  of  credit  system  of  this  Depart¬ 
ment  for  grants-in-aid  is  consonant  Avith  the  first  sentence  of  section 
203  of  the  bill,  Avhich  requires  that  Federal  agency  heads  shall,  con¬ 
sistent  Avith  program  purposes  and  applicable  Treasury  regulations, 
schedule  the  transfer  of  grant-in-aid  funds  from  the  Treasury  so  as 
to  minimize  the  time  lapse  betAveen  such  transfer  and  the  disbursement 
by  a  State  (see  section  6  of  Public  LaAv  89-105).  While  this  avouIcI 
ordinarily  preA’ent  the  earning  of  interest  on  our  grant  funds,  Ave 
question  the  second  sentence  of  section  203,  Avhicii  Avould  relieve  the 
States  from  accountability  for  interest  earned  on  grant  funds  pending 
disbursement,  Avhere  this  did  occur.  Such  a  provision  might  be  an 
incentive  to  States  to  draAV  the  funds  sooner  than  actuall}'-  needed, 
contrary  to  the  objective  of  section  203. 

We  believe  that  it  Avould  be  desirable  for  the  heads  of  Federal 
agencies  to  luiA^e  the  authority  to  A\rri\"e  the  single  State  agency  re- 
qiuremeut  Avith  its  related  safeguards  as  proposed  in  section  204  of  the 
bill.  However,  we  expect  that  Avaivers  AA'ould  be  given  quite  sparingly. 
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'I'lie  must  importuiit  consequence  of  the  present  requirement  for  a 
single  State  agency  is  the  existence  of  a  single,  clearly  identifiable  unit 
within  the  structure  of  State  government  wdiich  must  be  accountable 
to  the  Federal  agency  for  every  aspect  of  the  admiiustration  of  the 
program  at  the  State  and  local  levels.  Such  a  focal  point  is  very 
important.  The  Federal  agency,  in  order  to  discharge  its  responsibility, 
must  know  with  whom,  at  the  State  level,  it  shall  deal,  and  who  can 
be  held  accountable,  not  merely  in  a  purely  fiscal  but  in  a  substantive 
sense,  for  carrying  out  the  federally  assisted  program.  Therefore,  even 
in  cases  where  the  single  State  agency  requirements  is  wurived,  we 
would  e.xpect  that  there  would  be  a  single  point  of  accountability 
within  the  State  government. 

The  fact  that  an  agency  is  designated  by  a  State  as  the  single 
agency  to  which  this  Department  will  look  for  conformity  with  tlie 
conditions  of  a  grant  does  not  exclude  use  b}"  it  of  other  State  agencies. 
In  fact,  we  encourage  utilization  by  the  designated  agency  of  the 
resources  and  services  of  other  State  agencies  and  we  have  required 
cooperative  planning  and  wmrkiug  relationships  in  a  number  of  pro¬ 
grams — for  example,  in  the  planning  of  facilities  for  mental  retardation 
programs. 

Nevertheless,  w*e  recognize  that,  in  recent  years,  new  domestic 
problems  have  arisen,  for  which  not  oidy  new  programs,  but  also  fresh 
approaches  and  techniques  in  the  administration  of  both  new  and 
established  programs,  are  needed. 

A  significant  trend  among  the  States  has  been  the  creation  of  com¬ 
bined  State  departments  for  health  and  welfare  functions.  Ten  juris¬ 
dictions  now  have  such  departments.  The  creation  of  these  combined 
health  and  welfare  departments  indicates  a  recognition  of  the  inter¬ 
relationship  between  the  problems  of  poverty  and  ill  health,  and  a 
realization  of  the  need  for  better  coordinated  administration  and 
services  in  these  fields  at  the  State  level. 

We  believe  that  the  availability  of  the  waiver  authority  under  the 
conditions  proposed  in  the  bill  would  enable  Federal  agencies  to  co¬ 
operate  in  the  search  for  more  effective  administration.  This  position  is 
consistent  with  the  provisions  of  section  6(c)  of  H.R.  12631,  the  pro¬ 
posed  Joint  Funding  Simplification  Act  of  1968,  on  which  we  reported 
to  this  committee  on  May  16,  1968.  In  general,  that  section  would 
authorize  Federal  agency  heads  to  waive  the  requirement  that  a  single 
State  agency  administer  (or  supervise  the  administration  of)  Federal 
I  assistance  which  provides  part  of  the  support  for  a  jointly  funded 
project.  This  section  6(c)  waiver  would,  thus,  also  be  available  to 
make  possible  new  techniques  in  administration. 

As  written,  section  204  of  H.R.  16718  does  not  appear  to  authorize 
waiver  of  a  statutory  requirement  that  a  particular  State  agency  (such 
as  the  State  health  agency)  must  be  designated  as  the  single_  State 
agency.  If  such  authority  is  intended  we  believe  clarification  is 
necessary. 

(H.R.  599  also  includes  two  additional  sections — ^I’equiring  all  grants 
to  be  paid  to  the  State  treasurer  or  other  State-designated  official  and 
limiting  salaries  paid  with  the  aid  of  Federal  grants  generally  to  the 
regular  salary  standtirds  of  the  State.  We  do  not  believe  these  addi¬ 
tional  and  specific  statutory  limitations  on  the  flexibility  of  the  State 
administration  are  necessary.) 
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Title  III — Permitting  Federal  Departments  and  Agencies  to  Provide 

S])ecial  or  Technical  Services  to  State  and  Local  Units  ol  Gov¬ 
ernment 

Title  III  of  H.R.  16718  would  authorize  Federal  agencies  which  do 
}iot  already  have  this  authority  to  provide,  Tinder  rules  and  regulations 
of  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  specialized  and  technical 
services  to  State  and  local  agencies  on  a  reimbumable  basis.  Federal 
agencies  would  be  required  to  provide  such  services,  if  based  on  the 
authority  of  section  302,  on  a  fee  basis.  This  provision  does  not  apiiear 
to  supersede  existing  authority  possessed  by  any  Federal  agency  with 
respect  to  furnishing  services,  whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreim¬ 
bursable  basis,  to  State  and  local  units  of  Government;  hence,  we 
would  not  object  to  its  enactment. 

Section  302  also  promdes  that  only  such  services  may  be  provided  as 
are  authorized  under  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Budget  Bureau  and 
that  such  rules  and  regulations  shall  be  consistent  with  and  in  further¬ 
ance  of  the  policy  of  relying  on  the  private  sector  to  provide  those 
services  reasonably  and  expeditiously  available  through  ordinary 
business  channels. 

We  should  like  to  point  out  that  the  executive  branch  has  long¬ 
standing  policies  and  procedures  designed  to  avoid  needless  competi¬ 
tion  with  private  business.  Moreoi^er,  in  some  instances,  even  though 
given  types  of  services  are  available  through  ordinaiy  business 
channels,  they  are  nevertheless  appro jiriately  rendered  by  a  Federal 
department  or  agency.  For  example,  while  there  are,  we  understand, 
firms  which  specialize  in  providing  advice  on  how  to  apply  for  Federal 
grants,  we  believe  that  it  is  properly  within  the  province  of  the 
Federal  agency  administering  a  grant  program  to  give  such  advice  to 
potential  applicants  for  grants. 

dfitle  IV — Coordinated  Intergovernmental  Policy  and  Administration 
of  Grants  for  Urban  Development 

Title  IV  of  H.R.  16718  would  establish  a  coordinated  intergovern¬ 
mental  urban  assistance  policy.  It  would  require  the  President  to 
establish  Government-wide  rules  and  regulations  for  use  in  formu¬ 
lating,  evaluating,  and  reviewing,  in  the  light  of  specific  objectives 
listed  in  the  bill,  “urban  development  programs  and  projects  for  the 
provision  of  federally  aided  urban  facilities,  and  Federal  projects 
having  a  significant  impact  on  the  development  of  urban  and  nrbanixing 
communities.”  In  making  loans  or  grants-in-aid  for  urban  develop¬ 
ment,  Federal  agencies  would  be  required,  in  the  absence  of  sub¬ 
stantial  reasons  to  the  contrary,  to  make  the  loan  or  grant  to  a  unit 
of  general  local  government  rather  than  to  a  special-purpose  unit  of 
local  government. 

The  Department  of  Plealth,  Education,  and  Welfare  endorses  the 
purposes  of  title  IV  and  the  guiding  principles  as  stated  in  section 
401.  Within  the  Department,  we  have  made  specific  organizational 
changes  to  imjirove  our  ability  to  work  effectively  with  other  De¬ 
partments  on  urban  problems. 

Early  in  1967,  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
established  the  Center  for  Community  Planning  for  the  purpose  of 
providing  an  urban  focus  for  the  Department  and  developing  re- 
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spoiisiveness  to  the  needs  of  the  cit^y.  The  Center  {‘oordinates  depart¬ 
mental  activity  in  connection  with  the  model  cities,  neighborhood 
services  program,  parent-child  centers,  the  yonth  opportunity  cam¬ 
paign,  and  other  nrban  programs.  It  has  built  a  “technical  assistance 
network”  utilizing  local  social  security  district  office  managers  and 
other  Dejiartment  personnel,  through  which  requests  for  informa¬ 
tion  and  assistance  in  connection  with  nrban  problems  maj"  be  routed 
rapidly  to  that  point — the  State,  the  region,  or  the  approiniate 
agenc^y  in  Washington — where  the  most  effective  help  can  be  given. 

One  of  the  ('enter’s  major  tasks  is  to  develop  new  and  more  fle.xible 
mechanisms  of  funding  comprehensive  urban  programs  such  as  the 
model  cities.  It  has  developed  and  is  operating  a  system  for  prompt 
interagency  evaluation  of  multipurpose  projecte  involving  this 
Department  and  other  departments.  The  Center  represents  the  De¬ 
partment  on  interdepartmental  task  forces  and  committees  concerned 
willi  urban  programs  and  with  semipublic  associations  such  as  the 
C'onference  of  iVIayors  and  the  National  League  of  Cities. 

'I'he  Center  is  currently  working  with  the  Council  of  State  Gov¬ 
ernments  and  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
to  develop  policy  for  the  Federal  Departments  in  working  with  the 
States  in  the  model  cities  and  other  urban  programs,  and  to  advise 
the  States  of  the  role  they  should  be  playing  in  this  effort.  The  Center 
is  also  chairing  an  interdepartmental  task  force  attempting  to  develop 
information  materials  aimed  at  inner  city  residents  to  make  known 
the  objectives  of  the  model  cities  program  and  the  services  available 
through  it  and  other  urban  facilities. 

While  section  401  authorizes  the  President  to  establish  rules  and 
regulations  to  implement  its  objectives,  section  403  (not  in  H.R.  599 
or  H.R.  624)  would  somewhat  inconsistently  vest  the  authority  for 
prescribing  rules  and  regulations  for  effective  administration  of  title 
tv  in  the  Budget  Bureau  or  such  other  agency  as  may  be  designated 
by  the  President. 

(H.R.  599  and  H.R.  624  also  include  sections  relating  to  “Con¬ 
sistency  with  Plans  and  Objectives  of  General  Local  Governments” 
and  “More  Effective  Utilization  of  (Jertain  Federal  Loans  and 
Grants  by  Encouraging  Better  Coordinated  Local  Review  of  State 
and  Local  Applications  for  such  Loans  or  Grants”.) 

Title  V — Acquisition,  Use,  and  Disposition  of  Land  Within  Urban 

Areas  by  Federal  Agencies  in  Conformity  With  Land  Utilization 

Programs  of  Affected  Local  Government 

This  title  of  H.R.  16718  would  amend  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949  by  adding  a  new  Title  \III; 
Urban  Land  Utilization.  The  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  agrees  Avith  the  objective  of  this  title,  which  is  to  facilitate 
coordination  between  the  Federal  Government  and  local  goverimients 
and  planning  bodies  (including  zoning  authorities)  in  the  acquisition, 
use,  and  disposition  of  land  for  Federal  purposes.  However,  on  the 
method  and  details  of  this  title,  we  defer  to  the  Administrator  of 
General  Services  to  Avhom  the  primary  responsibility  would  be 
assigned  by  this  title. 

This  completes  our  discussion  of  the  titles  of  H.R.  16718  Avhich 
also  applies  to  the  similar  titles  in  the  other  bills.  As  indicated  above, 
we  shall  now  discuss  the  additional  titles  in  these  other  bills. 
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Congressional  Review  of  Federal  Grants-in-Aid  to  States  and  to  Local 

Units  of  Government 

(Title  V  of  H.R.  5523,  H.R.  5524,  and  H.R.  5570;  Title  II  of  H.R.  599) 

This  title  would  attempt  to  strengthen  congressional  review  of 
Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  by  limiting  to  5  years  the  duration  of 
any  grant-in-aid  program  which  is  authorized  by  the  91st  or  any  sub¬ 
sequent  Congress  and  which  is  given  no  expii’ation  date,  and  bj^  re¬ 
quiring  the  appropriate  congressional  committees  to  review  prior  to 
its  expiration  date  any  grant-in-aid  program  authorized  for  3  or  more 
years.  In  addition,  the  Comptroller  General  Avould  be  directed  to  make 
continuing  studies  of  all  grant-in-aid  programs,  and  the  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  would  be  required,  u])on 
the  request  of  an  appropriate  congressional  committee,  to  conduct 
studies  of  the  intergovernmental  relations  aspects  of  programs  and  to 
report  findings  and  recommendations  to  such  committee  (H.R.  5770 
only).  Recipients  of  future  grants  (including  those  made  pursuant  to 
extension,  modification,  or  alteration  of  existing  agreements)  woidd  be 
required  to  keep  certain  types  of  records,  such  as  records  disclosing  the 
amount  and  disposition  of  grant  funds,  and  such  records  and  related 
documents  would  be  subject  to  audit  and  examination  by  represen¬ 
tatives  of  the  head  of  each  grant  agency  and  of  the  Comptroller 
General  (H.R.  5770  only;  sec.  202  of  H.R.  16718  has  a  similar  provision 
on  audit  and  examination  only). 

While  the  automatic  termination  provision  could  easily  be  a^mided 
by  providing  expiration  dates,  for  programs  or  by  stating  in  legisla¬ 
tion  that  the  programs  authorized  are  not  subject  to  this  limitation, 
we  are  disturbed  by  the  underlying  philosophy  of  the  provision.  The 
mere  existence  of  such  a  proAUsion  seems  to  suggest  that,  in  the  nor¬ 
mal  case,  a  Federal  grant-in-aid  program  should  not  last  for  more 
than  5  years.  Very  feAV  of  the  programs  administered  by  this  Depart¬ 
ment  fit  this  generalization.  At  one  extreme  AA'e  haA’e  general  support 
programs,  such  as  public  assistance,  Avhich  represent  commitments 
to  assist  States  for  an  indefinite  period  of  time,  and  at  the  other 
extreme  AA'e  haA’e  demonstration  programs  AA'hich  in  many  instances 
should  and  do  last  less  than  5  years. 

In  betAveen  these  extremes  are  programs  of  greatly  A'arying  periods 
of  duration.  Each  case  represents  a  judgment  based  on  the  purpose 
of  the  program,  its  maturity,  and  the  likelihood  of  changes  in  circum¬ 
stances  Avbich  Avould  require  reAueAv  of  the  program.  This  program- 
by-progi’am  method  is  a  far  more  rational  approach  to  the  matter  of 
terminating  and  reA'ieAA-ing  programs  than  Avould  be  the  5-year 
generalization  implicit  in  this  title. 

Wliile  Ave  faumr  periodic  review  of  programs — an  objective  of  this 
title — AA’e  belie.A’e  that  this  objectiA^e  can  best  be  fulfilled  through 
strengthening  and  extending  existing  congressional  and  executive 
methods  of  e\uxluating  grants  and  reaching  decisions  to  terminate, 
modify  or  expand  them.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  grants  are,  in  effect,  reAuevA’ed  by  Congress  through  several 
methods;  the  consideration  of  amendments  to  authorizing  legislation 
frequently  requh-es  a  fresh  look  at  the  basic  laAt's;  the  budgeting  and 
apjjro]triation  process  ])rovides  an  annual  mechanism  for  the  evalua¬ 
tion  of  the  cost,  efficiency,  and  performance  of  programs.  Advisory 
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councils  cliarged  with  the  coiupreheusive  eviiluation  of  programs  liave 
been  establislied  by  Congress  for  several  major  programs/ 

An  alternative  to  automatic  termination  of  ju'ograms  which  we 
recommend  (and  which  is  included  in  the  administration's  higher 
education  proposals)  would  be  a  ])rovision  that  would  authorize 
api)ropriations  for  1  additional  year  if  legislation  to  extend  a  limited 
program  has  neither  been  enacted  nor  rejected  by  the  beginning  of 
the  final  year  of  the  program’s  authorization.  Such  a  provision  would 
encourage  congressional  review  of  grant-in-aid  programs  at  least 
1  year  in  advance  of  expu-ation  of  i)rogram  authority.  Sucli  a  review 
would  be  further  encouraged  by  provisions  like  the  new  advance 
funding  and  leadtime  provisions  enacted  by  Public  Law  90-247  for 
the  Elementary  and  _  Secondary  Education  Act  which  require  the 
Department  to  submit  to  the  sidjstantive  and  Appropriation  Com¬ 
mittees  an  annual  evaluation  report,  and  a  comprehensive  evaluation 
report  in  the  pemdtimate  year  before  exi)iration  of  the  program. 
(Similar  provisions  are  included  in  the  pending  administration  bill 
on  higher  education.)  In  addition,  Congress  not  infrequently  requires 
k  special  studies  and  reports  on  programs. 

No  single  method  and  no  single  timetable  is  adequate  to  review  all 
the  grant  programs  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare.  This  is  so  because  of  the  persistency  and  comple.xity  of  the 
problems  to  be  combated,  the  many  different  types  of  programs 
operated  by  the  Department,  the  varying  periods  of  time  it  takes 
new  programs  to  get  underway,  the  long-range  commitments  which 
must  often  be  made  by  50  State  governments  and  hundreds  of  their 
subdivisions  in  order  to  participate  effectively  in  the  programs,  and 
the  length  of  time  it  takes  to  acquire  meaningful  experience  at  local. 
State,  and  national  levels  with  respect  to  complex  programs  and  major 
projects. 

In  addition,  we  should  like  to  point  out  (with  respect  to  H.R.  5770) 
that  the  Comptroller  General  already  appears  to  have  adequate 
authoritj^  to  review  the  legality  of  Federal  expenditures.  The  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  title  of  the  bill  might  inject  him  into  questions  of 
administration  which  are  a  fundamental  responsibility  of  the  executive 
branch,  and  vesting  such  a  function  in  the  Comptroller  General  may 
well  duplicate  responsibilities  of  the  congressional  committees.  We 
should  also  like  to  point  out  that  there  is  an  important  distinction 
I  between  technical  studies  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  and  recommendations.  The  meml^ers  of  the 
Commission  who  are  in  the  executive  branch  cannot  be  committed 
through  such  recommendations  to  provisions  inconsistent  with  tlie 
development  of  legislation  and  budgetary  programs  through  the  regular 
executive  channels. 

With  respect  to  provisions  on  records  and  audit  (in  H.R.  5770),  we 
should  like  to  point  out  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  has  for  decades  required  the  keeping  of  pertinent  records.  We 
are  not  aware  of  the  need  for  additional  legislation  such  as  that 
jiroposed. 

In  view  of  the  above,  we  recommend  that  this  title  not  be  enacted. 
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Consolidation  of  Grant-In-Aid  Programs 

(Title  VI  of  H.R.  5523,  H.R.  5524,  and  H.R.  5770;  Title  V 

of  H.R.  5525) 

Under  this  title,  the  President  would  be  required  to  examine  the 
various  i)rograms  of  grants-in-aid  to  determined  what  consolidations 
are  necessary  or  desirable  to  promote  the  better  execution  and  efficient 
management  of  individual  grant  programs  within  the  same  functional 
area,  to  pro\dde  better  coordination  among  individual  grant  programs 
within  the  same  functional  area,  or  to  promote  more  efficient  planning 
and  use  by  the  recipients  of  grants  under  programs  within  the  same 
functional  area.  If  the  President  finds  a  consolidation  of  indivddual 
grant-in-aid  programs  within  the  same  functional  area  to  be  neces¬ 
sary  or  desirable,  he  woidd  be  required  to  prepare  a  grant  consolida¬ 
tion  plan  for  the  making  of  such  consolidation  and  to  transmit  the 
plan  to  the  Congress.  The  Congress  would  have  90  days  to  reject  grant 
consolidation  plans;  if  not  so  rejected,  they  would  become  effective. 

While  this  Department  favors  the  objectives  of  this  title — to  A 

decrease  the  current  multiplicity  of  grant  programs  with  a  view  to  " 
achieving  more  effective  and  more  efficient  use  of  Federal  assistance — 
we  believe  that  this  objective  can  be  better  accomplished  by  other 
means. 

First,  we  should  like  to  point  out  that  the  President  already  has 
the  authority  to  propose  plans  which  may  transfer  functions  involving 
grant-in-aid  programs,  and  this  authority  is  in  some  respects  broader 
tlian  that  provided  in  this  title  of  the  bills.  For  example,  under  this 
title  each  grant  consolidation  plan  may  provide  for  only  one  con¬ 
solidation  of  individual  grant  programs.  On  the  other  hand,  under  the 
Reorganization  Act  of  1949,  the  President  has  the  authority  to 
[)ro[)ose  plans  which  may  transfer  functions  involving  any  number  of 
grant  programs. 

Second,  it  is  not  clear  from  the  language  of  this  title  to  what  extent 
a  grant  consolidation  plan  could  change  existing  statutory  require¬ 
ments.  Grant  consolidations  which  go  beyond  questions  of  the  internal 
organization  of  the  Executive  Branch  may  invoh^e  complex  changes 
in  existing  substantive  laws.  However,  the  title  only  provides  that 
the  consolidation  plan  transmitted  to  Congress  “shall  specify  in 
detail  the  formula  or  formulas  for  the  making  of  grants  under  the  ^ 
consolidated  program  ...”  It  does  not  deal  with  many  other  types  of 
changes  which  may  be  required.  All  such  changes,  we  believe,  are 
best  handled  on  the  case-by-case  basis  of  the  regular  statutory  amend¬ 
ment  process. 

As  3U)u  know,  steps  have  been  taken  to  reduce  some  of  the  prolifera¬ 
tion  of  categorical  grant  programs.  Our  experience  has  direct  bearing 
on  the  proGsions  of  this  title  of  the  bills.  The  Department’s  most 
extensive  efforts  to  date  are  incorporated  in  the  partnership  for  health 
program  authorized  by  Public  Law  89-749  and  expanded  and  extended 
by  Public  Law  90-174.  Prior  to  passage  of  Public  Law  89-749,  most 
State  health  programs  were  supported  through  disease-oriented 
categories  of  health  services.  Under  the  partnership  for  health  pro¬ 
gram,  the  categorical  restrictions  were  removed,  thus  affording  the 
States  new  flexibility  in  dealing  with  the  health  needs  which  the  States 
themselves  determine  to  be  most  pressing  and  to  which  they  assign 
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liigli  priorities  in  their  health  i^lanning.  As  a  result,  a  number  of  States 
have  begun  to  promote  and  support  health  services  in  areas  sucli  as 
alcoholism  and  family  planning  tliat  previously  were  not  supportable 
under  the  categorical  grant  system.  Even  more  important,  States  are 
using  the  ])lanning  money  available  under  the  act  to  determine  jiriori- 
ties  among  their  health  needs  and  to  allocate  State  and  Federal  funds 
accordingly. 

As  a  supplement  to  the  State  formula  grants,  the  act  authorizes 
project  grants  to  support  services  to  meet  health  needs  of  limited 
geographical  scope  or  of  sjiecial  regional  or  national  significance. 
These  grants  jirovide  a  mechanism  for  directing  funds  where  they  are 
most  urgently  needed,  where  they  will  be  used  most  effectively,  and 
where  they  will  develop  new  and  innovative  imblic  health  programs 
which  promise  the  most  far-reaching  effects.  The  elimination  of  cate¬ 
gorical  restrictions  on  the  project  grants  has  also  encouraged  the  intro¬ 
duction  of  a  wide  array  of  new  methods  for  providing  various  kinds 
of  health  services.  Among  the  new  activities  are  family  planning, 
comprehensive  health  services  development,  alcoholism*  programs, 
and  encouragement  of  group  practice. 

In  addition  to  tlie  broad  ]u-ograms  mentioned  above,  project  grants 
are  ])layiiig  an  active  role  in  the  development  of  a  number  of  special 
interest  programs,  including  the  model  cities  program,  neighborhood 
health  centers,  and  other  neighborhood  services.  The  Dei>artmeut  is 
coordinating  its  efforts  with  other  Federal  agencies  to  assure  that  the 
jdanning  and  service  programs  in  the  partnership  for  health  contribute 
to  meeting  national  health  needs  as  identified  through  comprehensive 
State  and  local  planning. 

In  summary,  it  is  our  judgment  that  the  ex])ei’ience  we  have  had 
with  the  partnership  for  health  authority — formula  and  project 
grants — appears  to  be  highly  effective  and,  we  believe,  holds  great 
promise  for  the  strengthening  of  State  and  Federal  relations  and  foi' 
the  improvement  of  the  Nation’s  health. 

A  second  stej)  we  are  pro])osing  to  reduce  the  number  of  grant 
programs  in  the  Dei)artment  is  the  Administration’s  1968  proi)osals 
now  under  congressional  review  for  amending  our  vocational  education 
laws. 

Title  II  of  the  Partnership  for  Learning  and  Earning  Act  of  1968 
deals  with  the  consolidation  and  improvement  of  existing  vocational 
education  ])rograms.  The  pro])osed  legislation  would  consolidate 
existing  authority  for  vocational  education  programs  under  t])e 
Smith-Hughes  and  George-Barden  Acts,  and  Vocational  Education 
Act  of  1963.  The  consolidation  is  ])roposed  in  response  to  the  first 
recommendation  of  the  1968  Advisory  Council  on  Vocational  Educa¬ 
tion  which  stated,  "Administrative  complexities  should  be  reduced 
by  combining  all  vocational  education  legislation  into  one  act.’’ 

Another  significant  provision  of  the  Partnership  for  Learning  and 
Earning  Act  of  1968  is  the  removal  of  the  requirement  for  separate 
matching  purpose  by  purpose  under  tlie  Vocational  Education  Act  of 
1963.  The  bill  would  provide  instead  for  overall  statewide  miitching 
which  would  allow  more  flexibility  in  that  vaiying  proportions  of 
Federal  funds  could  be  used  in  matching  State  and  local  funds. 

Lhider  present  law  (the  Smith-Hughes  Act,  the  George-Barden  Ad, 
and  the  Vocational  Education  Act  of  1963),  23  purposes  are  specified, 
each  requiring  separate  accounting  and  matching.  In  addition,  within 
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those  23  categories,  there  are  State  percentage  expenditure  require¬ 
ments  for  three  of  the  six  purposes  in  section  4(a)  of  the  Vocational 
Education  Act  of  1963.  These  would  be  abolished. 

Finally,  we  should  like  to  refer  again  to  H.R.  12631 ,  the  Joint  Fund¬ 
ing  Simplification  Act  of  1968.  This  bill  (H.R.  12631)  would  provide 
for  procedures  which  would  expedite  consideration  and  approval  of 
projects  drawing  upon  more  than  one  Federal  assistance  program 
and  wmdd  simplify  requirements  for  the  operation  of  those  projects. 

^Ve  believe  that  H.R.  12631  will  make  a  significant  contribution  to 
the  improvement  and  simplification  of  our  grant  mechanisms,  and 
that  H.R.  12631  is  a  more  appropriate  vehicle  than  the  title  of  the 
bills  here  under  discussion  for  administrative  consolidations  for  the 
purpose  of  improving  the  use  of  Federal  assistance  by  States,  local 
governments,  and  other  public  and  private  organizations  and  agencies. 

Uniform  Relocation  Assistance 

(Title  VIII  of  H.R.  5523,  H.R.  5524,  and  H.R.  5770;  Title  VII  of  H.R. 

5525;  Title  11  of  H.R.  624) 

This  title  of  the  bills  would  provide  for  relocation  payments  and  ^ 
other  assistance  to  displaced  persons  (defined  to  include  owners  of 
businesses,  farmers,  families,  and  others),  on  a  uniform  basis,  in 
Federal  and  federally  assistecl  programs  under  which  real  propert}’-  is 
acquired.  In  the  case  of  direct  Federal  acquisition  of  real  property  for 
public  use,  part  A  would  require  heads  of  Federal  agencies  to  make 
fair  and  reasonable  payments,  pursuant  to  regulations  established  by 
the  President,  to  reimburse  displaced  persons  for  their  actual  moving 
and  related  expenses  or,  if  any  displaced  person  so  elects,  to  make 
optional  fixed  payments  to  such  person  according  to  a  formula.  Relo¬ 
cation  assistance  programs  (i.e.,  counseling,  information,  planning, 
and  coordinating  activities)  would  also  be  made  available.  While  we 
endorse  the  objectives  of  this  part,  on  its  details  we  defer  to  other 
agencies  which  would  be  more  directly  involved  in  the  detailed  pro¬ 
gram  features. 

With  respect  to  federally  assisted  programs,  part  B  would  require, 
as  a  condition  to  the  approval  of  any  grant,  contract,  or  agreement 
with  a  State  agency  for  Federal  financial  assistance  to  pay  the  cost 
in  connection  with  the  acquisition  of  real  property,  or  of  a  public 
improvement  for  which  real  property  is  to  be  acquired  or  as  the  result  I 
of  which  displacement  will  otherwise  occur,  that  the  State  agency  has  ^ 
agreed  to  provide  to  displaced  persons  for  moves  from  such  real  | 
property — (a)  relocation  payments  on  the  same  basis  as  those  pro-  j 
vided  in  the  case  of  direct  Federal  acquisition  of  real  property;  i 
(b)  relocation  assistance  programs;  and  (c)  a  feasible  method  for  the  I 
temporary  relocation  of  displaced  families  and  individuals,  and  an  | 
assurance  that  decent  and  sanitary_  dwellings  are  available  and  reason-  | 
ably  accessible  to  displaced  families  and  individuals.  Costs  to  State  | 
agencies  providing  relocation  payments  and  services  would  be  included  i 
as  part  of  the  costs  of  the  project  for  which  Federal  financial  assistance 
is  otherwise  available.  The  State  agencies  would  be  eligible  for  Federal  i 
financial  assistance  with  respect  to  such  payments  and  services  in  the 
same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  with  respect  to  other  eligible  , 
project  costs,  except  that  the  Federal  agency  providing  assistance  ' 


27 


would  contribute  (up  to)  the  first  $25,000  of  any  relocation  payment 
to  a  disidaced  person,  and  no  State  agency  would  be  required  to 
make  a  relocation  payment  to  any  displaced  person  of  more  than 
$25,000  in  order  to  receive  Federal  assistance  for  relocation  payments, 
or  to  meet  requirements  of  this  part.  (For  purposes  of  this  title  of 
the  bills,  the  term  “State”  would  include  the  political  subdivisions  of 
a  State.) 

^Ve  believe  that,  insofar  as  real  property  acquisition  is  concerned, 
the  costs  of  displacement  caused  in  whole  or  in  part  by  Government 
action  are,  in  a  very  real  sense,  costs  of  property  acquisition  and  should 
be  financed  in  the  same  manner  as  the  other  costs  of  property  acquisi¬ 
tion.  We  also  believe  that,  as  a  matter  of  policy,  all  these  costs  and 
assistance  should  be  as  uniform  as  possible.  It  seems  to  us  desirable 
tluit  in  all  direct  Federal  programs,  as  well  as  in  State  or  local  pro¬ 
grams  carried  on  with  the  assistance  of  Federal  funds,  this  principle 
sliould  be  applied.  The  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
fidly  supj)orts  the  princi|)le  of  (1)  making  fair  and  reasonable  reloca¬ 
tion  payments  to  persons  dis])laced  by  the  acquisition  of  real  proi)erty 
under  direct  Federal  programs,  (2)  provision  of  a  com])lete  range  of 
relocation  services  and  other  assistance  for  program  displacees 
consistent  with  need,  (3)  requiring  State  and  local  governments  to 
assume  responsibility  for  relocation  payments  and  services  as  a 
condition  of  participation  in  federall}^  assisted  programs,  and  (4) 
contributing  to  the  costs  of  relocation  payments  a  Federal  share 
proportionate  to  the  percentage  of  Federal  participation  in  other 
eligible  project  costs.  This  title  of  the  bills,  in  our  view,  would  meet 
these  overall  objectives  if  it  were  amended  to  provide,  in  the  case  of 
federally  assisted  programs,  that  the  Federal  Government  share  in  the 
cost  of  relocation  payments  made  by  State  agencies  only  to  the  same 
extent  as  other  project  costs. 

In  reaching  the  above  conclusion,  we  are  not  unmindful  of  the  fact 
that  in  certain  federall}"  assisted  programs,  for  ex'ample,  urban 
renewal,  the  Federal  Government  now  assumes  a  higher  share  of 
relocation  costs  than  its  percentage  of  participation  in  the  project. 
Gn  balance,  however,  recognizing  that  uniformity  is  desirable  in 
relocation  assistance  programs,  and  on  the  basis  of  our  experience 
in  tlie  many  and  varied  grant-in-aid  programs  of  this  Department, 
we  believe  that  through  the  utilization  of  the  particular  project 
.formula  in  relocation  costs,  the  common  progriim  goals  at  the  Federal, 
I  State,  and  local  levels  can  be  reached  while  at  the  same 
strengthening  Avhat  we  regard  as  a  basically  effective  and  purposetul 
working  relationship. 

Uniform  Land  Acquisition  Policy 

(Title  IX  of  H.R.  5523,  H.R.  5524,  and  H.R.  5770;  Title  VUI  of 

H.R.  5525) 

Part  A  of  tills  title  (Federal  programs)  sets  forth  certain  policies 
vis-a-vis  projierty  owners  that  are  to  be  followed  by  Federal  agencies 
in  acquiring  real  property  from  such  owners  by  purchase  or  condem¬ 
nation.  For  the  most  part,  these  policies  seem  designed  to  assuie  tan 
treatment  to  the  owner  and  to  others  in  possession  of  the  real  propeity. 
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Part  B  would  ])rovide  that  fiuancial  assistance  to  a  State  afjeucy,  or 
to  an  agency  of  a  ])olitical  subdivision  of  a  State,  shall  not  be  available 
to  ])ay  for  the  cost  of  acquisition  of  real  ])roperty,  or  the  cost  of  a 
]niblic  improvement  for  wliich  real  i)roi)erty  is  to  be  acquired,  imless 
such  agency  agrees  to  follow  certain  rides  (set  forth  in  ])art  B)  that, 
as  in  the  case  of  jiart  A,  seem  designed  to  assure  fair  treatment  to  the 
owner  (and  others  in  ])ossession)  of  the  jiroiierty  to  be  acquired  by 
such  agency  by  purchase  or  comlemnation.  Some  of  these  rules  would 
take  effect  on  January  1,  1970.  In  part,  these  provisions  are  patterned 
after  the  land  acquisition  policy  ])ro visions  contained  in  section  402 
of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Develojnnent  Act  of  1965  (Public  Law 
89-117)  which  applies  to  certain  jirograms  administered  by  tlie 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development.  That  section, 
together  with  certain  related  sections  (secs.  401,  403)  of  Public  Law 
89-117,  would  be  repealed  effective  January  1,  1970. 

While  we  endorse  the  objectives  of  this  title,  on  its  details  we 
defer,  particularly  iu  the  case  of  direct  acquisitions,  to  the  General 
Services  Administration  and  other  agencies  more  frequently  involved 
in  such  acquisitions. 

We  are  advised  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  there  is  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  presentation  of  this  report  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
administration’s  program. 

Sincerely, 

Wilbur  J.  Cohen, 

Secretary. 


REPORT  OF  THE  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  29,  1968. 

Hon.  William  L.  Dawson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

House  o  f  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  By  letter  dated  May  1,  1968,  you  requested 
our  comments  on  H.R.  16718,  90th  Congress,  the  proposed  Inter¬ 
governmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968. 

The  growing  size  and  complexity  of  Federal  grants  to  State  and 
local  governments  have  presented  to  an  increasing  degree  difficult 
problems  of  administration.  While  we  do  not  express  a  substantive  a 
opinion  with  respect  to  all  of  the  provisions  in  the  bill,  the  general  I 
objective  of  the  bill,  designed  to  simplify  and  improve  the  administra-  ' 
tion  of  grant-in-aid  programs,  is  one  which  ive  fully  support. 

Section  203  requires  Federal  agencies  administering  grant-in-aid 
programs  to  schedule  the  transfer  of  funds  to  the  recipients  so  as  to 
minimize  the  length  of  time  elapsing  between  such  transfer  and  the  I 
disbursement  of  such  funds  by  the  State.  This  is  desirable.  However, 
the  last  sentence  of  section  203  would  free  the  States  of  accountability 
for  interest  earned  on  grant-in-aid  funds  pending  their  disbursement 
for  program  jiurposes.  This  is  a  broadening  of  the  principle  set  out  in 
section  205  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare 
Appropriation  Act,  1965,  approved  September  19,  1964,  Public  Law 
88-605,  78  Stat.  979,  which  relieved  recipients  of  certain  types  of 
grants  of  liability  to  pay  to  the  United  States  interest  earned  on  pay-  j 
ments  of  such  grants  made  before  July  1,  1964.  The  legislative  history  I 
of  that  section  is  not  very  extensive.  However,  it  would  appear  that  I 
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at  least  part  of  the  reason  for  enacting:  the  cited  section  was  the  fact 
that  the  Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare  had  for  years 
been  making  excessive  advances  to  grantees  without  req\iiring' pay¬ 
ment  of  the  interest  or  other  income  earned  thereon  and  it  was  con¬ 
sidered  unfair  to  the  grantee  to  retroactively  require  such  payment. 
We  believe  consideration  should  be  given  to  deleting  the  last  sentence 
of  section  203  since  there  api)ears  to  be  no  valid  reason  for  extending 
this  ])rinciple  for  future  application. 

Section  303  provides  that  paynients  received  by  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  or  agencies  for  furnishing  specialized  or  technical  services  to  a 
State  or  political  subdivision  under  section  302  shall  be  deposited  to 
the  credit  of  the  princijjal  aiq)ropriation  from  which  the  cost  of  pro- 
\'iding  such  services  has  been  paid  or  is  to  be  charged,  or  to  the  current 
appropriation  available  for  the  cost  of  similar  services.  We  question 
such  procedure  on  the  grounds  that  appropriations  may  thereby  be 
augmented  without  congressional  review  and  approval.  We  suggest 
that  congressional  control  would  be  strengthened  if  the  reimburse¬ 
ments  were  required  to  be  deposited  as  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the 
I  Treasury  and  the  costs  of  such  services  are  included  in  the  various 
budgets  and  appropriations. 

We  note  that  this  measure  is  somewhat  similar  to  H.R.  5523, 
H.R.  5524  and  H.R.  5770,  90th  Congress.  One  difference  between  this 
measure  and  those  cited  is  that  the  present  consideration  does  not 
contain  provision  for  congressional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid 
to  States  and  local  units  of  government.  As  stated  in  our  reports 
dated  April  26,  1967,  on  H.R.  5523,  H.R.  5524,  and  H.R.  5770,  we 
feel  that  such  congressional  review  would  be  beneficial  not  only  as  an 
additional  device  for  strengthening  congressional  control  over  grants- 
in-aid  but  would  also  afford  additional  means  for  acquiring  current 
information  as  a  basis  for  legislation  in  the  complex  and  changing  area 
of  Federal-State-local  relations. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Frank  H.  Weitzel, 

Assistant  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law  Made  by  the  Bill,  as  Reported 

In  comjiliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
I  of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  re¬ 
ported,  are  shown  as  follows  (new  matter  is  printed  in  italic) : 

FEDERAL  PROPERTY  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE 
SERVICES  ACT  OF  1949  (40  U.S.C.  471  ET  SEQ.) 

:t=  *****  * 

TITLE  VIII— URBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 

SHORT  TITLE 

Sec.  801.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  Federal  Urban  Land-Use 
Act”. 

DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE  AND  POLICY 

Sec.  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  promote  more  harmonious 
intergovernmental  relations  by  prescribing  uniform  policies  cind  pro¬ 
cedures  whereby  the  Administrator  shall  ac(piire,  use,  and  dispose  oj 
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land  in  urban  areas  in  order  that  urban  land  transactions  entered  into 
jor  the  General  Services  Administration  or  on  behalf  of  other  Federal 
agencies  shall,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  be  consistent  with  zoning 
a'nd  land-use  practices  and  shall  be  made  to  the  greatest  extent  in  accordance 
with  planning  and  development  objectives  of  the  local  governments  and  local 
planning  agencies  concerned. 

DISPOSAL  OF  URBAN  LANDS 

Sec.  803.  {a)^Whenever  the  Administrator  contemplates  the  disposal 
for  or  on  behalf  of  any  Federal  agency  of  any  real  property  situated  within 
an  urban  area,  he  shall,  prior  to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give  reasonable 
notice  to  the  head  of  the  governing  body  of  the  unit  of  general  local  govern¬ 
ment  having  jurisdiction  over  zoning  and  land-use  regulation  in  the 
geographical  area  within  which  the  land  or  lands  are  located  in  order 
to  afford  the  government  the  opportunity^  of  zoning  for  the  use  of  such 
land  in  accordance  with  local  comprehensive  planning. 

(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest  practicable  extent,  shall  furnish 
to  all  prospective  purchasers  of  such  real  property,  full  and  comjAete 
information  concerning — 

{!)  current  zoning  regulations  and  prospective  zoning  reguire- 
menis  and  objectives  for  such  property  when  it  is  unzoned;  and 
(3)  current  availability  to  such  property^  of  streets,  sidewalks, 
sewers,  water,  street  lights,  and  other  .service  facilities^  and  pro.s- 
pective  availability  of  such  services  if  such  property  is  included  in 
comprehensive  planning. 

ACQUISITION  OR  CHANGE  OF  USE  OF  REAL  PROPERTY 

Sec.  80 j.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable,  prior  to  a  commitment  to 
acquire  any  real  property  situated  in  an  urban  area,  the  Administrator 
shall  notify  the  unit  of  general  local  government  exercising  zoning  and 
land-use  jurisdiction  over  the  land  proposed  to  be  purchased  of  his  intent 
to  acquire  such  land  and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property.  In  the  event 
that  the  Administrator  determines  that  such  advance  notice  would  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  the  proposed  purchase,  he  shall,  upon  conclusion  of 
the  acquisition,  immediately  notify  such  local  government  of  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property. 

(6)  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  any  real  property  situated  in 
an  urban  area  as  a  site  for  public  building  the  Administrator  shall,  to 
the  extent  he  determines  practicable — 

{!)  consider  all  objections  made  to  any  such  acquisition  or  change 
of  use  by  such  unit  of  government  upon  the  ground  that  the  proposed 
acquisition  or  change  of  use  conflicts  or  would  condict  with  the 
zoning  regulations  or  planning  objectives  of  such  unit;  and 

{2)  comply  with  and  conform  to  such  regulations  of  the  unit  of 
general  local  government  having  jurisdiction  with  respect  to  the  area 
within  which  such  property  is  situated  and  the  planning  and  de¬ 
velopment  objectives  of  such  local  government. 

Sec.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in  sections  803  and  804  may  be 
waived  during  any  period  of  national  emergency  proclaimed  by  the 
President. 
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DEFINITIONS 

Sec^SOS.  As  used  in  this  title — 

of  general  local  government'’  means  ang  city,  county,  town 
parish,  village,  or  other  general-purpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State 
(b)  “  Urban  area”  means — 

{!)  any  geogiaphical  area  within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  in¬ 
corporated  city,  town,  borough,  village,  or  other  unit  of  general  local 
government,  except  county  or  parish,  having  a  population  of  ten 
thousand  or  more  inhabitants; 

{2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  any  county,  town,  township,  or  similar  governmental  entity  which 
contains  no  incorporated  unit  of  general  local  government  but  has  a, 
population  density  egual  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred 
inhabitants  per  square  mile;  and 

(3)  that  portion  of  any  geographical  area  having  a  j^oindation 
density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred  inhabitants 
per  square  mile  and  situated  adjacent  to  the  boundary  of  any  in¬ 
corporated  unit  of  general  local  government  which  has  a  population 

(  of  ten  thousand  or  more  inhabitants. 

_  (c)  ‘'Comprehensive  planning”  includes  the  fo  lowing,  to  the  extent 
directly  related  to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  g&vernment: 

{!)  Preparation,  as  a  guide  for  governme  ital  policies  and  action, 
of  general  plans  with  respect  to^  (A)  the  pattern  and  intensity  of  land 
use,^  (B)  the  provision  of  public  facilities  {including  transjmriation 
facilities)  and  other  governmental  services,  and  (C)  the  effective 
development  and  utilization  of  human  and  natural  resources; 

(2)  Long-range  physical  and  fiscal  plans  for  such  action; 

{3)^  Programing  of  capital  improvements  and  other  major  ex¬ 
penditures,  based  on  a  determination  of  relative  urgency,  together 
with  definitive  financing  plans  for  such  expenditures  in  the  ear  ier 
years  of  the  pro  gram  ; 

(4)  Coordination  of  all  related  plans  and  activities  of  the  State 
and  local  governments  and  agencies  concerned;  and 

(3)  Preparation  of  regulatory  and  administrative  measures  in 
support  of  the  foregoing. 
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[Report  No.  1845] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  23, 1968 

air.  Blatnik  (for  himself,  Mr.  Holifield,  air.  Rosenthal,  airs.  Dwyer,  air. 
Erlenborn,  Mr.  Brown  of  Ohio,  and  air.  Edwards  of  Alabama)  introduced 
the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations 

August  2, 1968 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  IVhole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

To  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities 
among  the  levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the 
operation  of  our  federal  system  in  an  increasingly  complex 
society,  to  improa^e  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the 
States,  to  pennit  provision  of  reimbursable  technical  services 
to  State  and  local  government,  to  estabhsh  coordinated  inter- 
goa^emmental  policy  and  administration  of  grants  and  loans 
for  development  assistance,  to  proadde  for  the  acquisition, 
use,  and  disposition  of  land  avithin  urban  areas  by  Federal 
agencies  in  conformity  avith  local  government  programs, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  be  cited  as  the  “Intergovernmental  Coopera- 

4  tion  Act  of  1968”. 
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TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 
When  used  in  this  Act — 

FEDEEAL  AGENCY 

Sec.  101.  The  term  ‘‘Federal  agency”  means  any  de¬ 
partment,  agency,  or  instrumentality  in  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Government  and  any  wholly  owned  Government  cor¬ 
poration. 

STATE 

Sec.  102.  The  teim  “State”  means  any  of  the  several 
States  of  the  United  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto 
Pico,  any  territory  or  possession  of  the  United  States,  or  any 
agency  or  instimnentality  of  a  State,  but  does  not  include  the 
govermnents  of  the  political  subdivisions  of  the  State. 
POLITICAL  SUBDIVISION  OE  LOCAL  GOVEENMENT 
Sec.  103.  Qdie  term  “political  subdivision”  or  “local 
government”  means  a  local  unit  of  government,  including 
specifically  a  county,  municipality,  city,  town,  township,  or 
a  school  or  other  special  district  created  by  or  pursuant  to 
State  law. 

UNIT  OF  GENEEAL  LOCAL  GOVEENJMENT 
Sec.  104.  “Unit  of  general  local  government”  means 
any  city,  county,  town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general 
])urpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State. 

SPECTAL-PUEPOSE  UNIT  OF  LOCAL  GOVEENMENT 
Sec.  105.  “Special-purpose  unit  of  local  government” 
means  any  special  district,  puhlic-pur])ose  corporation,  or 
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other  strictly  limited-purpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State, 
but  shall  not  include  a  school  district. 

GRANT  OR  GRANT-IN-AID 

Sec.  106.  The  term  ‘‘grant”  or  “gTant-in-aid”  means 
money,  or  property  provided  in  lieu  of  money,  paid  or  fiir- 
nished  by  the  United  States  under  a  fixed  annual  or  aggre¬ 
gate  authorization — 


(A)  to  a  State;  or 

(B)  to  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State;  or 

(C)  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  plan  or  program  which 
is  subject  to  approval  by  a  Uederal  agency; 

if  such  authorization  either  (i)  requires  the  States  or  political 
subdivisions  to  expend  non-Uederal  funds  as  a  condition  for 
the  receipt  of  money  or  ])roperty  from  the  United  States;  or 
(ii)  specifies  directly,  or  establishes  by  means  of  a  fonnula, 
the  amounts  Avhich  may  be  paid  or  furnished  to  States  or 
political  subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be  allotted  for  use  in 
each  of  the  States  by  the  States,  political  subdivisions,  or 
other  beneficiaries.  The  tenn  does  not  include  ( 1 )  shared 
revenues;  (2)  payments  of  taxes;  (3)  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxes;  (4)  loans  or  repaj^able  advances;  (5)  surplus  prop¬ 
erty  or  surplus  agricultural  commodities  furnished  as  such , 
(6)  payments  under  research  and  development  contracts  or 
grants  which  arc  awarded  directly  and  on  similai  tenns  to  all 
qualifying  organizations,  whether  puhlic  or  private;  or  (^) 
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payments  to  States  or  political  subdivisions  as  full  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  the  costs  incurred  in  paying  benefits  or  furnishing 
services  to  persons  entitled  thereto  under  Federal  laws. 

F’EDERAL  EINAXCTAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  107.  The  term  “Federal  financial  assistance”  does 
not  include  any  annual  payment  by  the  United  States  to  the 
District  of  Columbia  authoi'ized  by  article  VI  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  Kevenue  Act  of  1947  (D.C.  Code,  secs.  47- 
2501a  and  47-2501b) . 

SPECIALIZED  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES 
Sec.  108.  “Specialized  or  technical  services”  means 
statistical  and  other  studies  and  compilations,  development 
projects,  technical  tests  and  evaluations,  technical  infomia- 
tion,  training  activities,  surveys,  reports,  documents,  and  any 
other  similar  service  functions  which  any  department  or 
agenc}^  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government 
is  especially  equipped  and  authorized  by  law  to  perfonn. 

COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING 
Sec.  109.  “Comprehensive  planning”,  except  in  title  V, 
includes  the  following,  to  the  extent  directly  related  to  area 
needs  or  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  government:  (A) 
preparation,  as  a  guide  for  governmental  policies  and  action, 
of  general  plans  with  respect  to  (i)  the  pattern  and  intensity 
of  land  use,  (ii)  the  provision  of  public  facilities  (including 
transportation  facilities)  and  other  government  services, 
and  (  iii)  the  effective  develo]nnent  and  utilization  of  human 
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and  natural  resources;  (B)  long-range  physical  and  fiscal 
plans  for  such  action;  (C)  programing  of  capital  improve¬ 
ments  and  other  major  expenditures,  based  on  a  detennina- 
tion  of  relative  urgency,  together  with  definitive  financing 
plans  for  such  expenditures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the 
program;  (D)  coordination  of  all  related  plans  and  activities 
of  the  State  and  local  governments  and  agencies  concerned; 
and  (E)  preparation  of  regulatory  and  administrative  meas¬ 
ures  in  support  of  the  foregoing. 

HEAD  OF  AGENCY 

Sec.  110.  The  term  ''head  of  a  Federal  agency”  or 
"head  of  a  State  agency”  includes  a  duly  designated  delegate 
of  such  agency  head. 

TITLE  II— IMPEOVED  ADMINISTEATION  OF  ' 
GEANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

FULL  INFOEMATION  ON  FUNDS  EECEIVED 

Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  of  the  United 
States  Government  which  administers  a  program  of  grants-in- 
aid  to  any  of  the  State  governments  of  the  United  States 
or  to  their  political  subdivisions  shall,  upon  request,  notify  in 
writino^  to  the  Governor  or  other  official  designated  by  him, 
and  the  State  legislature,  of  the  purpose  and  amounts  of  actual 
grants-in-aid  to  the  State  or  to  its  political  subdivisions. 

DEPOSIT  OF  GEANTS-IN-AID 

Sec.  202.  No  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall  be  required  by 
Federal  law  or  administrative  regulation  to  be  deposited  in  a 
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separate  bank  aeeount  apart  from  other  funds  administered 
by  the  State.  All  Federal  grant-in-aid  funds  made  available 
to  the  States  shall  be  properly  accounted  for  as  Federal  funds 
in  the  accounts  of  the  State.  In  each  case  the  State  agency 
concerned  shall  render  regular  authenticated  reports  to  the 
appropriate  Federal  agency  covering  the  status  and  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  funds,  the  liabilities  and  obligations  on  hand, 
and  such  other  facts  as  may  be  required  b}"  said  Federal 
agency.  The  head  of  the  Federal  agency  and  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States  or  any  of  their  duly  authorized 
representatives  shall  have  access  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and 
examination  to  any  books,  documents,  papers,  and  records 
that  are  pertinent  to  the  grant-in-aid  received  by  the  States. 

SCHEDULING  OF  FEDEEAL  TEANSFEES  TO  THE  STATES 

Sec.  203.  Heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
responsible  for  administering  grant-in-aid  programs  shall 
schedule  the  transfer  of  grant-in-aid  funds  consistent  with 
program  pui*poses  and  applicable  Treasury  regulations,  so  as 
to  minimize  the  time  elapsing  between  the  transfer  of  such 
funds  from  the  United  States  Treasury  and  the  disbursement 
thereof  b}^  a  State,  whether  such  disbursement  occurs  prior 
to  or  subsequent  to  such  transfer  of  funds. 

eligible  state  agency 

Sec.  204.  Notwithstanding  any  other  Federal  law  which 
provides  that  a  single  State  agency  or  nmltimember  board 
or  commission  must  be  established  or  designated  to  adminis- 
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ter  or  supervise  the  administration  of  any  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
gram,  the  head  of  any  Federal  department  or  agency  ad¬ 
ministering  such  program  may,  upon  request  of  the  Gover¬ 
nor  or  other  appropriate  executive  or  legislative  authority 
of  the  State  responsible  for  determining  or  revising  the  or¬ 
ganizational  stnicture  of  State  government,  waive  the  single 
State  agency  or  multimember  board  or  commission  provision 
upon  adequate  showing  that  such  provision  prevents  the 
establishment  of  the  most  effective  and  efficient  organizational 
arrangements  within  the  State  government  and  approve 
other  State  administrative  structure  or  aiTangements :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  head  of  the  Federal  department  or  agency 
determines  that  the  objectives  of  the  Federal  statute  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  grant-in-aid  program  will  not  be  endangered  by  the 
use  of  such  other  State  structure  or  arrangements. 

TITLE  III— PEEMITTING  FEDEEAL  DEPAET- 
3IENTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO  PEOA^IDE  SPECIAL 
OE  TECHNICAL  SEEVICES  TO  STATE  AND 
LOCAL  UNITS  OF  GOVEENMENT 

STATEMENT  OF  EITEPOSE 

Sec.  301.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  encourage  in- 
tergovemmental  cooperation  in  the  conduct  of  specialized 
or  technical  services  and  provision  of  facilities  essential  to 
the  administration  of  State  or  local  governmental  activities, 
many  of  which  are  nationv^dde  in  scope  and  financed  in  part 
by  Federal  funds;  to  enable  State  or  local  governments  to 
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avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of  special  service  functions; 
and  to  authorize  all  departments  and  agencies  of  the  execu¬ 
tive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government  which  do  not  have 
such  authority  to  provide  reimbursable  specialized  or  tech¬ 
nical  services  to  State  and  local  govermnents. 

AUTHOEITY  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 

Sec.  302.  The  head  of  any  Federal  department  or 
agency  is  authorized  within  his  discretion,  upon  written 
request  from  a  State  or  political  subdivision  thereof,  to 
provide  specialized  or  technical  services,  upon  payment,  to 
the  department  or  agency  by  the  unit  of  government  making 
the  request,  of  salaries  and  all  other  identifiable  direct  or 
indirect  costs  of  performing  such  services :  Provided,  however, 
That  such  services  shall  include  only  those  which  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  through  ndes  and  regu¬ 
lations  determines  Federal  departments  and  agencies  have 
special  competence  to  provide.  Such  niles  and  regulations 
shall  be  consistent  with  and  in  furtherance  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment’s  policy  of  relying  on  the  private  enterprise  system  to 
provide  those  services  which  are  reasonably  and  expeditiously 
available  through  ordinary  business  channels. 

REl]\I]iUKSEI\lENT  FOR  SERVICES 

Sec.  303.  All  moneys  received  by  any  department  or 
agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government, 
or  any  bureau  or  other  administrative  division  thereof,  in 
payment  for  furnishing  specialized  or  technical  services  as 
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authorized  under  , section  302  shall  be  deposited  to  miscel¬ 
laneous  receipts  of  the  Treasuiy. 

REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  any  department  or  the 
administrative  head  of  any  agency  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government  shall  furnish  annually  to  the 
respective  Committees  on  Government  Operations  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Re])resentatives  a  summary  report  on 
the  scope  of  the  services  provided  under  the  administration 
of  this  title. 

RESERVATION  OF  EXISTING  AUTHORITY 
Sec.  305.  This  title  is  in  addition  to  and  does  not  super¬ 
sede  any  existing  authority  now  possessed  by  any  Federal 
department  or  agency  with  respect  to  furnishing  services, 
whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimbursable  basis,  to  State 
and  local  units  of  government. 

TITLE  IV— COORDINATED  INTERGOVERNMEN¬ 
TAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINISTRATION  OF 
DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

DECLARATION  OF  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE  POLICY 

Sec.  401.  (a)  The  economic  and  social  development  of 
the  Nation  and  the  achievement  of  satisfactory  levels  of  living 
depend  upon  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of  all  arens, 
both  urban  and  rural.  Moreover,  in  a  time  of  rapid  urbaniza¬ 
tion,  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of  urban  communi- 


H.R.  18826 - 2 
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ties  depends  to  a  large  degree  upon  the  social  and  economic 
health  and  the  sound  development  of  smaller  communities  and 
rural  areas.  The  President  may,  therefore,  establish  ndes  and 
regulations  governing  the  fomiulation,  evaluation,  and  review 
of  Federal  programs  and  projects  having  a  significant  impact 
on  area  and  commimity  development,  including  programs 
providing  Federal  assistance  to  the  States  and  localities,  to  the 
end  that  they  shall  most  effectively  serve  these  basic  objec¬ 
tives.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  provide  for  full  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  concuiTent  achievement  of  the  following 
specific  objectives  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by  law,  rea¬ 
soned  choices  shall  be  made  between  such  objectives  when 
they  conflict: 

( 1 )  Appropriate  land  uses  for  housing,  commercial, 
industrial,  governmental,  institutional,  and  other  pur¬ 
poses; 

(2)  Wise  development  and  conservation  of  natural 
resources,  including  land,  water,  minerals,  wildlife,  and 
others ; 

(3)  Balanced  transportation  systems,  including 
highway,  air,  water,  pedestrian,  mass  transit,  and  other 
modes  for  the  movement  of  people  and  goods ; 

(4)  Adequate  outdoor  recreation  and  open  space; 

(5)  Protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural  beauty, 
historical  and  scientific  interest; 
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(6)  Properly  planned  community  facilities,  includ¬ 
ing  utilities  for  the  supply  of  power,  water,  and  com¬ 
munications,  for  the  safe  disposal  of  wastes,  and  for 
other  pui’poses;  and 

( 7 )  Concern  for  high  standards  of  design. 

(h)  All  viewpoints — national,  regional.  State,  and 
local — shall,  to  the  extent  possible,  he  fulfy  considered  and 
taken  into  account  in  planning  Federal  or  federally  assisted 
development  programs  and  projects.  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ment  objectives,  together  with  the  objectives  of  regional 
organizations  shall  be  considered  and  evaluated  within  a 
framework  of  national  public  objectives,  as  expressed  in 
Federal  law,  and  available  projections  of  future  national  con¬ 
ditions  and  needs  of  regions.  States,  and  localities  shall  be 
considered  in  plan  foimulation,  evaluation,  and  review. 

(c)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  consistent  with 
national  objectives,  all  Federal  aid  for  development  purposes 
shall  be  consistent  with  and  further  the  objectives  of  State, 
regional,  and  local  comprehensive  planning.  Consideration 
shall  be  given  to  all  developmental  aspects  of  our  total 
national  community,  including  but  not  limited  to  housing, 
transportation,  economic  development,  natural  and  human 
resources  development,  community  facilities,  and  the  general 
improvement  of  living  environments. 
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(d)  Each  Federal  department  and  agency  administer¬ 
ing  a  development  assistance  program  shall,  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable,  consult  with  and  seek  advice  from  all 
other  significantly  affected  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
in  an  effort  to  assure  fully  coordinated  programs. 

(e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  plaiming  required 
by  individual  Federal  programs  (such  as  highway  construc¬ 
tion,  urban  renewal,  and  open  space)  shall  be  coordinated 
with  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by  law,  made  part  of 
comprehensive  local  and  areawide  development  planning. 

FAVOEING  UNITS  OF  GENEEAL  LOCAL  GOVEENMENT 
Sec.  402.  Where  Federal  law  provides  that  both  special- 
puiq)ose  units  of  local  government  and  units  of  general  local 
government  are  eligible  to  receive  loans  or  grants-in-aid, 
heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies  shall,  in  the 
absence  of  substantial  reasons  to  the  contrary,  make  such 
loans  or  grants-in-aid  to  units  of  general  local  government 
rather  than  to  special-pui*pose  units  of  local  government. 

EULES  AND  EEGULATIONS 

Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  such  other 
agency  as  may  be  designated  by  the  President  is  hereby 
authorized  to  prescribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are 
deemed  appropriate  for  the  effective  administration  of  this 
title. 
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TITLE  y— ACQUISITION,  USE,  AND  DISPOSITION 
OE  LAND  WITHIN  UEBAN  AEEAS  BY  EED- 
EEAL  AGENCIES  IN  CONFOEMITY  WITH 
LAND  UTILIZATION  PEOGEAMS  OF  AF¬ 
FECTED  LOCAL  GOVEENMENT 

AMENDMENT  OF  FEDEEAL  PEOPEETY  AND  ADMINISTEATIVE 

SERVICES  ACT 

Sec.  501.  The  Federal  Property  and  Administrative 
Sei*vices  Act  of  1949,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.) , 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  as 
follows : 

“TITLE  VIII— UEBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 

“short  title 

“Sec.  801.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Federal  Urban 
Land-Use  AcP. 

“declaration  of  purpose  and  policy 
“Sec.  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  promote  more 
harmonious  intergovernmental  relations  by  prescribing  uni¬ 
form  policies  and  procedures  Avhereby  the  Administrator 
shall  acquire,  use,  and  dispose  of  land  in  urban  areas  in 
order  that  urban  land  transactions  entered  into  for  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Sendees  Administration  or  on  behalf  of  other  Federal 
agencies  shall,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  he  con¬ 
sistent  with  zoning  and  land-use  practices  and  shall  be  made 
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to  the  greatest  extent  in  accordance  with  planning  and  de¬ 
velopment  objectives  of  the  local  governments  and  local 
planning  agencies  concerned. 

‘‘disposal  of  ueban  lands 
“Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  con¬ 

templates  the  disposal  for  or  on  behalf  of  any  Federal 
agency  of  any  real  property  situated  within  an  urban  area, 
he  shall,  prior  to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give  reasonable 
notice  to  the  head  of  the  governing  body  of  the  unit  of 
general  local  government  having  jurisdiction  over  zoning 
and  land-use  regulation  in  the  geographical  area  within 
which  the  land  or  lands  are  located  in  order  to  afford  the 
government  the  opportunity  of  zoning  for  the  use  of  such 
land  in  accordance  with  local  comprehensive  planning. 

“(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest  practicable 
extent,  shall  furnish  to  all  prospective  purchasers  of  such 
real  property,  full  and  complete  infomiation  concerning — 
“  ( 1 )  current  zoning  regulations  and  prospective 
zoning  requirements  and  objectives  for  such  property 
when  it  is  unzoned;  and 

“  (2)  current  availability  to  such  property  of  streets, 
sidewalks,  sewers,  water,  street  lights,  and  other  service 
facilities  and  prospective  availa1)ility  of  such  services  if 
such  property  is  included  in  comprehensive  planning. 
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“acquisition  OE  CIIAi^GE  OF  USE  OF  EEAL  PEOPERTY 
“Sec.  804.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable,  prior  to  a 
commitment  to  acquire  any  real  property  situated  in  an  urban 
area,  the  Administrator  shall  notify  the  unit  of  general  local 
government  exercising  zoning  and  land-use  jurisdiction  over 
the  land  proposed  to  be  purchased  of  his  intent  to  acquire 
such  land  and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property.  In  the  event 
that  the  Administrator  determines  that  such  advance  notice 
would  have  an  adverse  im})act  on  the  proposed  purchase,  he 
shall,  upon  conclusion  of  the  acquisition,  immediately  notify 
such  local  government  of  the  acquisition  and  the  proposed  use 
of  the  property. 

“(h)  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  any  real 
propertv  situated  in  an  urban  area  as  a  site  for  public  l)uild- 
ing,  the  Administrator  shall,  to  the  extent  he  detennines 
practicable — 

“  ( 1 )  consider  all  objections  made  to  any  such 
acquisition  or  change  of  use  by  such  unit  of  govennnent 
upon  the  ground  that  the  proposed  acquisition  or  change 
of  use  conflicts  or  would  conflict  with  the  zoning  regula¬ 
tions  or  planning  objectives  of  such  unit;  and 

“  (2)  comply  with  and  confonn  to  such  regulations 
of  the  unit  of  general  local  government  having  jurisdic¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  area  within  which  such  property 
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is  situated  and  the  planning  and  development  objectives 
of  such  local  goveniment. 

“Sec.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in  sections  803 
and  804  may  he  waived  during  any  period  of  national  emer¬ 
gency  proclaimed  by  the  President. 

“definitions 
“Sec.  806.  As  used  in  this  title — 

“  (a)  ‘Unit  of  general  local  goveniment’  means  any  city, 
county,  town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general-purpose  politi¬ 
cal  subdivision  of  a  State. 

“(b)  ‘Urban  area’ means — 

“  ( 1 )  any  geographical  area  within  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  any  incorporated  city,  town,  borough,  village, 
or  other  unit  of  general  local  goveniment,  except  county 
or  parish,  having  a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more 
inhabitants ; 

“(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  an}^  count}^  town,  township,  or  simi¬ 
lar  governmental  entity  which  contains  no  incorporated 
unit  of  general  local  government  but  has  a  population 
density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred 
inhabitants  per  square  mile;  and 

“  (3)  that  portion  of  any  geographical  area  having  a 
population  density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand 
five  hundred  inhabitants  per  square  mile  and  situated  ad- 
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jacent  to  the  boundary  of  any  incorporated  unit  of  gen¬ 
eral  local  goveminent  which  has  a  population  of  ten 
thousand  or  more  inhabitants. 

‘‘(c)  ‘Comprehensive  planning’  includes  the  following, 
to  the  extent  directly  related  to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general 
local  government : 

“  { 1 )  Preparation,  as  a  guide  for  governmental  poli¬ 
cies  and  action,  of  general  plans  with  respect  to  (A) 
the  pattern  and  intensity  of  land  use,  (B)  the  provision 
of  public  facilities  (including  transportation  facilities) 
and  other  governmental  services,  and  (C)  the  effective 
development  and  utilization  of  human  and  natural 
resources ; 

“  (2)  Long-range  phj^sical  and  fiscal  plans  for  such 
action; 

“(3)  Programing  of  capital  improvements  and 
other  major  expenditures,  based  on  a  detennination  of 
relative  urgency,  together  with  definitive  financing  plans 
for  such  expenditures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  program ; 

“  (4)  Coordination  of  all  related  plans  and  activities 
of  the  State  and  local  governments  and  agencies  con¬ 
cerned;  and 

“(5)  Preparation  of  regulatory  and  administrative 
measures  in  support  of  the  foregoing.” 
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11. NU  IDS,  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3578,  to  direct  the  Secrptary  of  As^ culture 

of  the  U.S,,  a  condition  in  a  deed  conveying  obtain 
lams  to  the  South  Carolina  State  Commission  of  Forestry  so  as  to  n^nit 

subject  to  a  certain  condition,  to  exchange  such/ands.  This 
bill  \rill  now  be  sent  to  the  ^resident.  H.  R.  18207,  a  similar  All,  passed 
earlieiv  as  reported  was  tabled,  pp.  K8665-7  / 

Passed  as  reported  H,  R,  1787U,  to  amend  the  Act  providing/for  the  admission 
of  Alaska ^to  the  Union  in  order  to  extend  the  time  for  filing  of  applications 
for  the  sel^tion  of  certain  lands  by  such  State,  pp.  H86/6-7 

Passed  witto  amendment  (to  substitute  the  language  of  A  R.  13797)  S.  220, 
to  give  the  Sec^tary  of  the  Interior  the  legislative  ai:!fphority  to  sell 
certain  parcels  land  upon  which  an  agricultural  tra^ass  has  been  recently 
discovered,  H.  IK  13797,  a  similar  bill,  passed  eax^ier  as  reported  was 
tabled,  pp.  h8662-^‘ 

Passed  without  ani^t^ment  S,  3687,  to  direct  thgi^ Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  release  on  oehalf  oi\^the  U.  S,  a  condition  in' a  deed  conveying  certain 
I  lands  to  the  State  of  Ohio,_  Thijs  bill  will  no>f  be  sent  to  the  President. 

H,  R,  I6033,  a  similar  biM,  passed  earlier  mthout  amendment  was  tabled, 
pp.  H866h-5 

Passed  as  reported  H,  R,  1)^0,  to  authp^ze  the  Secretary  of  the  Inteip.or 
to  sell  at  fair  market  value  the  mineral/estate  in  lands  heretofore  or  hereafter 
patented  under  the  Color  of  Title  Act  ^thout  regard  to  vjhether  the  lands  are 
subject  to  a  mineral  lease  or  min^alywithdrawal,  p,  H8b62 

12.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION,  Conferees  w^K^ppointed  on  H.  R,  18785,  the  militarj'- 

construction  appropriation  bill,  2!^69,\  This  bill  includes  funds  for  pa;\arent 
to  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  on  rae  indebtedness  for  housing  constructed 
in  foreign  countries  with  forei!gn  currencies  derived  from  the  sale  of  surolus 
commodities.  Senate  conferees  have  been  ai^ointed,  p,  H8657 


) 


INTEREST  RATES,  Passed  un^r  suspension  of  the\rules  S.  3133,  to  extend  for 
two  years  the  authority  for  more  flexible  regiil^ion  of  maximum  rates  of  interest 
or  dividends,  higher  r^erve  requirements,  and  or^  market  operations  in  agency 
issues.  H.  R.  I6092,y4  similar  bill,  was  tabled.  H8695-700 


111.  INTERGOVERNT'ENTAL  COOPERATION.  Passed  W3.th  amendment  (to  substitute  the  language 
of  H,  R,  18826)  S.  698,  to  strengthen  State  and  local  govemme  nt  and  iirorove 
the  relations  between  those  governments  and  the  Federal  Gove  ^nnient  through 
closer  cooperation  and  coordination  of  policies  and  activities,  particulary  in 
the  administration  of  Federal  grant  and  loan  programs  for  development  assistance 
and  by  other  means.  H.  fi.  18826,  a  similar  bill,  passed  earlier  under  suspension 
of  the  rules  was  tabled,  pp,  H8705-?5 

- — - V 

"N.  Passed,  218-102,  under  suspension  of  the  rules  S.  3')SG0,  to 
authoAze  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  develop,  through,  the  usexjf  an 
Lment  and  demonstration  plant,  practicable  and  economic  means  fo\  the 
iuction  by  the  commercial  .fishing  inaustry  of  fish  protein  concentric . 

S87 25-30 
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-u- 

lA’v,  I'^ssed  vrith  ,amenclmen+.6  K.  H,  176'^!;,  to  amend  thties  10,  and  37 
the  IJ,  Code  so  as  to  ir)''-ornorate  recently  enacted  amenciments.  p.  FBi 

GIJAT-^  PassVl  without  aniendnei\t  3,  3012,  to  authorize  additional  func^  to 
complete  th^rehabilitation  of  the  public  sector  of  Guair:  from  the.  ^vastation 
of  World  War^,  and  tjoahocns  in  ly^'2  and  This  bill  will  be  sent 

to  the  Presidei^,  H,  R.  168g1,  passed  earlier  under  suspensionyof  the  r\-les 
was  tabled,  pp.\i8732-li 

MtlGRO  PISTORY.  Pass^,  2^'3-hS,  under  sa.snensiori  of  the  rul^’-^.  R.  129^2,  to 
orovide  for  the  esta^ishment  of  a  Commission  on  Negro  Hi9«€ory  and  Culture, 
pp.  HB7)-t5-ii9 

FISHERIES,  Passed  w?.th  am^idment  S,  3^^^t  to  extend  oro’vd.sions  of  the 
Commercial  Fisheries  ReseaiW  and  Development  Act  off  196U,  H,  R,  18808, 
a  similar  hill  passed  earliX;^*  under  suspension  ofyT,he  rules,  was  tabled, 

pp.  K87li 9-5? 

RFC  I A  NATION.  Passed  under  suspens^kpn  of  the  »<^les  S,  3058,  to  increase  the 
authorization  under^itle  I  of  theN^ater  Retirees  Planning  Ac  c,  which 
establishes  the  VJater^esources  CourWl  ancy  snecifies  its  auth'^rities  and 
responsibi 'ities,  p,  H8753 

Passed  under  suspension  of^the  rules^.  22h,  to  make  nonreimbursable,  the 
cost  of  rehabilitation  of  the  F,klutna ^^ral  hj’-d roe lec trie  povrer  project  jn 
Alaska  because  of  damage  caused  by  earthquake  in  March  1961i.  pp,  RH759-’'^0 

B^^TLDINGS;  SAFETY,  Rejected  197-1^,  a  motiorrsto  suspend  the  rules  and  pass 
H,  R,  2567,  to  require  conditiorve  of  health  ancKsafety  in  construction  using 


Federal  funds. 


FT8687-9.5 


^SR.SOhllEL,  H.  R.  179514.,  to  yorrect  cert.ain  inequiti^  and  relieve  certain 
liabilities  arising  out  o:p4-iverpayments  to  Governmen'^eiriployees  as  a  result 
of  administrative  error  ^  the  application  of  certain  revisions  of  the 
Classification  Act  of  bw9,  the  Federal  Employees  Salar^\Act  of  19^h,  and 
other  provisions  of  laM;  and  fU  R,  12881,  to  authorize  thX  payment  of  allovr- 
ances  to  defray  cominatdng  expenses  of  civilian  em  loyees  ot\executiv0  agencies 
assigned  to  duty  aj/ remote  work.sites,  wer'-  passed  over  witho^-  rrejuai.ce, 
p.  H8h71 

HlJt'GER.  Rep.  ^ttin  criticised  the  administration  cf  tne  food  di.^ributinn 
programs,  p/  H8776 

RCYkDS,  Re^.  Poff  and  Cramer  deplored  inclusion  of  cuts  in  the  highwa5\ pro  rram 
in  the  expenditure  cuts  made  necessary  by  orovisions  of  the  Revenue  anc 
Expen^ure  Control  Act.  pp.  K877lf.-5',  h'8779-80 

Rep.  Steiger  called  for  oversight  to  urevent  ’’wide-scale  diversion' 
ano  dissipation  of  aritipowerty  funds."  p.  H877U 
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The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  328,  nays  4,  not  voting  99,  as 
rollows; 

X  [Boll  No.  326] 

\  YEAS— 328 


AbbittX^ 

Findley 

MacGregor 

Abernetn|[ 

Fino 

Machen 

Addabbo  \ 

Flood 

Mahon 

Albert  \ 

Flynt 

Mailllard 

Anderson,  HUv 

Foley 

Marsh 

Andrews,  Ala. ' 

SRord, 

Martin 

Andrews, 

\  William  D. 

Matsunaga 

N.  Dak. 

P^mtain 

Mayne 

Annunzio 

Fraser 

Meeds 

Arends 

Frelmghuysen 

Meskill 

AspinaU 

FrledS 

Michel 

Ayres 

FultonjPa. 

Miller,  Ohio 

Barrett 

Fulton,  'renn. 

Mills 

Bates 

Fuqua  \ 

Minish 

Battin 

Gallflanakl^ 

Mink 

Belcher 

Gallagher  \ 

Mize 

Bell 

Gardner  N 

^onagan 

Bemiett 

Garmatz 

slontgomery 

Berry 

Gathings 

Moorhead 

Betts 

Gibbons 

Motean 

Biester 

Gilbert 

Morns,  N.  Mex. 

Bingham 

Gonzalez 

Morse^^ass. 

Blanton 

Goodling 

MosherX 

Bow 

Gray 

Moss 

Brademas 

Green,  Pa. 

Murphy,  In. 

Brasco 

Griffin 

Murphy,  N.». 

Bray 

Gross 

Natcher  \ 

Brinkley 

Grover 

Nedzi 

Brock 

Gubser 

Nichols 

Brooks 

Gude 

O’Hara,  HI. 

Hrotzman 

Hagan 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Brown,  Mich. 

Haley 

O’Konskl 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Hall 

O’Neal,  Ga. 

BroyhUl,  Va. 

Halleck 

Ottinger 

Buchanan 

Halpern 

Passman 

Burke,  Fla. 

Hamilton 

Patman 

Burke,  Mass. 

Hammer- 

Patten 

Burleson 

schmldt 

Pelly 

Burton,  Calif. 

Hanley 

Pepper 

Bmton,  Utah 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Perkins 

Button 

Hardy 

Pike 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Harrison 

Pirnie 

BsTnes,  Wls. 

Harsha 

Poage 

Cahill 

Harvey 

Poff 

Carey 

Hathaway 

Pollock 

Carter 

Hays 

Price,  HI. 

Cederberg 

Hechler,  W.  Va. 

Price,  Tex. 

Chamberlain 

Heckler.  Mass. 

Pryor 

Clancy 

Helstoski 

Pucinskl 

Clark 

Herlong 

Purcell 

Clausen, 

Holifleld 

Quie 

Don  H. 

Horton 

Quillen 

Cleveland 

Hosmer 

Rallsback 

Cohelan 

Howard 

Randall 

Collier 

Hull 

Reid,  HI. 

Colmer 

Hungate 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Conable 

Hunt 

Relfel 

Conte 

Hutchinson 

Reinecke 

Corbett 

Irwin 

Reuss 

Corman 

Jarman 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Cowger 

Joelson 

Riegle 

Cramer 

Johnson,  Calif, 

Roberts 

Culver 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Robison 

Cunningham 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rodino 

Daniels 

Jones,  Mo. 

Rogers,  Colo./ 

Davis,  Ga. 

Jones,  N.C. 

Rogers,  Fla/ 

Davis,  Wis. 

Karth 

Ronan  / 

de  la  Garza 

Kastenmeler 

Rooney,  /y. 

Delaney 

Kazen 

Rooney/a. 

DeUenback 

Kee 

Roseii^al 

Denney 

Keith 

Ros/ikowskl 

Dent 

Kelly 

Rotli 

Derwlnskl 

King,  N.Y. 

R/sh 

Devine 

Kirwan 

/imsfeld 

Dickinson 

Kleppe 

/^uppe 

Diggs 

Kluczynskl  / 

Ryan 

DingeU 

Kornegay  / 

St  Germain 

Dole 

Kuykendall 

Sandman 

Dorn 

Kyi  / 

Saylor 

Dowdy 

Kyros  / 

^  Schadeberg 

Downing 

Laird  / 

'  Scherle 

Dulski 

Latt/ 

Scheuer 

Duncan 

Le/on 

Schneebeli 

Dwyer 

Lipscomb 

Schwengel 

Edmondson 

Bong,  Md. 

Scott 

Edwards,  Ala. 

/jukens 

Selden 

Edwards,  CalU 

'  McCarthy 

Shipley 

Edwards,  Ly 

McCloskey 

Shrlver 

Eshleman / 

McClure 

Sikes 

Evans,  Colo. 

McDade 

Slack 

Everett/ 

McDonald, 

Smith,  Calif. 

Falloy 

Mich. 

Smith,  Iowa 

FarlMteln 

McEwen 

Snyder 

McFall 

Springer 

McMillan 

Stafford 

Staggers 

Udall 

Wldnall 

Stanton 

Ullman 

Williams,  Pa. 

Steiger,  Ariz^ 

Van  Deerlln 

Wilson,  Bob 

Steiger,  Wls. 

Vander  Jagt 

Wilson, 

Stratton 

Vanik 

Charles  H. 

Stubblefield 

Vlgorlto 

Winn 

Stuckey 

Waggonner 

Wolff 

Siillivan 

Waldle 

Wyatt 

Taft 

Walker 

Wydler 

Talcott 

Wampler 

Wylie 

Taylor 

Watkins 

Wyman 

Teague,  Calif. 

Watson 

Young 

Teague,  Tex. 

■Whalen 

Zablocki 

Tenzer 

■Whalley 

Zion 

Thomson,  Wls.  White 

Zwach 

Tiernan 

Whitener 

Tunney 

Whitten 

Erlenborn 

NAYS-^ 

Myers 

Smith,  N.Y. 

McClory 
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Adair 

Fisher 

Morton 

Adams 

Ford,  Gerald  R.  Nelsen 

Anderson, 

Gettys 

Nix 

Tenn. 

Giaimo 

Olsen 

Ashbrook 

Green,  Oreg. 

O’Neill,  Mass. 

Ashley 

Griffiths 

Pettis 

Ashmore 

Gurney 

Philbin 

Baring 

Hanna 

Pickle 

Bevill 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Podell 

Blackburn 

Hawkins 

Rarlck 

Blatnik 

Hubert 

Rees 

Boggs 

Henderson 

Resnick 

Boland 

Hicks 

Rhodes,  Ariz.  / 

sBolllng 

Ichord 

Rivers  / 

Bolton 

Jacobs 

Roudebush / 

B^omfield 

Jonas 

Roybal  / 

Brd^,  Calif. 

Karsten 

St.  Onge/ 

Brown,  Ohio 

King,  Calif. 

SatterlMd 

Bush  \ 

Kupferman 

Schweiker 

Cabell  \ 

Landrum 

Sisk/ 

Casey  \. 

Langen 

Skjibitz 

Celler  \ 

Leggett 

S/ith,  Okla. 

Clawson,  D^ 

Lloyd 

Sfteed 

Collins  ' 

\  Long,  La.  . 

/Stephens 

Conyers 

\McCiilloch  / 

Thompson,  Ga. 

Curtis 

I^cdonald,/ 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Daddarlo 

'Mass.  / 

Tuck 

Dawson 

Ma^lden  / 

Utt 

Donohue 

Matnias/Calif. 

Watts 

Dow 

Mathi/  Md. 

Wiggins 

Eckhardt 

May  /\ 

Willis 

Eilberg 

Miller,  CMtr. 

Wright 

Esch 

nMshaU  \ 

Yates 

Evins,  Tenn. 

So  (two-' 

^rds  havingN 

(oted  in  favor 

thereof)  ^ 

le  rules  were  s 

upended  and 

the  bill  viAs 

passed. 

The  /lerk  announced 

theXfollowing 

pairs/  \ 

l^rH^bert  with  Mr.  Adair.  \ 

Mr.  Madden  with  Mrs.  Bolton.  \ 

/Mr.  O’Neill  of  Massachusetts  withN^. 
Jerald  R.  Ford.  \. 

Mr.  Philbin  with  Mr.  Jonas.  N, 

Mr.  Donohue  with  Mr.  Del  Clawson. 

Mr.  Boland  with  Mrs.  May. 

Mr.  Leggett  with  Mr.  Morton. 

Mr.  Eilberg  with  Mr.  Ashbrook. 

Mr.  Evins  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Mathias 
of  Maryland. 

Mr.  Giaimo  with  Mr.  Broomfield. 

Mr.  St.  Onge  with  Mr.  Nelsen. 

Mr.  Daddarlo  with  Mr.  McCulloch. 

Mr.  Celler  with  Mr.  Langen. 

Mr.  Ashmore  with  Mr.  Pettis. 

Mr.  Adams  with  Mr.  Minshall. 

Mr.  Macdonald  of  Massachusetts  with  Mr. 
Rhodes  of  Arizona. 

Mr.  Miller  of  California  with  Mr.  Brown 
of  Ohio. 

Mr.  King  of  California  with  Mr.  Boudebush. 
Mr.  Cabell  with  Mr.  Schweiker. 

Mr.  Satterfield  with  Mr.  Skubltz. 

Mr.  Gettys  with  Mr.  Esch. 

Mr.  Rivers  with  Mr.  Utt. 

Mr.  Fisher  with  Mr.  Lloyd. 

Mr.  Casey  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Oklahoma. 
Mr.  Anderson  of  Tennessee  wltb  Mr.  Black- 

Mr.  Bevill  with  Mr.  Thompson  of  Georgia. 
Mr.  Blatnlk  with  Mr.  Bush. 

Mr.  Pickle  with  Mr.  Moore. 


Mr.  Podell  with  Mr.  Kupferman.  / 

Mr.  Roybal  with  Mr.  Wiggins.  / 

Mr.  Steed  with  Mr.  Collins.  / 

Mr.  Conyers  with  Mr.  Mathias  of  Maryland. 
Mr.  Thompson  of  New  Jersey  with  Rees. 
Mr.  Henderson  with  Mr.  Gurney/ 

Mr.  Tuck  with  Mr.  Curtis.  Y 
Mr.  Wright  with  Mr.  Hans^  of  Idaho. 
Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana  withiWr.  Landrum. 
Mr.  Ichord  with  Mr.  Jacobs/ 

Mr.  Ashley  with  Mr.  Daws/. 

Mr.  Brown  of  California /th  Mr.  Nix. 

Mr.  Dow  with  Mr.  Besi/k. 

Mr.  Karsten  with  Mr^watts. 

Mr.  Willis  with  Mr./ates. 

Mr.  Eckhardt  with/Mr.  Baring. 

Mr.  Boggs  with  Olsen. 

Mrs.  Griffiths  with  Mr.  Rarlck. « 

Mr.  Hicks  wim  Mr.  Hanna. 

Mr.  Hawkins  wtih  Mrs.  Green  of  Oregon. 
Mr.  Sisk  \/h  Mr.  Stephens. 

The  re/ult  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  aboi/recorded. 

Th^oors  were  opened. 

A /notion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 

ta^. 


GKNERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all 
Members  may  have  5  legislative  days  in 
which  to  extend  their  own  remarks  in 
connection  with  passage  of  S.  1440. 

The  SPEAEIER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado? 

There  was  no  objection. 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERA¬ 
TION  ACT  OF  1968 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill  (H.R. 
18826) ,  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation 
and  coordination  of  activities  among  the 
levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve 
the  operation  of  our  Federal  system  in  an 
increasingly  complex  society,  to  improve 
the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to 
the  States,  to  permit  provision  of  reim¬ 
bursable  technical  services  to  State  and 
local  government,  to  establish  coordinat¬ 
ed  intergovernmental  policy  and  admin¬ 
istration  of  grants  and  loans  for  develop¬ 
ment  assistance,  to  provide  for  the  ac¬ 
quisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land 
within  urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies 
in  conformity  with  local  government  pro¬ 
grams,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

H.B.  18826 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  be  cited  as  the  “Intergovernmental  Co¬ 
operation  Act  of  1968”. 

TTTLE  I — DEFINITIONS 

When  used  in  this  Act — 

FEDERAL  AGENCY 

Sec.  101.  The  term  “Federal  agency” 
means  any  department,  agency,  or  instru¬ 
mentality  in  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  and  any  wholly  owned  Govern¬ 
ment  corporation. 

STATE 

Sec.  102.  The  term  “State”  means  any  of 
the  several  States  of  the  United  States,  the 
District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  any  ter¬ 
ritory  or  possession  of  the  United  States,  or 
any  agency  or  InstrumentaUty  of  a  State, 
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but  does  not  Include  the  governments  of  the 
political  subdivisions  of  the  State. 

POLITICAL  SUBDIVISION  OR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 
Sec.  103.  The  term  “political  subdivision’’ 
or  “local  government”  means  a  local  unit  of 
government.  Including  specifically  a  county, 
municipality,  city,  town,  township,  or  a 
school  or  other  special  district  created  by  or 
pursuant  to  State  law. 

UNIT  OP  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  104.  “Unit  of  general  local  govern¬ 
ment”  means  any  city,  county,  town,  parish, 
village,  or  other  general  purpose  political 
subdivision  of  a  State. 

special-purpose  unit  op  local  government 
Sec.  105.  “Special-purpose  unit  of  local 
government”  means  any  special  district,  pub¬ 
lic-purpose  corporation,  or  other  strictly 
limited-purpose  political  subdivision  of  a 
State,  but  shall  not  include  a  school  district. 

GRANT  OR  grant-in-aid 
Sec.  106.  The  term  “grant”  or  “grant-in- 
aid”  means  money,  or  property  provided  in 
lieu  of  money,  paid  or  furnished  by  the 
United  States  under  a  fixed  annual  or  aggre¬ 
gate  authorization — 

(A)  to  a  State;  or 

(B)  to  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State;  or 

(C)  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  plan  or  pro¬ 
gram  which  is  subject  to  approval  by  a  Fed¬ 
eral  agency; 

if  such  authorization  either  (i)  requires  the 
States  or  political  subdivisions  to  expend 
non-Pederal  funds  as  a  condition  for  the 
receipt  of  money  or  property  from  the  United 
States;  or  (ii)  specifies  directly,  or  establishes 
by  means  of  a  formula,  the  amounts  which 
may  be  paid  or  furnished  to  States  or  politi¬ 
cal  subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be  allot¬ 
ted  for  use  in  each  of  the  States  by  the  States, 
political  subdivisions,  or  other  beneficiaries. 
The  term  does  not  Include  (1)  shared  rev¬ 
enues;  (2)  payments  of  taxes;  (3)  payments 
in  lieu  of  taxes;  (4)  loans  or  repayable  ad¬ 
vances;  (5)  surplus  property  or  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  furnished  as  such; 

(6)  payments  under  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  oontra.cts  or  grants  which  are  awarded 
directly  and  on  similar  terms  to  all  qualifying 
organizations,  whether  public  or  private;  or 

(7)  payments  to  States  or  p>olitlcal  subdi¬ 
visions  as  full  reimbursement  for  the  costs 
incurred  in  paying  benefits  or  furnishing 
services  to  persons  entitled  thereto  under 
Federal  laws. 

FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  107.  The  term  “Federal  financial  as¬ 
sistance”  does  not  Include  any  annual  pay¬ 
ment  by  the  United  States  to  the  District  of 
Columbia  authorized  by  article  VI  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Revenue  Act  of  1947 
(D.C.  Code,  secs.  47-2501a  and  47-2501b). 
specialized  or  technical  services 
Sec.  108.  “Specialized  or  technical  services” 
means  statistical  and  other  studies  and  com¬ 
pilations,  development  projects,  technical 
tests  and  evaluations,  technical  informa¬ 
tion,  training  activities,  surveys,  reports,  doc¬ 
uments,  and  any  other  similar  service  func¬ 
tions  which  any  department  or  agency  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  especially  equipped  and  authorized 
by  law  to  perform. 

comprehensive  planning 
Sec.  109.  “Comprehensive  planning”,  ex¬ 
cept  in  title  V,  includes  the  following,  to  the 
extent  directly  related  to  area  needs  or  needs 
of  a  unit  of  general  local  government:  (A) 
preparation,  as  a  guide  for  governmental 
policies  and  action,  of  general  plans  with 
respect  to  (1)  the  pattern  and  intensity  of 
land  use,  (11)  the  provision  of  public  facili¬ 
ties  (including  transportation  facilities)  and 
other  government  services,  and  (ill)  the  ef¬ 
fective  development  and  utilization  of  hu¬ 
man  and  natural  resources;  (B)  long-range 
physical  and  fiscal  plans  for  such  action; 


(C)  programing  of  capital  improvements  and 
other  major  expenditures,  based  on  a  deter¬ 
mination  of  relative  urgency,  together  with 
definitive  financing  plans  for  such  expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  program;  (D) 
coordination  of  all  related  plans  and  activi¬ 
ties  of  the  State  and  local  governments  and 
agencies  concerned,  and  (E)  preparation  of 
regulatory  and  administrative  measures  in 
support  of  the  foregoing. 

HEAD  OF  AGENCY 

Sec.  110.  The  term  “head  of  a  Federal 
agency”  or  “head  of  a  State  agency”  includes 
a  duly  designated  delegate  of  such  agency 
head. 

TITLE  II— IMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION 

OF  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

FULL  INFORMATION  ON  FUNDS  RECEIVED 

Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  of  the 
United  States  Government  which  admin¬ 
isters  a  program  of  grants-in-aid  to  any  of 
the  State  governments  of  the  United  States 
or  to  their  political  subdivisions  shall,  upon 
request,  notify  in  writing  to  the  Governor 
or  other  official  designated  by  him,  and  the 
State  legislature,  of  the  purpose  and  amounts 
of  actual  grants-in-aid  to  the  State  or  to  its 
political  subdivisions. 

deposit  of  GRANTS-IN-AID 

Sec.  202.  No  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall 
be  required  by  Federal  law  or  administrative 
regulation  to  be  deposited  in  a  separate  bank 
account  apart'  from  other  funds  administered 
by  the  State.  All  Federal  grant-in-aid  funds 
made  available  to  the  States  shall  be  proper¬ 
ly  accounted  for  as  Federal  funds  in  the  ac¬ 
counts  of  the  State.  In  each  case  the  State 
agency  concerned  shall  render  regular  au¬ 
thenticated  reports  to  the  appropriate  Fed¬ 
eral  agency  covering  the  status  and  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  funds,  the  liabilities  and  ob¬ 
ligations  on  hand,  and  such  other  facts  as 
may  be  required  by  said  Federal  agency.  The 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  and  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  of  the  United  States  or  any 
of  their  duly  authorized  representatives  shall 
have  access  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  ex¬ 
amination  to  any  books,  documents,  papers, 
and  records  that  are  pertinent  to  the  grant- 
in-aid  received  by  the  States. 
scheduling  of  federal  transfers  to  the 

STATES 

Sec.  203.  Heads  of  Federal  departments 
and  agencies  responsible  for  administering 
grant-in-aid  programs  shall  schedule  the 
transfer  of  grant-in-aid  funds  consistent 
with  program  purposes  and  applicable  Treas¬ 
ury  regulations,  so  as  to  minimize  the  time 
elapsing  between  the  transfer  of  such  funds 
from  the  United  States  Treasury  and  the  dis¬ 
bursement  thereof  by  a  State,  whether  such 
disbursement  occurs  prior  to  or  subsequent 
to  such  transfer  of  funds. 

ELIGIBLE  STATE  AGENCY 

Sec.  204.  Notwithstanding  any  other  Fed¬ 
eral  law  which  provides  that  a  single  State 
agency  or  multimember  board  or  commission 
must  be  established  or  designated  to  admin¬ 
ister  or  supervise  the  administration  of  any 
grant-in-aid  program,  the  head  of  any  Fed¬ 
eral  department  or  agency  administering 
such  program  may,  upon  request  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  or  other  appropriate  executive  or  legis¬ 
lative  authority  of  the  State  responsible  for 
determining  or  revising  the  organizational 
structure  of  State  government,  waive  the 
single  State  agency  or  multimember  board 
or  commission  provision  upon  adequate 
showing  that  such  provision  prevents  the 
establishment  of  the  most  effective  and  efiS- 
cient  organizational  arrangements  within  the 
State  government  and  approve  other  State 
administrative  structure  or  arrangements: 
Provided.  That  the  head  of  the  Federal  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  determines  that  the 
objectives  of  the  Federal  statute  authorizing 
the  grant-in-aid  program  will  not  be  en¬ 
dangered  by  the  use  of  such  other  State 
structure  or  arrangements. 


TITLE  III — PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DE¬ 
PARTMENTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO  PRO¬ 
VIDE  SPECIAL  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES 
TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  UNITS  OP  GOV¬ 
ERNMENT 

.  STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  301.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
encourage  intergovernmental  cooperation  in 
the  conduct  of  specialized  or  technical  serv¬ 
ices  and  provision  of  facilities  essential  to 
the  administration  of  State  or  local  govern¬ 
mental  activities,  many  of  which  are  nation¬ 
wide  in  scope  and  financed  in  part  by  Federal 
funds;  to  enable  State  or  local  governments 
to  avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of  special 
service  functions;  and  to  authorize  all  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Federal  Government  which  do 
not  have  such  authority  to  provide  re¬ 
imbursable  specialized  or  technical  services 
to  State  and  local  governments. 

AUTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 

Sec.  302.  The  head  of  any  Federal  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency  is  authorized  within  his  dis¬ 
cretion,  upon  written  request  from  a  State  or 
political  subdivision  thereof,  to  provide  spe¬ 
cialized  or  technical  services,  upon  payment, 
to  the  department  or  agency  by  the  unit  of 
government  making  the  request,  of  salaries 
and  all  other  Identifiable  direct  or  indirect 
costs  of  performing  such  services;  Provided, 
however.  That  such  services  shall  Include 
only  those  which  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  through  rules  and  regulations 
determines  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
have  special  competence  to  provide.  Such 
rules  and  regulations  shall  be  consistent  with 
and  in  fiutherance  of  the  Government’s 
policy  of  relying  on  the  private  enter¬ 
prise  system  to  provide  those  services  which 
are  reasonably  and  expeditiously  available 
through  ordinary  business  channels. 

RiSiMBURSEMENT  FOB  SERVICES 

Sec.  303.  All  moneys  received  by  any  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government,  or  any  bureau 
or  other  administrative  division  thereof,  in 
pa3rment  for  furnishing  specialized  or  tech¬ 
nical  services  as  authorized  under  section  302 
shall  be  deposited  to  miscellaneous  receipts 
of  the  Treasury. 

REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  any  department 
or  the  administrative  head  of  any  agency  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  shall  furnish  annually  to  the  respective 
Committees  on  Government  Operations  of 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  a 
summary  report  on  the  scope  of  the  services 
provided  under  the  administration  of  this 
title. 

RESERVATION  OP  EXISTING  AUTHORITY 

Sec.  305.  This  title  is  in  addition  to  and 
does  not  supersede  any  existing  authority  now 
possessed  by  any  Federal  department  or  agen¬ 
cy  with  respect  to  furnishing  services,  wheth¬ 
er  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimbursable 
basis,  to  State  and  local  units  of  govern¬ 
ment. 

TITLE  IV— COORDINATED  INTERGOVERN¬ 
MENTAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINISTRATION 
OF  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE  PRO¬ 
GRAMS 

DECLARATION  OF  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 
POLICY 

Sec.  401.  (a)  The  economic  and  social  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Nation  and  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  satisfactory  levels  of  living  depend 
upon  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of 
all  areas,  both  urban  and  rural.  Moreover,  in 
a  time  of  rapid  urbanization,  the  sound  and 
orderly  development  of  urban  communities 
depends  to  a  large  degree  upon  the  social  and 
economic  health  and  the  sound  develop¬ 
ment  of  smaller  communities  and  rural  areas. 
The  President  may,  therefore,  establish  rules 
and  regulations  governing  the  formulation, 
evaluation,  and  review  of  Federal  programs 
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and  projects  having  a  significant  impact  on 
area  and  community  development,  including 
programs  providing  Federal  assistance  to  the 
States  and  localities,  to  the  end  that  they 
shall  most  effectively  serve  these  basic  ob¬ 
jectives.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall 
provide  for  full  consideration  of  the  concur¬ 
rent  achievement  of  the  following  specific 
objectives  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by 
law,  reasoned  choices  shall  be  made  between 
such  objectives  when  they  conflict: 

( 1 )  Appropriate  land  uses  for  housing, 
commercial,  industrial,  governmental,  insti¬ 
tutional,  and  other  purposes; 

(2)  Wise  development  and  conservation  of 
natural  resources,  including  land,  water, 
minerals,  wildlife,  and  others; 

(3)  Balanced  transportation  systems,  in¬ 
cluding  highway,  air,  water,  pedestrian,  mass 
transit,  and  other  modes  for  the  movement 
of  people  and  goods; 

(4)  Adequate  outdoor  recreation  and  open 
space; 

(6)  Protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural 
beauty,  historical  and  scientific  interest; 

(6)  Properly  planned  community  facilities. 
Including  utilities  for  the  supply  of  power, 
water,  and  communications,  for  the  safe 
disposal  of  wastes,  and  for  other  purposes; 
and 

(7)  Concern  for  high  standards  of  design. 

(b)  All  viewpoints — national,  regional. 
State,  and  local — shall,  to  the  extent  possi¬ 
ble,  be  fully  considered  and  taken  into  ac¬ 
count  in  planning  Federal  or  federally  as¬ 
sisted  development  programs  and  projects. 
State  and  local  government  objectives,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  objectives  of  regional  orga¬ 
nizations  shall  be  considered  and  evaluated 
within  a  framework  of  national  public  ob¬ 
jectives,  as  expressed  in  Federal  law,  and 
available  projections  of  future  national  con¬ 
ditions  and  needs  of  regions.  States,  and  lo¬ 
calities  shall  be  considered  in  plan  formula¬ 
tion,  evaluation,  and  review. 

(c)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  con¬ 
sistent  with  national  objectives,  all  Federal 
aid  for  development  purposes  shall  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  and  further  the  objectives  of 
State,  regional,  and  local  comprehensive 
planning.  Consideration  shall  be  given  to  all 
developmental  aspects  of  our  total  national 
community.  Including  but  not  limited  to 
housing,  transportation,  economic  develop¬ 
ment,  natural  and  human  resources  develop¬ 
ment,  community  facilities,  and  the  general 
improvement  of  living  environments. 

(d)  Each  Federal  department  and  agency 
administering  a  development  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  prac¬ 
ticable,  consult  with  and  seek  advice  from 
all  other  significantly  affected  Federal  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  in  an  effort  to  as¬ 
sure  fully'  coordinated  programs. 

(e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  plan¬ 
ning  required  by  individual  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  (such  as  highway  construction,  urban 
renewal,  and  open  space)  shall  be  coordi¬ 
nated  with  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by 
law,  made  part  of  comprehensive  local  and 
areawide  development  planning. 

FAVORING  UNITS  OF  GENERAL  LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  402.  'Where  Federal  law  provides  that 
both  special-purpose  units  of  local  govern¬ 
ment  and  units  of  general  local  government 
are  eligible  to  receive  loans  or  grants-in-ald, 
heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
shall,  in  the  absence  of  substantial  reasons 
to  the  contrary,  make  such  loans  or  grants- 
in-ald  to  units  of  general  local  government 
rather  than  to  special-purpose  units  of  local 
government. 

RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 

Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or 
such  other  agency  as  may  be  designated  by 
the  President  is  hereby  authorized  to  pre¬ 
scribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are 
deemed  appropriate  for  the  effective  admin¬ 
istration  of  Uils  title. 


TITLE  V— ACQUISITION,  USE,  AND  DIS¬ 
POSITION  OP  LAND  WITHIN  URBAN 
AREAS  BY  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  IN  CON¬ 
FORMITY  WITH  LAND  UTILIZATION 
PROGRAMS  OP  AFFECTED  LOCAL  GOV¬ 
ERNMENT 

AMENDMENT  OF  FEDERAL  PROPERTY  AND 
(ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  ACT 

Sec.  501.  The  Federal  Property  and  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.) ,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  as  follows; 
“TITLE  VIII— URBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 

“SHORT  TITLE 

“Sec.  801.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Federal  Urban  Land-Use  Act’. 

"declaration  of  PURPOSE  AND  POLICY 
“Sec.  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
promote  more  harmonious  intergovern¬ 
mental  relations  by  prescribing  uniform  pol¬ 
icies  and  procedures  whereby  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  shall  acquire,  use,  and  dispose  of  land 
in  urban  areas  in  order  that  urban  land 
transactions  entered  into  for  the  General 
Services  Administration  or  on  behalf  of  other 
Federal  agencies  shall,  to  the  greatest  extent 
practicable,  be  consistent  with  zoning  and 
land-use  practices  and  shall  be  made  to  the 
greatest  extent  in  accordance  with  planning 
and  development  objectives  of  the  local  gov¬ 
ernments  and  local  planning  agencies  con¬ 
cerned. 

“disposal  of  urban  lands 
“Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator 
contemplates  the  disposal  for  or  on  behalf  of 
any  Federal  agency  of  any  real  property  sit¬ 
uated  within  an  urban  area,  he  shall,  prior 
to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give  reasonable 
notice  to  the  head  of  the  governing  body  of 
the  unit  of  general  locai.1  government  having 
jurisdiction  over  zoning  and  land-use  regu¬ 
lation  in  the  geographical  area  within  which 
the  land  or  lands  are  located-  in  order  to 
afford  the  government  the  opportunity  of 
zoning  for  the  use  of  such  land  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  local  comprehensive  planning. 

“(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest 
practicable  extent,  shall  furnish  to  all  pros¬ 
pective  purchasers  of  such  real  property,  full 
and  complete  information  concerning — • 

“(1)  current  zoning  regulations  and 
prospective  zoning  requirements  and  ob¬ 
jectives  for  such  property  when  it  is  un¬ 
zoned;  and 

“(2)  current  availability  to  such  prop¬ 
erty  of  streets,  sidewalks,  sewers,  water, 
street  lights,  and  other  service  facilities 
and  prospective  avaUablilty  of  such  serv¬ 
ices  if  such  property  is  included  in  com¬ 
prehensive  planning. 

“acquisition  or  CHANGE  OP  USE  OP  REAL 
PROPERTY 

“Sec.  804.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable, 
prior  to  a  commitment  to  acquire  any  real 
property  situated  in  an  urban  area,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  shall  notify  the  unit  of  general 
local  government  exercising  zoning  and 
land-use  jurisdiction  over  the  land  proposed 
to  be  purchased  of  his  intent  to  acquire  such 
land  and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property. 
In  the  event  that  the  Administrator  deter¬ 
mines  that  such  advance  notice  would  have 
an  adverse  impact  on  the  proposed  purchase, 
he  shall,  upon  conclusion  of  the  acquisition. 
Immediately  notify  such  local  government 
of  the  acquisition  and  the  proposed  use  of 
the  property. 

“(b)  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use  of 
any  real  property  situated  in  an  urban  area 
as  a  site  for  public  building,  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  shall,  to  the  extent  he  determines 
practicable — 

“(1)  consider  all  objections  made  to  any 
such  acquisition  or  change  of  use  by  such 
unit  of  government  upon  the  ground  that  the 
proposed  acquisition  br  change  of  use  con¬ 
flicts  or  would  conflict  with  the  zoning  regu¬ 
lations  or  planning  objectives  of  such  unit; 
and 
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“  (2)  comply  with  and  conform  to  such  reg¬ 
ulations  of  the  unit  of  general  local  govern¬ 
ment  having  jurisdiction  with  respect  to  the 
area  within  which  such  property  is  situated 
and  the  planning  and  development  objectives 
of  such  local  government. 

“Sec.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in  sec¬ 
tions  803  and  804  may  be  waived  during  any 
period  of  national  emergency  proclaimed  by 
the  President. 

“definitions 

“Sec.  806.  As  used  in  this  title — 

“(a)  ‘Unit  of  general  local  government’ 
means  any  city,  county,  town,  parish,  village, 
or  other  general-purpose  political  subdivi¬ 
sion  of  a  State. 

“(b)  ‘Urban  area’  means — ■ 

“(1)  any  geographical  area  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  any  incorporated  city,  town, 
borough,  village,  or  other  unit  of  general 
local  government,  except  county  or  parish, 
having  a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more 
inhabitants; 

“(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  county,  town, 
township,  or  similar  governmental  entity 
which  contains  no  Incorporated  unit  of  gen¬ 
eral  local  government  but  has  a  population 
density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand 
five  hundred  inhabitants  per  square  mile; 
and 

“(3)  that  portion  of  any  geographical  area 
having  a  population  density  equal  to  or 
exceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred  in¬ 
habitants  per  square  mile  and  situated  ad- 
-jacent  to  the  boundary  of  any  incorporated 
unit  of  general  local  government  which  has 
a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more  in¬ 
habitants. 

“(c)  ‘Comprehensive  planning’  includes 
the  following,  to  the  extent  directly  related 
to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  gov¬ 
ernment; 

“(1)  Preparation,  as  a  guide  for  govern¬ 
mental  policies  and  action,  of  general  plans 
with  respect  to  (A)  the  pattern  and  intensity 
of  land  use,  (B)  the  provision  of  public 
facilities  (Including  transp>ortation  facili¬ 
ties)  and  other  governmental  services,  and 
(C)  the  effective  development  and  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  human  and  natural  resources; 

“(2)  Long-range  physical  and  fiscal  plans 
for  such  action; 

“(3)  Programing  of  capital  improvements 
and  other  major  expenditures,  based  on  a 
determination  of  relative  urgency,  together 
with  definitive  financing  plans  for  such  ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  pro¬ 
gram; 

“(4)  Coordination  of  all  related  plans  and 
activities  of  the  State  and  local  governments 
and  agencies  concerned;  and 

“(5)  Preparation  of  regulatory  and  ad- 
mii^trative  measures  in  support  of  the 
foregoing.’’ 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  second  demanded? 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  de¬ 
mand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  a 
second  will  be  considered  as  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  is  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

(Mr.  REUSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968 
aims,  first,  to  strengthen  State  and  local 
government  and,  second,  to  improve  the 
relations  between  those  governments  and 
the  Federal  Government. 

H.R.  18826  is  a  clean  bill  succeeding 
H.R.  16718.  It  comes  from  the  Committee 
on  Government  Operations  with  bipar¬ 
tisan  sponsorship  and  a  unanimous  vote. 
The  hearings  held  by  our  Subcommittee 
on  Executive  and  Legislative  Reorgani- 
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zation  revealed  wide  support  for  the 
measure  from  Governors,  mayors.  State 
and  local  officials,  and  professional  and 
civic  organizations  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try.  The  bill  is  based  on  a  proposal  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Advisory 
Commission  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  which  contains  within  its  member¬ 
ship  our  distinguished  colleagues.  Con¬ 
gresswoman  Florence  P.  Dwyer,  of  New 
Jersey,  Congressman  L.  H.  Fountain,  of 
North  Carolina,  and  Congressman  Al 
Ullman,  of  Oregon. 

The  bill  has  five  titles,  the  first  of  which 
contains  definitions.  ITie  four  substan¬ 
tive  titles  treat  topics  which  have  been 
either  an  irritant  to  the  relations  be¬ 
tween  the  National  Government  and 
other  units  of  our  federal  system  or  are 
designed  to  enhance  the  status  of  our 
State  and  local  governments  to  approach 
the  ideal  that  so  many  have  desired. 

A  major  problem  today  lies  in  the  pres¬ 
ent  proliferation  of  Federal  grants-in- 
aid  programs  to  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments.  There  are  now  over  400  separate 
categorical  authorizations  for  such  pro¬ 
grams.  These  grants  are  administered  by 
18  Federal  departments  and  agencies  and 
amount  to  more  than  $20.3  billion 
for  fiscal  year  1969.  Our  hearings  showed 
that  the  expansion  in  the  number,  va¬ 
riety  and  eligible  recipients  of  grant  pro¬ 
grams  has  generated  serious  manage¬ 
ment  difficulties,  including  disjointed 
planning  efforts  and  rigid  and  frequently 
conflicting  administrative  and  other  re¬ 
quirements.  Enactment  of  H.R.  18826 
should  substantially  assist  hi  correcting 
these  problems.  I  will  briefly  explain  its 
provisions. 

The  first  substantive  title — title  II — 
calls  for  improved  administration  of 
grants-in-aid  to  the  States.  It  directs 
Federal  agencies,  upon  request,  to  give 
full  information  to  the  Governors  and 
State  legislatures  on  grants  to  their 
States  and  political  subdivisions,  thereby 
providing  necessary  data  upon  which  to 
finance  and  administer  cooperative  pro¬ 
grams  under  Federal  grants-in-aid.  It 
would  improve  the  scheduling  of  Federal 
fimd  transfers  to  the  States  and  permit 
the  States  to  budget  Federal  grant  funds 
in  much  the  same  manner  as  they  budget 
other  revenues.  This  would  assure  the 
expeditious  furnishing  of  Federal  grant 
fimds  through  the  letter-of -credit  pro¬ 
cedure  recently  introduced.  In  addition, 
it  would  relieve  the  States  from  unnec¬ 
essary  and  outmoded  accounting  proce¬ 
dures  now  in  effect  and  the  maintenance 
of  separate  bank  accoimts  while  protect¬ 
ing  the  right  of  the  executive  branch  and 
the  Comptroller  General  to  audit  these 
accounts.  Finally,  title  II  would  permit 
the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  to  waive 
the  single  State  agency  requirement  now 
in  many  Federal  grant  programs  so  that 
the  reorganization  and  modernization  of 
State  government  structures  may  be 
facilitated. 

Title  III  would  permit  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  to  provide  technical 
and  specialized  assistance  to  State  and 
local  governments  on  a  reimbursable 
basis  but  without  competing  with  pri¬ 
vate  enteiTDrise  or  rescinding  any  such 
authority  now  possessed  by  any  Federal 
agency  with  or  without  reimbursement. 


This  title  recognizes  that  certain  cate¬ 
gories  of  specialized  personnel  and  equip¬ 
ment  are  in  short  supply  at  the  State 
and  local  levels  and  that  direct  efforts  to 
procure  them  can  be  costly  and  dupli¬ 
cative.  Under  this  title,  the  head  of  any 
Federal  agency  providing  such  services 
would  be  required  to  report  anually  on 
the  scope  of  the  services  rendered  to 
the  Committees  on  Government  Oper¬ 
ations  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives. 

Title  rv  is  designed  to  provide  coordi¬ 
nation  on  the  Federal  level  of  the  some¬ 
time  numerous  separate  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  and  funds  which  may  be  focused 
on  a  given  urban  or  rural  community  by 
various  Federal  agencies.  These  pro¬ 
grams,  though  beneficial  to  the  areas 
they  serve,  are  frequently  duplicating, 
overlapping  and  sometimes  in  conflict 
with  each  other.  Such  administration 
can  create  severe  confusion  and  have  an 
ill  effect  on  the  recipient  locaT  govern¬ 
ment  and  its  future  development.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  President  is  given  discre¬ 
tionary  authority  to  establish  rules  and 
regulations  governing  Federal  programs 
and  projects  to  the  end  that  they  most 
effectively  serve  certain  stated  objec¬ 
tives  considered  important  to  healthful 
living  and  orderly  community  develop¬ 
ment.  The  title  further  requires  that  all 
viewpoints  and  objectives — national,  re¬ 
gional,  State,  and  local — to  the  extent 
possible,  be  considered  when  Federal 
development  projects  are  being  planned. 
Federal  aid,  to  the  maximum  extent  pos¬ 
sible,  shall  be  consistent  with  the  objec¬ 
tives  of  State,  regional,  and  local  com¬ 
prehensive  planning.  Each  Federal  de¬ 
partment  and  agency  administering  a 
development  assistance  program  must 
consult  with  and  seek  advice  from  other 
significantly  affected  Federal  agencies  in 
an  effort  to  assure  fully  coordinated  pro¬ 
grams.  Insofar  as  possible.  Federal  plan¬ 
ning  shall  be  coordinated  with  and  made 
a  part  of  local  and  areawide  develop¬ 
ment  planning.  Furthermore,  in  order 
to  strengthen  general  local  government. 
Federal  agencies  in  making  loans  or 
grants  should  give  preference  to  cities, 
counties  and  townships  over  special-pur¬ 
pose  units.  This  title  originally  applied 
only  to  Federal  programs  in  urban  areas 
but  was  expanded  by  the  committee  to 
include  rural  areas  where  many  of  the 
same  problems  in  administration  of  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  exist. 

Title  V  provides  that  in  order  to  pro¬ 
mote  more  harmonious  intergovernmen¬ 
tal  relations.  Federal  land  within  urban 
areas  will  be  acquired,  used  and  disposed 
of  in  conformity  with  land  utilization 
programs  of  the  affected  local  govern¬ 
ments.  The  General  Services  Adminis¬ 
tration,  prior  to  the  disposal  of  land  in 
urban  areas,  will  give  notice  to  the  local 
zoning  authority  so  that  the  land  may  be 
zoned  in  accordance  with  local  compre¬ 
hensive  planning  objectives,  unless  GSA 
deems  such  advance  notice  will  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  the  proposed  trans¬ 
action.  The  GSA  is  to  consider  objec¬ 
tions  made  by  local  governments  and, 
to  the  extent  practicable,  comply  with 
local  zoning  regulations  and  planning 
objectives. 
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This  bill  represents  a  set  of  practical 
steps  forward  hi  the  vital  field  of  inter¬ 
governmental  relations.  It  deserves  ap¬ 
proval. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Hall]. 

Mr.  HALL.  Is  it  true,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
this  is  similar  to  a  bill  which  has  already 
passed  In  the  other  body,  except  that 
this  is,  so  to  speak,  a  “bare  bones”  bill, 
and  that  the  plan  is  to  accept  the  other 
body’s  bill  in  the  conference? 

Mr.  REUSS.  No.  That  is  in  part  not 
fact.  It  is  true  that  this  is  a  bare-bones 
biU. 

If  I  may  finish,  it  is  true  that  In  the 
other  body  there  is  a  bill  which,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  provisions  -of  our  bill  here 
today,  contains  provisions  for  relocation 
aids  and  also  for  land  acquisition.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  those  subject 
matters  are  now  before  our  own  House 
Committee  on  Public  Works.  In  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin, 
that  is  a  proper  jurisdiction  and  a  proper 
place  for  them.  Therefore,  it  would  be 
the  purpose  of  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  House  to  protect  the  House  meas¬ 
ure,  the  bare-bones  measure.  Speaking 
purely  for  myself,  if  I  am  a  conferee,  I 
would  be  very  zealous  to  protect  the 
House,  because  I  believe  that  those  ex¬ 
traneous  provisions  in  the  other  body 
are  better  left  to  the  appropriate  legisla¬ 
tive  committee  here  in  the  House. 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  yield  further? 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri. 

Mr.  HALL.  I  appreciate  his  statement 
and,  of  course,  expect  that  he  will  be  a 
conferee,  but  it  is  because  of  my  interest 
in  land  acquisition  in  general  and  not 
just  in  urban  areas  but  all  Federal  tak¬ 
ings  of  land,  whatever  may  be  the  pur¬ 
pose,  that  I  ask  the  question.  I  certainly 
hope  that  the  gentleman  will  uphold  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  House  and  of  our 
proper  committee. 

Mr.  REUSS.  As  I  said,  I  believe  the 
question  of  land  acquisition  is  so  complex 
that  it  should  not  be  subjected  to  House 
consideration  within  the  narrow  limits  of 
a  conference. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  yield  to  the  -gentleman. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Following  the 
Infea-ence  of  the  gentleman  in  the  well, 
do  I  take  it  from  you  it  is  your  position 
as  a  prospective  conferee  that  you  will 
recognize  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  and  you  will  not 
involve  yourself  in  this  question  of  land 
acquisition  or  policy  until  such  time  as 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  takes 
specific  action  on  this? 

Mr.  REUSS.  That  is  correct.  Speaking  ' 
for  myself — and  I  am  the  only  one  I 
can  speak  for — it  would  be  my  view  that  ;. 
the  House  conferees  ought  to  hold  fast 
on  the  House  version  and  not  admit  the 
broader  and  somewhat  irrelevant  provi- 
sions  of  the  Senate  bill. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  I  am  glad  to 
have  the  assurance  of  the  gentleman,  • 
because  we  are  going  into  this  In  depth 
in  our  committee,  and  I  am  sure  the  sen- 
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timent  is  shared  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle. 

Mr.  WALDIE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  WALDIE.  May  I  similarly  join 
with  my  colleagues  in  expressing  the 
gratitude  that  I  am  sure  all  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  Committee  on  Public 
Works  have  for  your  assurances  relative 
to  your  desire  to  uphold  the  position  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the 
House  on  this  bill.  We  are  presently  en¬ 
gaging  in  hearings.  There  are  extremely 
important  matters  which  we  feel  should 
not  be  included  in  the  present  bill,  and 
these  include  one  which  I  personally 
support  and  which  I  presented  to  the 
committee  involving  condemnation  in 
my  district  at  the  present  time.  I  hope 
the  gentleman  is  able  to  persuade  the 
other  members  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  to  follow  the  course  of  action  that 
he  suggested,  and  I  wish  to  congratulate 
the  gentleman  on  his  position. 

Mr.  RANDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  sheld? 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri. 

(Mr.  RANDALL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  RANDALL.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  congratulate 
the  full  committee  and  particularly  this' 
subcommittee  for  bringing  this  bill  to 
the  floor  of  the  House  today. 

This  past  weekend  I  was  in  the  con¬ 
gressional  district  which  it  is  my  priv¬ 
ilege  to  represent.  I  was  honored  to  be 
the  main  speaker  at  the  dedication  of  a 
city  hall  at  Blue  Springs,  Mo. 

My  remarks  emphasized  there  must 
be  a  productive,  working  partnership  be¬ 
tween  the  States  and  their  subdivisions 
upon  the  one  hand  and  our  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  upon  the  other.  I  went  on  to  ob¬ 
serve  that  the  idea  must  be  discarded 
or  rejected  that  the  governmental  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Federal  Government  is 
an  absolute  quantity. 

During  these  remarks  I  predicted  that 
this  measure  known  as  the  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Cooperation  Act  might  or  could 
be  considered  before  we  adjourn,  but  I 
had  no  way  of  knowing  that  it  would  be 
on  the  Suspense  Calender  and  considered 
imder  suspension  of  the  rules  within  just 
a  matter  of  a  day  after  I  had  made  the 
prediction. 

In  the  course  of  my  comments  I 
pointed  out  the  need  for  such  an  act  to 
the  end  that  fiscal  arrangements  could 
be  worked  out  for  those  grants-in-aid 
programs  between  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  in  order  that  each  might  become 
true  partners  or  equal  partners  with 
Washington  and  not  “little  brothers.”  I 
went  on  to  point  out  that  even  with  the 
seemingly  ever-expanding  power  of  the 
Federal  Government,  measures  must  be 
taken  to  permit  and  encourage  a  diver¬ 
sity  of  local  solutions  tailored  to  local 
problems  at  the  State  or  local  level. 

It  is  encouraging  to  note  this  bill  re¬ 
quires  that  the  Governor  of  a  State  and 
the  State  legislature  be  informed  by  the 


applicable  Federal  agency  at  any  time 
grants-in-aid  are  channeled  into  the 
State. or  any  of  its  subdivisions.  There  is 
also  a  wise  provision  that  Federal  funds 
will  be  transferred  to  the  receiving  State 
in  accordance  with  the  local  needs  so  as 
to  minimize  the  time  elapsing  between 
transfer  of  such  funds  and  their  dis¬ 
bursement  by  the  State.  Equally  helpful 
should  be  the  provision  which  permits 
the  Federal  Government  to  provide  spe¬ 
cialized  and  technical  services  to  the 
State  and  local  governments  and  be  re¬ 
imbursed  for  the  cost  of  such  services. 
This  should  make  available  techniques 
and  expertise  which  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  now  has  that  would  be  of  great 
benefit  to  the  States  and  local  commu¬ 
nities. 

Title  I'V'  will  provide  for  coordination 
on  the  Federal  level  where  there  are  nu¬ 
merous  separate  assistance  programs  go¬ 
ing  to  a  given  community  by  various 
Federal  agencies.  This  should  prevent 
duphcating  and  overlapping. 

In  the  district  of  one  of  our  colleagues 
from  the  West,  my  good  friend,  the 
Member  who  represents  that  area,  tells 
me  that  in  his  congressional  district 
there  are  as  many  as  seven  different 
Federal  agencies  acquiring  land  and  each 
in  a  different  method  and  following  a 
different  procedure,  including  National 
Parks,  Bureau  of  ^clamation.  Bureau 
of  Public  Road,  Rural  Electrification 
Administration,  and  others. 

There  are  so  many  good  provisions 
about  this  bill  that  I  shall  not  take  the 
time  to  describe  them  in  a  section-by- 
section  analysis  except  to  say  it  is  my 
judgment  this  bill  will  result  in  an  im¬ 
proved  administration  of  grants-in-aid 
to  the  States  and  should  serve  to  co¬ 
ordinate  insofar  as  possible  Federal 
planning  with  local  and  areawide  devel¬ 
opment  planning.  I  rise  in  support  of  the 
bill  and  hope  it  will  be  passed  by  much 
more  than  the  necessary  two-thirds 
majority. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consiune. 

(Mr.  ERLENBORN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
hear  much  talk  about  the  need  to 
strengthen  State  and  local  governments 
in  order  to  reduce  the  dominance  of  the 
Federal  bureaucracy  and  to  enable  the 
wants  and  needs  of  the  people  to  be  better 
cared  for  by  those  units  of  government 
closer  to  and  more  understanding  of 
these  wants  and  needs.  In  spite  of  such 
talk,  however,  little  has  actually  been 
done  to  strengthen  intergovernmental  re¬ 
lations.  The  Federal  Government  be¬ 
comes  more  dominant.  State  and  local 
authority  grows  weaker,  and  individuals 
become  more  dependent  on  Federal  ac¬ 
tivities. 

Enactment  of  this  bill  will  constitute 
a  first  step  toward  readjusting  this  im¬ 
balance,  by,  first,  supplying  greater  in¬ 
formation  to  the  States  regarding  grant- 
in-aid  programs — thereby  improving 
local  administration  of  .such  funds;  sec¬ 
ond,  enabling  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  to  obtain  necessary  special  and 
technical  services;  third,  providing  for 
improved  coordination  of  Federal  pro¬ 


grams  within  the  Federal  Establishment 
and  between  Federal,  State,  and  local 
governments;  and,  fourth,  requiring  the 
Federal  Government  to  acquire  or  dis¬ 
pose  of  Federal  real  property  in  con- 
fonnity  with  local  zoning  laws. 

TITLE  II - IMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION  OF  GRANTS- 

IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

Over  a  thousand  specific  grant-in-aid 
programs  are  administered  by  Federal 
agencies.  No  one  knows  exactly  how 
many  programs  there  are,  what  their 
provisions  and  requh'ements  are,  who  is 
entitled  to  receive  the  funds,  under  what 
conditions,  and  so  forth.  Frequently,  the 
Governors  and  legislatures  of  the  States 
are  particularly  at  a  loss  as  to  what  funds 
are  available  and  who  is  receiving  them — 
funds  often  being  disbursed  directly  from 
Federal  agencies  to  local  units  of  govern¬ 
ment.  In  addition,  requirements  are 
frequently  imposed  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  that  States  must  maintain  sep¬ 
arate  bank  accounts  for  receipt  of  Fed¬ 
eral  funds — a  requirement  which  greatly 
increases  the  costs,  burden,  paperwork 
and  ineffectiveness  of  States  in  adminis¬ 
tering  their  operations  without  any  ad¬ 
ditional  fiduciary  safeguards  being  af¬ 
forded  the  Federal  Government. 

In  consequence,  title  H  provides  that 
Governors,  other  executive  officials,  and 
State  legislatures  shall,  upon  request,  be 
notified  in  writing  of  the  pm-pose  and 
amounts  of  grant-in-aid  fimds  disbursed 
to  States  or  political  subdivisions.  In 
addition,  such  funds  may  be  deposited  in 
State  bank  accounts  together  with  other 
State  funds  so  long  as  proper  accounts 
are  maintained  showing  the  status  of  the 
Federal  fimds.  To  prevent  States  from 
gaining  an  unfair  advantage  through 
earning  interest  on  Federal  funds,  so 
deposited,  such  funds  shall  be  transferred 
to  States  so  as  to  minimize  the  timelapse 
between  transfer  and  disbursement. 

Finally,  title  H,  seeks  to  enable  State 
governments  to  better  develop  efficient 
and  effective  organizational  arrange¬ 
ments.  Under  many  existing  Federal 
grant-in-aid  laws,  such  funds  must  be 
distributed  to  a  specifically  named  State 
agency.  This  has  the  effect  of  hindering 
State  efforts  in  developing  improved  re¬ 
organizations  as  has  frequently  occurred 
at  the  Federal  level.  The  title  provides 
that  a  Federal  agency,  upon  the  request 
of  a  Governor  or  other  appropriate  State 
officials,  may  waive  the  single  State 
agency  requirement  and  disburse  such 
funds  to  an  agency  designated  by  the 
State  provided  that  such  transfer  does 
not  endanger  the  objectives  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  grant-in-aid  progi-am. 

TITLE  III - PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DEPARTMENTS 

AND  AGENCIES  TO  PROVIDE  SPECIAL  OR  TECH¬ 
NICAL  SERVICES  TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  UNITS 

OF  GOVERNMENT 

Increasingly  today,  the  effective  ad¬ 
ministration  of  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  requires  the  utilization  of  special 
and  technical  seiwices  such  as  statistical 
studies,  technical  tests  and  evaluation, 
surveys,  and  training  activities.  The  costs 
of  developing  such  services,  however,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  scarcity  of  trained  per¬ 
sonnel  capable  of  rendering  them  are 
frequently  so  great  that  State  and  local 
units  of  government  are  effectively  pre¬ 
cluded  from  developing  them.  This 
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greatly  hinders  the  sound  and  orderly 
development  of  strong  and  efficient  State 
and  local  governments  and  thereby  pre¬ 
cludes  the  transfer  or  assumption  of 
many  governmental  responsibilities  at 
the  State  or  local  levels  which  are  now 
or  may  be  centered  at  the  Federal  level. 

Title  in  seeks  to  correct  the  imbalance 
by  providing  that  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  may  obtain  such  services  from 
Federal  agencies  upon  payment  of  all  di¬ 
rect  and  indirect  costs.  Frmds  received 
by  Federal  agencies  in  return  for  such 
services,  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treas¬ 
ury.  Further,  no  such  services  shall, be 
made  available  by  Federal  agencies 
which  can  better  be  performed  by  private 
enterprise. 

TITLE  IV - COORDINATED  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

POLICT  AND  ADMINISTRATION  OP  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 


There  are  over  a  thousand  grant-in- 
aid  programs  today  and  an  additional 
large  number  of  Federal  development 
programs.  Many  of  these  programs  have 
different  requirements  as  to  objectives 
and  administration.  To  the  States  and 
local  governments — not  to  mention  the 
Federal  agencies  involved — this  lack  of 
uniformity  and  consistency  can  Impede 
efforts  of  effective  social  and  economic 
development  on  a  sound  and  orderly 
basis,  of  urban  and  rural  communities. 

To  overcome  this,  title  IV  provides  that 
the  President  may  issue  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  for  the  concurrent  achievement  of 
the  following  objectives  and,  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  authorized  by  Congress  through  law, 
may  require  reasoned  choices  to  be  made 
among  such  objectives:  First,  appro¬ 
priate  land  uses;  second,  development 
and  conservation  of  natmal  resources; 
third,  balanced  transportation  systems; 
fourth,  adequate  outdoor  recreation  and 
open  space;  fifth,  protection  of  areas  of 
natural  beauty,  historic  and  scientific  in¬ 
terest;  sixth,  properly  planned  commu¬ 
nity  facilities,  and  seventh,  concern  for 
high  standards  of  design. 

In  planning  programs.  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  shall  consider  National,  State,  re¬ 
gional,  and  local  viewpoints.  State,  re¬ 
gional,  and  local  objectives  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  and  evaluated  within  the  frame¬ 
work  of  national  public  objectives — as 
expressed  by  Congress  through  Federal 
law. 


To  the  maximum  extent  possible.  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  administering  related  or 
complementary  projects  or  programs  are 
directed  to  consult  fully  among  them¬ 
selves  and  coordinate  their  efforts  to  the 
end  that  urban  and  rural  interests  are 
best  served. 


Wherever  possible,  and  in  the  absence 
of  substantial  reasons  to  the  contrary, 
units  of  general  local  government  are  to 
receive  grant  funds  in  preference  to 
special-purpose  units  of  local  government 
m  order  to  facilitate  the  improved  and 
^tter  coordinated  administration  of 
these  programs  at  the  local  level. 

TITLE  V  ACQUISITION,  USE,  AND  DISPOSITION  OP 
LAND  WITHIN  URBAN  AREAS  BY  FEDERAL  AGEN¬ 
CIES  IN  CONFORMITY  WITH  LAND  UTILIZATION 
programs  op  AFFECTED  LOCAL  GOVERNMENTS 


Fr^uently,  the  Federal  Govemmc 
acqmres,  uses,  or  disposes  of  Federal  n 
property  in  a  manner  which  confiii 
with  the  development  plans  of  local  gc 


emment  so  that  local  government  is  hin¬ 
dered  from  planning  and  developing 
areas  most  beneficial  to  the  social  and 
economic  needs  of  its  residents. 

Title  V  requires,  therefore,  that  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  shall,  to  the  greatest  extent 
practicable,  acquire,  use,  or  dispose  of 
land  in  urban  areas  consistent  with  zon¬ 
ing  and  land-use  practices  of  local  gov¬ 
ernment.  Local  governments  shall  be 
afforded  notice  of  Federal  agency  plans 
for  acquisition  or  disposal  in  order  to 
properly  zone  such  property  and  pros¬ 
pective  purchasers  shall  be  notified  of  the 
zoning  requirements  at  time  of  disposi¬ 
tion. 

I  think  we  are  all  in  favor  of  these  ob¬ 
jectives.  I  agree  with  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  as  a  cosponsor  of  this  bill  and 
as  the  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
subcommittee  which  reported  this  bill 
that  we  will — ^If  I  am  a  conferee  and  I 
have  talked  to  the  other  members  that 
I  expect  on  our  side  who  might  be  con¬ 
ferees — ^we  would  protect  the  House  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  bill.  We  considered  when  we 
drafted  the  bill  whether  we  would  put  in 
the  relocation  payment  section  and  the 
periodic  review  of  the  grants-in-ald  pro¬ 
vision,  but  we  decided  this  was  not  a 
proper  subject  matter  to  be  Incorporated 
in  this  bill  at  the  present  time.  We  have 
made  that  decision  and  I  am  certain  that 
members  of  our  committee  who  are  con¬ 
ferees  will  stick  with  that  decision. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California. 

(Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEIN  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

I  am  pleased  to  have  the  assurance 
from  the  gentleman  with  respect  to  the 
question  that  I  asked  of  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  ReussI  earlier  dur¬ 
ing  this  debate.  It  is  gratifying  to  know 
that  we  will  have  bipartisan  support  for 
upholding  the  position  of  the  House  and 
giving  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
jurisdiction  over  this  important  matter. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  once 
again  put  myself  on  record  in  support 
of  legislation  designed  to  Improve  the  co¬ 
ordination  and  cooperation  of  activities 
among  the  three  levels  of  government  of 
our  Federal  system. 

This  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  of  1968  should  develop  a  trend 
toward  some  desperately  needed  effi¬ 
ciency  in  the  administration  of  federally 
assisted  programs.  To  permit  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  reimbursable  technical  serv¬ 
ices  so  vitally  needed  in  State  and  local 
governments  is  a  step  toward  the  posi¬ 
tive  program  of  decentralization  concept 
some  of  us  believe  in  so  strongly. 

We  must  work  toward  strengthening 
the  ability  of  our  State  and  local  units 
of  government  to  meet  and  administer 
the  services  and  programs  being  re¬ 
quested  today  in  our  increasingly  com¬ 
plex  society. 

In  addition  to  improving  the  intergov¬ 
ernmental  organizational  structure,  as  is 
the  intent  of  this  bill,  we  must  take  the 
next  and  most  important  step  of  tax  re¬ 
vision  among  the  various  levels,  with  the 
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single  purpose  of  returning  independent 
tax  sources  to  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments,  thereby  permitting  each  to  be¬ 
come  more  self-sufficient  in  meeting  their 
own  State  and  home  rule  responsibilities. 

This  legislation  is  very  similar  to  the 
objectives  of  legislation  I  introduced 
earlier  this  year  and  was  referred  to  our 
Public  Works  Committee.  This  “positive 
program  of  decentralization”  legislation 
that  I  authored  was  specifically  designed 
to  check  and  hopefully  reverse  the  mi¬ 
gratory  trend  of  our  population  from  ru¬ 
ral  America  to  urban  America,  thus  cre¬ 
ating  seriously  overcrowded  conditions 
and  adding  to  the  pressures  and  tensions 
of  our  frustrated  society. 

I  am  pleased  to  support  my  colleague 
on  the  Public  Works  Committee,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Blatnik], 
and  the  members  of  the  Government  Op¬ 
erations  Committee  in  advancing  this 
'legislation  which  closely  parallels  my  re¬ 
verse  migration  bill  that  I  had  earlier 
discussed  with  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Blatnik]  .  It  is  gratifying  to 
see  this  progress  during  this  session  of 
the  Congress  which  will  enable  the  next 
President  of  the  United  States  to  imple¬ 
ment  its  contents  and  recommendations. 

At  this  point,  I  want  to  insert  the  con¬ 
tents  of  my  bill,  H.R.  18896,  and  the  con¬ 
tents  of  H.R.  18826  so  that  my  colleagues 
will  note  their  similarity; 

H.R. 18896 

A  bill  to  provide  for  a  study  of  the  need  for 
Increased  expenditures  for  public  works  in 
smaller  urban  areas  as  a  means  of  reversing 
the  migratory  trend  toward  large  metro¬ 
politan  areas 

Be  it  enacted  "by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  the 
Congress  has  recognized  that  the  increasing 
growth  of  large  metropolitan  areas  creates 
serious  economic  and  social  problems  and  has 
provided  large  sums  of  money  to  improve 
condition  within  large  metropolitan  areas. 
The  Congress  further  recc^nlzes  that  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  large  amounts  of  public  funds 
to  improve  conditions  in  large  metropolitan 
areas  may  have  reached  the  point  of  dimin¬ 
ishing  returns,  because  further  such  ex-  j 
penditures  may  result  in  increasing  migra-  ' 
tion  into  such  areas  causing  greater  growth, 
and  consequently  greater  problems. 

It  is  declared  to  be  the  purpose  and  Intent 
of  the  Congress  to  determine  whether  or  not 
a  program  of  public  works  within  smaller 
urban  places  may  help  to  solve  the  economic 
and  social  problems  of  the  Nation,  including 
large  metropolitan  areas,  by  reducing  or  ' 
reversing  the  trend  toward  migration  to 
large  metropolitan  areas  by  Improving  con¬ 
ditions  within  smaller  urban  places.  Since 
the  problems  and  needs  of  the  various  re¬ 
gions,  States,  areas  and  places  within  the 
Nation  vary  widely,  it  is  the  purpose  of  this  ■ 
Act  to  obtain  information  on  the  basis  of 
which  the  Congress  may  make  a  determina¬ 
tion  and  provide  for  the  most  effective  use 
of  public  funds. 

Sec.  2.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall 
request  the  Governor  of  each  State  to  con-  v' 
duct  a  study  and  investigation  and  submit  a  '  | 
report  to  him  concerning  the  need  for,  and  •  ; 
probable  effectiveness  of.  Increased  expendi¬ 
tures  for  public  works  within  urban  places 
in  the  State  to  reduce  or  reverse  the  trend 
of  persons  and  commercial  and  industrial 
enterprises  to  migrate  to  large  metropolitan 
areas  within  or  outside  the  State. 

Sec  3.  (a) .  The  Governor  of  any  State  who 
responds  to  the  request  of  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  conduct  a  study  and  Investl- 


Avivv 


September  16,  1968  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE 


gation,  and  shall  submit  a  report,  including 
his  endings  and  recommendations,  to  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  not  later  than  Sep¬ 
tember  1,  1969. 

(b)  Any  study.  Investigation,  and  report 
undertaken  pursuant  to  this  section  shall 
Include  consideration  of — 

(1)  the  urban  places  within  the  State 
which  have  the  greatest  potential  for  eco¬ 
nomic  growth  and  whose  economic  growth 
would  best  promote  the  economy  of  sur¬ 
rounding  areas; 

(2)  the  urban  places  within  the  State 
which  are  suffering  a  lower  than  average 
growth  in  population,  median  family  in¬ 
come,  and  expansion  of  existing  or  location 
of  new  commercial  or  industrial  enterprise; 
and 

(3)  the  urban  places  within  the  State 
whose  economic  growth  would  be  best  pro¬ 
moted  by  increased  expenditures  for  specific 
public  works,  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
expenditures  for  the  construction  or  im¬ 
provement  of  highways,  airports,  and  other 
transportation  facilities,  sewage  treatment 
facilities,  water  conservation  and  fiood  con¬ 
trol  measures,  river  and  harbor  projects, 
public  buildings  and  grounds,  and  other 
public  works. 

Sec.  4.  After  reviewing  the  reports  of  the 
CJovernors  submitted  piusuant  to  this  Act, 
and  conducting  such  further  investigations 
and  studies  as  he  deems  necessary,  which  he 
is  hereby  authorized  to  undertake,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  shall  submit  a  report 
containing  his  findings  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  the  Congress.  Such  report  shall  be 
accompanied  by  the  report  of  each  of  the 
responding  States,  and  shall  be  submitted 
to  the  Congress  not  later  than  January  10, 
1970. 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Funds  made  available  to  carry 
out  this  Act  may  be  used  to  pay  the  adminis¬ 
trative  expenses  of  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  and  not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the 
cost  of  studies,  investigations,  and  reports 
conducted  and  submitted  pursuant  to  this 
Act  by  the  Governors  of  the  States. 

(b)  After  deducting  such  sum  as  he  deems 
necessary,  not  to  exceed  $2,000,060,  for  the 
administration  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  apportion  funds  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  to  carry  out  this  Act 
among  the  several  States  in  the  ratio  that 
the  number  of  urban  places  in  each  State 
bears  to  the  number  of  urban  places  in  all 
the  States,  except  that  no  State  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  less  than  $100,000  nor  more  than 
$1,000,000. 

(c)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  not  to  exceed  the  sum  of  $20,000,- 
000,  to  be  available  until  expended,  to  carry 
out  this  Act. 

Sec.  6.  As  used  in  this  Act — 

(a)  “State”  means  each  of  the  fifty  States 
and  Puerto  Rico. 

(b)  “Tlrban  place”  means  any  place  (In¬ 
corporated  or  unincorporated)  having  a 
population  of  more  than  two  thousand  five 
hundred  and  less  than  one  hundred  thou¬ 
sand,  as  determined  by  the  latest  available 
census  figures. 

HJt.  18826 

A  bill  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and 
coordination  of  activities  among  the  levels 
of  government  in  order  to  improve  the  op¬ 
eration  of  our  federal  system  In  an  increas¬ 
ingly  complex  society,  to  Improve  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States, 
to  permit  provision  of  reimbursable  tech¬ 
nical  services  to  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ment,  to  establish  coordinated  Inter-gov¬ 
ernmental  ijollcy  and  administration  of 
grants  and  loans  for  development  assist¬ 
ance,  to  provide  for  the  acquisition,  use, 
and  disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas 
by  Federal  agencies  In  conformity  with 
local  government  programs,  and  for  other 
purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Seriate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 


America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  this 
Act  be  cited  as  the  “Intergovernmental  Co¬ 
operation  Act  of  1968”. 

TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 

When  used  in  this  Act — 

FEDERAL  AGENCY 

Sec.  101.  The  term  “Federal  agency”  means 
any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government 
and  any  wholly  owned  Government  corpora¬ 
tion. 

STATE 

Sec.  102.  The  term  “State”  means  any  of 
the  several  States  of  the  United  States,  the 
District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  any  ter¬ 
ritory  or  possession  of  the  United  States,  or 
any  agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State, 
but  does  not  include  the  governments  of  the 
political  subdivisions  of  the  State. 

POLITICAL  SUBDIVISION  OR  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  103.  The  term  "political  subdivision** 
or  “local  government”  means  a  local  unit  of 
government,  including  specifically  a  county, 
municipality,  city,  town,  township,  or  a 
school  or  other  special  district  created  by 
or  pursuant  to  State  law. 

UNIT  OP  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  104.  “Unit  of  general  local  govern¬ 
ment”  means  any  city,  county,  town,  parish, 
village,  or  other  general  purpose  political 
subdivision  of  a  State. 

SPECIAL-PURPOSE  UNIT  OP  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  105.  “Special-purpose  unit  of  local 
government”  means  any  special  district,  pub¬ 
lic-purpose  corporation,  or  other  strictly 
limited-purpose  political  subdivision  of  a 
State,  but  shall  not  Include  a  school  distrlct.- 

GRANT  OR  GRANT-IN-AID 

Sec.  106.  The  term  “grant”  or  “grant-in- 
aid”  means  money,  or  property  provided  In 
lieu  of  money,  paid  or  furnished  by  the 
United  States  imder  a  fixed  annual  or  ag¬ 
gregate  authorization — 

(A)  to  a  State;  or 

(B)  to  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State; 
or 

(C)  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  plan  or  pro¬ 
gram  which  is  subject  to  approval  by  a  Fed¬ 
eral  agency; 

if  such  authorization  either  (1)  requires  the 
States  or  political  subdivisions  to  expend 
non-Federal  funds  as  a  condition  for  the  re¬ 
ceipt  of  money  or  property  from  the  United 
States;  or  (11)  sjiecifies  directly,  or  estab¬ 
lishes  by  means  of  a  formula,  the  amounts 
which  may  be  paid  or  furnished  to  States  or 
political  subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be 
allotted  for  use  In  each  of  the  States  by  the 
States,  political  subdivisions,  or  other  bene¬ 
ficiaries.  The  term  does  not  include  (1) 
shared  revenues;  (2)  payments  of  taxes;  (3) 
payments  in  lieu  of  taxes;  (4)  loans  or  re¬ 
payable  advances;  (5)  siuplus  property  or 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  furnished 
as  such;  (6)  payments  under  research  and 
development  contracts  or  grants  which  are 
awarded  directly  Eind  on  similar  terms  to  all 
qualifying  organizations,  whether  public  or 
private;  or  (7)  payments  to  States  or  political 
subdivisions  as  full  reimbursement  for  the 
costs  incurred  in  paying  benefits  or  furnish¬ 
ing  services  to  persons  entitled  thereto  under 
Federal  laws. 

FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  107.  The  term  “Federal  financial  as¬ 
sistance”  does  not  include  any  annual  pay¬ 
ment  by  the  United'States  to  the  District  of 
Columbia  authorized  by  article  VI  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  Revenue  Act  of  1947  (D.C. 
Code,  secs.  47-2501a  and  47-2501b). 

SPECIALIZED  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES 

Sec.  108.  “Specialized  or  technical  serv¬ 
ices”  means  statistical  and  other  studies  and 
compilations,  development  projects,  techni¬ 
cal  tests  and  evaluations,  technical  informa¬ 
tion,  training  activities,  surveys,  reports,  doc¬ 
uments,  and  any  other  similar  service  fimc- 
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tions  which  any  department  or  agency  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government 
is  especially  equipped  and  authorized  by  law 
to  perform. 

comprehensive  PLANNING 

Sec.  109.  "Comprehensive  planning”,  ex¬ 
cept  in  title  V,  includes  the  following,  to  the 
extent  directly  related  to  area  needs  or  needs 
of  a  unit  of  general  local  government:  (A) 
preparation,  as  a  guide  for  governmental  pol¬ 
icies  and  action,  of  general  plans  with  re¬ 
spect  to  (1)  the  pattern  and  intensity  of  land 
use,  (il)  the  provision  of  public  facilities  (in¬ 
cluding  transportation  facilities)  and  other 
government  services,  and  (iii)  the  effective 
development  and  utilization  of  human  and 
natural  resources;  (B)  long-range  physical 
and  fiscal  plans  for  such  action;  (C)  pro¬ 
graming  of  capital  improvements  and  other 
major  expenditures,  based  on  a  determina¬ 
tion  of  relative  urgency,  together  with  de¬ 
finitive  financing  plans  for  such  expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  program; 

(D)  coordination  of  all  related  plans  and 
activities  of  the  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  and  agencies  concerned;  and  (E) 
preparation  of  regulator  and  administrative 
measures  in  support  of  the  foregoing. 
head  of  agency 

Sec.  110.  The  term  "head  of  a  Federal 
agency”  of  “head  of  a  State  agency”  includes 
a  duly  designated  delegate  of  such  agency 
head. 

TITLE  II— IMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION 

OP  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

FULL  INFORMATION  ON  FUNDS  RECEIVED 

Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  of  the 
United  States  Government  which  administers 
a  program  of  grants-in-aid  to  any  of  the 
State  governments  of  the  United  States  or  to 
their  political  subdivision  shall,  upon  request, 
notify  in  writing  to  the  Governor  or  other 
official  designated  by  him,  and  the  State  legis¬ 
lature,  of  the  purpose  and  amounts  of  actual 
grants-in-aid  to  the  State  or  to  its  political 
subdivisions. 

■  DEPOSIT  OF  GRANTS-IN-AID 

Sec.  202.  No  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall  be 
required  by  Federal  law  or  administrative 
regulation  to  be  deposited  in  a  separate  bank 
account  apart  from  other  funds  administered 
by  the  State.  All  Federal  grant-in-aid  funds 
made  available  to  the  States  shall  be  properly 
accounted  for  as  Federal  funds  in  the 
accounts  of  the  State.  In  each  case  the  State 
agency  concerned  shall  render  regular  au¬ 
thenticated  reports  to  the  appropriate  Fed¬ 
eral  agency  covering  the  status  and  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  funds,  the  liabilities  and  obli¬ 
gations  on  hand,  and  such  other  facts  as  may 
be  required  by  said  Federal  agency.  The  head 
of  the  Federal  agency  and  the  Comptroller 
General  of  the  United  States  or  any  of  their 
duly  authorized  representatives  shall  have 
access  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  examina¬ 
tion  to  any  books,  documents,  papers,  and 
records  that  are  pertinent  to  the  grant-in-aid 
received  by  the  States. 

SCHEDULING  OF  FEDERAL  TRANSFERS  TO  THE 
STATES 

Sec.  203.  Heads  of  Federal  departments  and 
agencies  responsible  for  administering  grant- 
in-aid  programs  shall  schedule  the  transfer  of 
grant-in-aid  funds  consistent  with  program 
purposes  and  applicable  Treasury  regulations, 
so  as  to  minimize  the  time  elapsing  between 
the  transfer  of  such  funds  from  the  United 
States  Treasury  and  the  disbursement 
thereof  by  a  State,  whether  such  disburse¬ 
ment  occurs  prior  to  or  subsequent  to  such 
transfer  of  funds. 

ELIGIBLE  STATE  AGENCY 

Sec.  204.  Notwithstanding  any  other  Fed¬ 
eral  law  which  provides  that  a  single  State 
agency  or  multimember  board  or  commission 
must  be  established  or  designated  to  adminis¬ 
ter  or  supervise  the  administration  of  any 
grant-in-aid  program,  the  head  of  any  Fed- 
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eral  department  or  agency  administering  such 
program  may,  upon  request  of  the  Governor 
or  other  appropriate  executive  or  legislative 
authority  of  the  State  responsible  for  deter¬ 
mining  or  revising  the  organizational  struc¬ 
ture  of  State  government,  waive  the  single 
State  agency  or  multimember  board  or  com¬ 
mission  provision  upon  adequate  showing 
that  such  provision  prevents  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  most  effective  and  efficient  or¬ 
ganizational  arrangements  within  the  State 
government  and  approve  other  State  admin¬ 
istrative  structure  or  arrangements :  Provided, 
That  the  head  of  the  Federal  department  or 
agency  determines  that  the  objectives  of  the 
Federal  statute  authorizing  the  grant-in-aid 
program  will  not  be  endangered  by  the  use  of 
such  other  State  structure  or  arrangements. 
TITLE  m— PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DE¬ 
PARTMENTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO  PRO¬ 
VIDE  SPECIAL  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES 
TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  UNITS  OP  GOV¬ 
ERNMENT 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  301.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
encourage  intergovernmental  cooperation  in 
the  conduct  of  specialized  or  technical  serv¬ 
ices  and  provision  of  facilities  essential  to  the 
administration  of  State  or  local  governmental 
activities,  many  of  which  are  nationwide  in 
scope  and  financed  in  part  by  Federal  funds; 
to  enable  State  or  local  governments  to  avoid 
unnecessary  duplication  of  special  service 
functions;  and  to  authorize  all  departments 
and  agencies  of  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Federal  Government  which  do  not  have  such 
authority  to  provide  reimbursable  specialized 
or  technical  services  to  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments. 

AUTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 

Sec.  302.  The  head  of  any  Federal  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency  is  authorized  within  his 
discretion,  upon  written  request  from  a  State 
or  political  subdivision  thereof,  to  provide 
specialized  or  technical  services,  upon  pay¬ 
ment,  to  the  department  or  agency  by  the 
unit  of  government  making  the  request,  of 
salaries  and  all  other  identifiable  direct  or 
indirect  costs  of  performing  such  services: 
Provided,  however.  That  such  services  shall 
include  only  those  which  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  through  rules  and 
regulations  determines  Federal  departments 
and  agencies  have  special  competence  to  pro¬ 
vide.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  and  in  furtherance  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  policy  of  relying  on  the  private 
enterprise  system  to  provide  those  services 
which  are  reasonably  and  expeditiously  avail, 
able  through  ordinary  business  channels. 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  SERVICES 

Sec.  303.  All  moneys  received  by  any  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government,  or  any  bureau 
or  other  administrative  division  thereof,  in 
payment  for  furnishing  specalized  or  techni¬ 
cal  services  as  authorized  under  section  302 
shall  be  deposited  to  miscellaneous  receipts  of 
the  Treasury. 

REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  any  department 
or  the  administrative  head  of  any  agency 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  shall  furnish  annually  to  the  re¬ 
spective  Committees  on  Government  Opera¬ 
tions  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  a  summary  report  on  the  scope 
of  the  services  provided  under  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  this  title. 

RESERVATION  OF  EXISTING  AUTHORITT 
Sec.  305.  This  title  is  in  addition  to  and 
does  not  supersede  any  existing  authority 
now  possessed  by  any  Federal  department 
or  agency  with  respect  to  furnishing  serv¬ 
ices,  whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreim¬ 
bursable  basis,  to  State  and  local  units  of 
government. 


TITLE  TV— COORDINATED  INTERGOVERN¬ 
MENTAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINISTRATION 

OP  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE  PRO¬ 
GRAMS 

DECLARATION  OP  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 
POLICY 

Sec.  401.  (a)  The  economic  and  social  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Nation  and  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  satisfactory  levels  of  living  depend 
upon  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of 
all  areas,  both  urban  and  rural.  Moreover, 
in  a  time  of  rapid  urbanization,  the  sound 
and  orderly  development  of  urban  commu- 
^nities  depends  to  a  large  degree  upon  the 
social  and  economic  health  and  the  sound 
development  of  smaller  communities  and 
rural  areas.  The  President  may,  therefore, 
establish  rules  and  regulations  governing  the 
formation,  evaluation,  and  review  of  Fed¬ 
eral  program  and  projects  having  a  signifi¬ 
cant  impact  on  area  and  community  develop¬ 
ment,  including  programs  providing  Federal 
assistance  to  the  States  and  localities,  to  the 
end  that  they  shall  most  effectively  serve 
these  basic  objectives.  Such  rules  and  regu¬ 
lations  shall  provide  for  full  consideration 
of  the  concurrent  achievement  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  specific  objectives  and,  to  the  extent 
authorized  by  law,  reasoned  choices  shall  be 
made  between  such  objectives  when  they 
conflict : 

(1)  Appropriate  land  uses  for  housing, 
commercial,  industrial,  governmental,  insti¬ 
tutional,  and  other  purposes; 

(2)  Wise  development  and  conservation  of 
natural  resources,  including  land,  water, 
minerals,  wildlife,  and  others; 

(3)  Balanced  transportation  systems,  in¬ 
cluding  highway,  air,  water,  pedestrian,  mass 
transit,  and  other  modes  for  the  movement 
of  people  and  goods; 

(4)  Adequate  outdoor  recreation  and  open 
space; 

(5)  Protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural 
beauty,  historical  and  scientific  interest; 

(6)  :^operly  planned  community  facilities, 
including  utilities  for  the  supply  of  power, 
water,  and  communications,  for  the  safe  dis¬ 
posal  of  wastes,  and  for  other  purposes;  and 

(7)  Concern  for  high  standards  of  design. 

(b)  All  viewpoints — national,  regional. 
State,  and  local — shall,  to  the  extent  possible, 
be  fully  considered  and  taken  into  account 
in  planning  Federal  or  federally  assisted 
development  programs  and  projects.  State 
and  local  government  objectives,  together 
with  the  objectives  of  regional  organizations 
shall  be  considered  and  evaluated  within  a 
framework  of  national  public  objectives,  as 
expressed  in  Federal  law,  and  available  pro¬ 
jections  of  future  national  conditions  and 
needs  of  regions,  States,  and  localities  shall 
be  considered  in  plan  formulation,  evalua¬ 
tion,  and  review. 

(c)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  con¬ 
sistent  with  national  objectives,  all  Federal 
aid  for  development  purposes  shall  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  and  further  the  objectives  of 
State,  regional,  and  local  comprehensive 
planning.  Consideration  shall  be  given  to  all 
developmental  aspects  of  our  total  national 
community,  including  but  not  limited  to 
housing,  transportation,  economic  develop¬ 
ment,  natural  and  human  resources  develop¬ 
ment,  community  facilities,  and  the  general 
improvement  of  living  environments. 

(d)  Each  Federal  department  and  agency 
administering  a  development  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  practi¬ 
cable,  consult  with  and  seek  advice  from  all 
other  significantly  affected  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  in  an  effort  to  assure 
fully  coordinated  programs. 

(e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  plan¬ 
ning  required  by  individual  Federal  programs 
(such  as  highway  construction,  urban  re¬ 
newal,  and  open  space)  shall  be  coordinated 
with  and,  to  .the  extent  authorized  by  law, 
made  part  of  comprehensive  local  and  area- 
wide  development  planning. 
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FAVORING  UNITS  OF  GENERAL  LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  402.  Where  Federal  law  provides  that 
both  special-purpose  units  of  local  govern¬ 
ment  and  units  of  general  local  government 
are  eligible  to  receive  loans  or  grants-in-ald, 
heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
shall,  in  the  absence  of  substantial  reasons 
to  the  contrary,  make  such  loans  or  grants- 
in-aid  to  units  of  general  local  government 
rather  than  to  special-purp>ose  units  of  local 
government. 

RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 

Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  such 
other  agency  as  may  be  designated  by  the 
President  is  hereby  authorized  to  prescribe 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  are  deemed 
appropriate  for  the  effective  administration 
of  this  title. 

TITLE  V— ACQUISITION,  USE,  AND  DIS¬ 
POSITION  OP  LAND  WITHIN  URBAN 
AREAS  BY  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  IN  CON¬ 
FORMITY  WITH  LAND  UTILIZATION 
PROGRAMS  OP  AFFECTED  LOCAL  GOV¬ 
ERNMENT 

AMENDMENT  OP  FEDERAL  PROPERTY  AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  ACT 

Sec.  501.  The  Federal  Property  and  Admin¬ 
istrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.),  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  as  follows; 
“TITLE  VIII— URBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 

“SHORT  TITLE 

“Sec.  801.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Federal  Urban  Land-Use  Act’. 

“declaration  of  purpose  and  POLICY 

“Sec.  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
promote  more  harmonious  intergovernmen¬ 
tal  relations  by  prescribing  uniform  policies 
and  procedures  whereby  the  Administrator 
shall  acquire,  use,  and  dispose  of  land  in  ur¬ 
ban  areas  in  order  that  urban  land  transac¬ 
tions  entered  into  for  the  General  Services 
Administration  or  on  behalf  of  other  Federal 
agencies  shall,  to  the  greatest  extent  prac¬ 
ticable,  be  consistent  with  zoning  and  land- 
use  practices  and  shall  be  made  to  the  great¬ 
est  extent  in  accordance  with  planning  and 
development  objectives  of  the  local  govern¬ 
ments  and  local  planning  agencies  concerned. 
“disposal  op  urban  lands 
“Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator 
contemplates  the  disposal  for  or  on  behalf 
of  any  Federal  agency  of  any  real  property 
situated  within  an  urban  area,  he  shall,  prior 
to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give  reasonable 
notice  to  the  head  of  the  governing  body  of 
the  unit  of  general  local  government  having 
jurisdiction  over  zoning  and  land-use  regu¬ 
lation  in  the  geographical  area  within  which 
the  land  or  lands  are  located  in  order  to 
afford  the  government  the  opportunity  of 
zoning  for  the  use  of  such  land  in  accordance 
with  local  comprehensive  planning. 

“(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest 
practicable  extent,  shall  furnish  to  all  pro¬ 
spective  purchasers  of  such  real  property, 
full  and  complete  information  concerning — 
“(1)  current  zoning  regulations  and  pro¬ 
spective  zoning  requirements  and  objectives 
for  such  property  when  it  is  unzoned;  and 
“(2)  current  availability  to  such  property 
of  streets,  sidewalks,  sewers,  water,  street 
lights,  and  other  service  facilities  and  pro¬ 
spective  availability  of  such  services  if  such 
property  is  included  in  comprehensive  plan¬ 
ning. 

“acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  real 

PROPERTY 

“Sec.  804.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable, 
prior  to  a  commitment  to  acquire  any  real 
property  situated  in  an  urban  area,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  shall  notify  the  unit  of  general 
local  government  exercising  zoning  and  land- 
use  jurisdiction  over  the  land  proposed  to  be 
purchased  of  his  intent  to  acquire  such  land 
and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property.  In  the 
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event  that  the  Administrator  determines  that 
such  advance  notice  would  have  an  adverse 
impact  on  the  proi>osed  purchase,  shall,  upon 
conclusion  of  the  acquisition,  Immediately 
notify  such  local  government  of  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property. 

“(b)  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use 
of  any  real  property  situated  in  an  urban 
area  as  a  site  for  public  building,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  shall,  to  the  extent  he  deter¬ 
mines  practicable — 

"(1)  consider  all  objections  made  to  any 
such  acquisition  or  change  of  use  by  such 
unit  of  government  upon  the  ground  that 
the  proposed  acquisition  or  change  of  use 
conflicts  or  would  conflict  with  the  zoning 
regulations  or  planning  objectives  of  such 
unit:  and 

“(2)  comply  with  and  conform  to  such 
regulations  of  the  unit  of  general  local  gov¬ 
ernment  having  jurisdiction  with  respect  to 
the  area  within  which  such  property  is  sit¬ 
uated  and  the  planning  and  development 
objectives  of  such  local  government. 

“Sec.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in 
sections  803  and  804  may  be  waived  during 
any  period  of  national  emergency  proclaimed 
by  the  Ih:esldent. 

“definitions 

“Sec.  806.  As  used  in  this  title — 

“(a)  ‘Unit  of  general  local  government’ 
means  any  city,  county,  town,  parish,  village, 
or  other  general-purpose  political  subdivision 
of  a  State. 

"(b)  ‘Urban  area’  means — 

"(1)  any  geographical  area  within  the  ju¬ 
risdiction  of  any  incorporated  city,  town, 
borough,  village,  or  other  unit  of  general  local 
government,  except  county  or  parish,  having 
a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more  in¬ 
habitants; 

“(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  county,  town, 
township,  or  similar  governmental  entity 
which  contains  no  incorporated  unit  of  gen¬ 
eral  local  government  but  has  a  population 
density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand 
five  hundred  inhabitants  per  square  mile; 
and 

“(3)  that  portion  of  any  geographical  area 
having  a  iiopulatlon  density  equal  to  or  ex¬ 
ceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred  inhabi¬ 
tants  per  square  mile  and  situated  adjacent 
to  the  boundary  of  any  incorporated  unit  of 
general  local  government  which  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  ten  thousand  or  more  inhabitants. 

“(c)  ‘Comprehensive  planning’  includes 
the  following,  to  the  extent  directly  related 
to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  gov¬ 
ernment  ; 

“(1)  Preparation,  as  a  guide  for  govern¬ 
mental  policies  and  action,  of  general  plans 
with  respect  to  (A)  the  pattern  and  intensity 
of  land  use,  (B)  the  provision  of  public 
facilities  (including  transportation  facili¬ 
ties)  and  other  governmental  services,  and 
(C)  the  effective  development  and  utilization 
of  human  and  natural  resources; 

“(2)  Long-range  physical  and  fiscal  plans 
for  such  action; 

“(3)  Programing  of  capital  improvements 
and  other  major  expenditures,  based  on  a  de- 
terminaton  of  relative  urgency,  together  with 
definitive  financing  plans  for  such  expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  program; 

“(4)  Coordination  of  all  related  plans  and 
activities  of  the  State  and  local  governments 
and  agencies  concerned;  and 

“(5)  Preparation  of  regulatory  and  admin¬ 
istrative  measures  in  support  of  the  fore¬ 
going.’’ 


(Prom  the  Omaha  (Nebr.)  World-Herald, 
Aug.  17,  1968] 

Rural  America:  Key  to  Urban  Ills:  The 
“Concrete  Jungle’’ 

Representative  Don  H.  Clausen  (Rep.  Cal.) 
wants  something  done  to  revitalize  rural 
America.  Toward  that  end  he  has  introduced 
legislation  in  Congress. 


Mr.  Clausen  is  concerned  about  the  thou¬ 
sands  of  Americans  who  have  been  pushed  off 
farms  and  out  of  small  rural  communities 
and  who  pour  into  cities  in  search  of  Jobs. 
He  is  concerned  about  what  this  movement  is 
doing  to  the  rural  communities,  what  it  is 
doing  to  the  cities,  and  what  it  is  doing  to 
the  nation.  He  wants  to  get  a  lot  of  Ameri¬ 
cans  back  out  of  the  “concrete  jungle”  and 
into  the  wide  open  spaces. 

To  accomplish  this,  he  says,  he  will  require 
some  overhauling  of  the  tax  structure,  to  in¬ 
clude  tax  Incentives  for  private  enterprise 
and  particularly  small  business  men,  im¬ 
provement  of  transportation  and  relocation 
of  industry.  And,  above  all,  he  says: 

“The  state  must  once  again  become  the 
dominant  center  of  political  and  govern¬ 
mental  influence  in  America.” 

Mr.  Clausen’s  ideas  are  not  new,  but  they 
have  ben  taking  second  place  for  some  time 
to  the  belief  that  cities  will  inevitably  con¬ 
tinue  to  get  bigger  and  bigger,  fed  by  the 
seemingly  irreversible  flow  of  people  from 
the  countryside,  and  that  the  only  way  to 
cope  with  the  problems  thus  created  is  to 
find  places  for  the  people  to  live,  to  retrain 
them  for  new  jobs,  and  to  creat  employment, 
which  never  quite  catches  up  with  the  flood 
of  people  who  look  for  it.  Welfare  costs  soar 
and  a  sort  of  subsidized  squalor  expands. 

Perhaps  the  better  solution,  at  least  one 
worth  exploring,  is  for  Government  to  shift 
the  emphasis  toward  ways  to  keep  i>eople 
from  running  off  from  country  to  city — to¬ 
ward  ways  to  diversify  the  opportunities  in 
rural  America  and  thus  to  restore  some  of 
the  attractions  of  rural  living. 

If  that  could  be  accomplished,  it  is  true 
that  cities  would  not  grow  so  fast.  But  per¬ 
haps  their  problems  wouldn’t  grow  so  fast, 
either. 

In  a  column  on  this  page  the  other  day, 
Russell  Kirk  told  of  an  American  professor 
who  is  moving  to  Prince  Edward  Island  to 
get  away  from  the  “increasing  ugliness”  of 
American  life.  The  professor.  Dr.  Robert 
Beum,  wrote: 

“To  be  small  and  agrarian  and  a  little 
backward  means,  in  fact,  to  have  pure  air 
and  water,  rather  than  the  sulphurous  and 
monoxlded  gas  and  the  murky,  polluted 
streams  that  characterize  the  United  States 
today — a  nation  devoted  to  bigness  and 
streamlining,  to  speed  and  eflBclency  at  any 
price,  to  the  constant  expansion  of  indus¬ 
trialization,  centralization  and  standard¬ 
ization.” 


Urges  Decentralization — His  Dream  :  Re¬ 
vitalizing  Rural  USA 

Representative  Don  H.  Clausen  (Rep.,  Cal.) 
has  a  dream. 

He  wants  to  see  the  United  States  get  out 
of  what  he  calls  its  “concrete  jungle.” 

The  big  Californian  has  legislation  in  Con¬ 
gress  aimed  at  doing  that,  but  he  acknowl¬ 
edges  it  will  take  a  lot  of  doing — including  a 
loosening  of  the  Federal  Government’s  iron 
hand  on  almost  everything. 

Mr.  Clausen  is  concerned  over  the  steady 
movement  of  Americans  from  rural  to  urban 
areas  where,  he  says,  many  if  not  most  of 
them  don’t  find  jobs. 

Beyond  that,  it  also  saps  from  urban 
America  many  of  its  bright  young  minds. 

In  addition  to  halting  the  fiight  to  the 
city,  and  reversing  it,  Mr.  Clausen  wants  to 
“return  the  control  of  government  to  the 
people.” 

STATES  MUST  RULE 

“The  state,”  says,  “must,  once  again,  be¬ 
come  the  dominant  center  of  political  and 
governmental  influence  in  America. 

How  to  do  it? 

It  will  take,  he  said,  “fantastic  effort”  and 
a  reversal  of  existing  philosophies. 

It  will  require  not  reform  but  overhaul  of 
the  tax  structure.  ’There  must  be  tax  incen¬ 
tives  for  private  enterprise  and  particularly 
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the  small  business  man,  and  tax  sharing,  and 
mammoth  efforts  to  revitalize  rural  America. 

“Along  with  a  major  tax  revision,”  he 
said,  “must  come  an  Integrated  program  of 
Improved  transportation  within  rural  Amer¬ 
ica,  relocating  and  expanding  Industry  de¬ 
veloping  greater  opportunities  for  home 
building  and  recreation.” 

Jobs  created  in  Washington  must  be  re¬ 
turned  to  the  states,  he  declared. 

He  contends  there  are  more  people  trying 
to  govern  his  state  of  California  from  Wash¬ 
ington  than  from  the  capital,  Sacramento. 
can’t  find  jobs 

More  than  a  half  million  people  each  year, 
he  said,  find  their  way  from  rural  America 
to  the  large  cities,  and  a  large  percentage 
of  them  go  into  the  so-called  “central  cities.” 

In  San  Antonio,  Tex.,  Phoenix,  Arlz.,  and 
New  Orleans,  La.,  he  said,  more  than  half 
the  migrants  who  arrived  there  are  either 
still  looking  for  jobs  or  have  quit  hunting 
them. 

Meantime,  he  said,  rural  areas,  “once  the 
backbone  of  our  nation,  are  rapidly  taking 
on  the  appearance  of  a  vast  ghost  town  that 
is  only  vaguely  reminiscent  of  a  once  young 
America  in  search  of  new  frontiers. 

“Boarded-up  store  fronts,  closed  schools 
and  churches,  ill-kept  frame  houses  sur¬ 
rounded  by  weeds  and  an  obvious  absence  of 
young  people.  This  is  the  face  of  rural  Amer¬ 
ica  today.” 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Iowa. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  is  the  projected 
cost  of  this  legislation? 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  I  would  answer  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  to  this  effect: 
There  is  no  projected  cost  in  this  pro¬ 
gram.  This  does  not  cost  anything  addi¬ 
tional  in  the  hiring  of  new  personnel.  It 
merely  establishes  procedures  to  be  fol¬ 
lowed  by  the  existing  agencies  and  de¬ 
partments  in  their  relations  with  State 
governments. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.)  ' 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  glad 
to  see  on  the  part  of  the  committee  a 
commitment  has  been  made  which  both 
the  majority  sponsors  of  the  bill  and 
the  minority  supporters  and  sponsors 
of  the  bill  will  support  the  elimination  in 
conference  from  the  comparable  Senate 
bill,  S.  698,  including  titles  vn,  VIII,  and 
IX  of  the  Senate  bill. 

However,  I  would  hke  to  pursue  it  just 
a  little  further  because  I  have  heard 
some  discussion  with  regard  to  a  so- 
called  possible  grounds  for  compro¬ 
mise. 

I,  for  one,  support  the  position  to  op¬ 
pose  including  those  Senate-passed 
titles  in  conference,  and  appreciate  the 
announced  suggestion  that  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works  is  the  proper  com¬ 
mittee  to  consider  this  most  complicated 
subject  which  is  actively  under  con¬ 
sideration,  and  I  believe  a  very  sound 
approach  initially  was  made  in  the  1968 
highway  bill.  Admittedly  it  is  an  area 
in  which  legislation  is  essential.  It  is  es¬ 
sential  that  it  be  uniform.  I  believe  this 
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is  consistent  with  the  thinking  of  our 
committee,  and  it  is  probably  the  think¬ 
ing  of  those  handling  this  bill. 

However,  should  a  suggested  com¬ 
promise  be  made  in  conference,  would 
it  still  be  the  intention  of  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin,  Mr.  Reuss,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois,  Mr.  Erlenborn, 
to  stand  by  the  position,  in  view  of  it 
being  considered  by  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  not  to  include  that  sub¬ 
ject  matter  in  any  conference  report 
brought  back? 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  I  can  answer  the 
gentleman  affirmatively  that  that  would 
be  my  intention.  I  will  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Reuss]. 

Mr.  REUSS.  I  would  have  the  same 
views  as  those  of  the  gentleman  from 
Illinois. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Would  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  yield  further? 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Florida. 

(Mr.  CRAMER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  support 
H.R.  18826  as  presentlj'  before  the  House, 
but  my  colleagues  should  be  made  aware 
of  a  parliamentary  situation  which  ex¬ 
ists.  During  this  session  of  the  Congress, 
the  Senate  passed  S.  698 — the  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968 — 
which  contains  three  titles — title  Vn, 
title  VIII,  and  title  IX — which  are  com¬ 
prehensive  and  complex  provisions  re¬ 
lating  to  relocation  assistance  and  land 
acquisition  policies.  The  House  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Government  Operations  has  favor¬ 
ably  reported  a  similar  bill  (H.R.  18826) 
but  without  the  portions  of  the  Senate 
bill  relating  to  relocation  assistance  and 
land  acquisition  policies.  If  the  bill  is 
passed  by  the  House,  the  House  and  Sen¬ 
ate  conferees  could,  within  the  rules,  ac¬ 
cept  the  portions  of  S.  698  relating  to  re¬ 
location  assistance  and  land  acquisition 
policies. 

In  view  of  the  hearings  now  being  held 
by  this  committee,  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Reuss]  made  a  firm  commit¬ 
ment — obtained  from  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Government  Opera- 
tions  that  the  House  conferees  on  the 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of 
1968  will  insist  upon  excluding  from  the 
bill  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  all  of 
the  provisions  relating  to  relocation  as¬ 
sistance  and  land '  acquisition  policies. 
This  commitment  having  been  obtained, 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  can  con¬ 
tinue  its  hearings  and  deliberations,  and 
in  due  course  report  comprehensive  legis¬ 
lation  on  these  important  subjects.  With¬ 
out  such  a  procedure,  policies  and  pro¬ 
grams  will  end  up  in  the  future  at  vari¬ 
ance  and  without  much  needed  imiform- 
ity  and  equal  equity,  and  the  previous 
work  of  the  Public  Works  Committee 
largely  undermined. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  such  time  as  she  may  consume’  to 
the  gentlewoman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mrs.  Dwyer], 

(Mrs.  DWYER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  her 
remarks.) 

Mrs.  DWYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  to  an  in¬ 
creasing  degree  a  matter  of  central  con¬ 


cern  to  all  of  us  has  been  the  condition 
of  our  federal  system,  the  relations  be¬ 
tween  local.  State,  and  Federal  gov¬ 
ernments,  and  the  attendant  grant- 
in-aid  programs  through  which  inter¬ 
governmental  cooperation  is  largely 
accomplished. 

The  source  of  our  concern  has  been 
the  widely  recognized  difficulties  encoun¬ 
tered  in  the  administration  of  hundreds 
of  grant-in-aid  programs — which,  what¬ 
ever  the  merits  of  individual  programs, 
have  too  often  tended  to  weaken,  con¬ 
fuse,  and  burden  relations  between  the 
levels  of  government  and  to  limit  the 
effectiveness  and  reduce  the  results 
which  we  have  expected  from  these 
programs. 

Whether  we  are  primarily  interested, 
Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  solution  of  public 
problems  or  in  the  reduction  of  waste 
and  inefficiency,  our  objective  in  this  area 
is  the  same:  the  improved  organization, 
administration,  and  coordination  of 
Federal  assistance  programs.  Waste — the 
waste  of  time,  money,  and  energy — has 
never  solved  a  problem  or  saved  a  city. 

The  great  importance  of  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Cooperation  Act,  H.R. 
18826,  is  the  fact  that  it  faces  this  cen¬ 
tral  issue  directly  and  by  providing  for 
necessary  adjustments,  reforms,  and  pol¬ 
icy  improvements  in  the  present  grant- 
in-aid  system  will  greatly  enhance  the 
fruitful  relationship  of  local.  State,  and 
Federal  governments. 

More  specifically,  this  bill  will  improve 
coordination  at  each  end  of  the  grant 
system.  It  will  simplify  and  rationalize 
the  distribution  of  Federal  funds  through 
the  States.  It  will  require  greater  con¬ 
sideration  of  State  and  local  needs  by  the 
Federal  bureaucracy.  It  will  encourage 
a  higher  level  of  administrative  perform¬ 
ance.  And  in  a  variety  of  undramatic 
ways  will  correct  the  failures  and  inade¬ 
quacies  which  recent  experience  has 
revealed. 

As  an  original  sponsor  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  member  of  the 
Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Relations  which  has  studied  these 
problems  in  depth,  and  as  a  member  of 
the  committee  which  reported  the  pres¬ 
ent  bill  favorably,  I  am  pleased  and 
encouraged  that  the  House  today  has  this 
bill  under  consideration.  I  urge  our  col¬ 
leagues  to  approve  it  and  thereby  take 
another  significant  step  ahead  in  the 
continuing  effort  to  make  our  American 
system  of  government  more  responsive 
and  responsible. 

The  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  has  indicated 
in  its  ninth  annual  report  that  “Amer¬ 
ica’s  federal  system  is  on  trial  today  as 
never  before  in  this  century  of  crisis  and 
change.”  The  events  of  recent  months 
have  graphically  highlighted  this  situ¬ 
ation.  Though  riots,  student  protests,  and 
other  social  disturbances  are  a  .  dramatic 
indication  of  the  problems  facing  us, 
they  are,  however,  but  surface  indica¬ 
tions — albeit  serious  and  imacceptable 
ones — of  far  deeper  and  more  imponder¬ 
able  conditions  that  lie  below. 

Persistent  unemployment,  slum  hous¬ 
ing,  inadequate  education,  congested 
roadways  and  airways,  environmental 
pollution,  rising  crime  rates,  mass  urban 
migrations,  rural  poverty — these  are  the 
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problems  facing  our  people  and  these  are 
among  the  most  serious  causes  of  unrest 
and  disorder. 

In  seeking  to  meet  these  problems, 
governments — Federal,  State,  and  local — 
have  enacted  programs  and  appropri¬ 
ated  money.  Too  often,  however,  we  in 
government  succumb  to  the  belief  that 
problems  can  be  solved  and  crises  stilled 
merely  through  the  application  of  large 
sums  of  money.  Perhaps,  if  an  analogy 
can  be  drawn  between  the  practice  of 
government  and  the  practice  of  medi¬ 
cine,  this  faith  in  money  should  be 
labeled  the  mustard  plaster  theory  of 
government.  But,  as  we  should  well 
know,  money  alone  will  no  more  cure  our 
social  ills  than  a  mustard  plaster  will 
cure  a  viral  infection.  The  root  causes  of 
an  illness — physical  or  social — must  be 
properly  diagnosed  and  proper  methods 
and  procedures  must  be  established  to 
effectuate  a  cure. 

At  this  time,  I  will  not  delve  more 
deeply  into  what  must  be  done  to  correct 
our  social  ills  in  the  most  effective  means 
possible.  Let  me  only  say  that,  while 
certain  efforts  are  being  undertaken 
along  these  lines,  considerably  more 
sophisticated  and  broadscale  measures 
must  be  pursued. 

Turning,  then,  to  the  methods  and 
procedures  required  to  meet  our  prob¬ 
lems,  few  will  question,  I  believe,  that 
we  are  enmeshed  in  disarray,  confusion 
and  redtape.  Directing  our  attention  only 
to  the  Federal  level  of  government,  we 
see  that  rising  expenditures  under  our 
crazy-quilt  social  welfare  system  have 
not  defused  social  tension  and  elimi¬ 
nated  dissatisfaction  or  reduced  social 
dependency;  expanded  expenditures  on 
roads  and  airfields  have  not  prevented 
massive  urban  traffic  congestion;  in¬ 
creased  appropriations  for  housing  have 
not  stopped  the  spread  of  blighted  hous¬ 
ing  and  slum  conditions;  spreading  af¬ 
fluence  and  increased  expenditures  on 
poverty  programs  have  not  halted  the 
mounting  crimewave;  enlarged  subsidy 
payments  in  the  agricultural  sector  have 
not  curtailed  the  demise  of  the  family 
farm ;  and  so  on  in  many  other  areas. 

Looking  only  at  Federal  grant-in-aid 
programs,  we  learn  from  Congressman 
Roth’s  study  and  others  that  Congress 
has  established  .over  1,000  grant-in-aid 
programs  and  has  appropriated  close  to 
$20  billion  dollars  annually  to  deal  with 
urban  and  rural  needs.  Yet,  as  these 
studies  aptly  indicate,  too  often  we  have 
only  the  foggiest  idea  where  the  money 
is  going,  who  is  getting  it,  what  results 
are  being  accomplished,  or  how  and  by 
whom  are  the  programs  being  adminis¬ 
tered. 

In  essence,  we  are  flying  blind  with 
the  aid  of  bailing  wire  and  chewing  gum, 
hoping  and  praying  that  we  will  somehow 
land  safely  at  the  right  field.  We  are,  in 
effect,  practicing  the  art  of  pouring 
money  hxto  a  giant  funnel  at  the  top 
and  hoping  that  it  will  somehow  trickle 
down  to  those  in  need  at  the  bottom. 
This  is  certainly  no  way  to  run  a  govern¬ 
ment  in  the  space  age,  where  we  can  get 
a  man  to  the  moon  almost  as  fast  as  we 
can  get  him  across  town;  where  an  astro¬ 
naut  can  walk  safely  in  space  but  fre¬ 
quently  cannot  walk  safely  the  streets 
of  the  city;  where  we  can  solve  the  scien- 
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tiflc  riddles  of  human  life  but  cannot 
teach  children  to  read  and  write;  and 
where  we  can  build  elaborate  missile 
sites  and  logistic  complexes  but  cannot 
develop  adequate  and  suitable  low-cost 
housing. 

In  order  competently  to  begin  to  cor¬ 
rect  our  social  ills  and  overcome  our 
social  disorders,  we  are  going  to  have  to 
devote  far  greater  efforts  than  in  the 
past  to  developing  effective  and  efiBcient 
organizational  techniques  and  adminis¬ 
tration.  This  is  far  less  exciting  and  more 
mimdane  than  conceiving  of  ways  to 
spend  large  sums  of  money.  But,  without 
such  efforts,  the  money  spent  will  not 
produce  the  results  we  expect. 

Much  will  have  to  be  done  within  the 
Federal  Establishment  to  fashion  an  im¬ 
proved  administration  in  such  areas  as 
budgeting  practices,  planning,  cost  anal¬ 
yses,  program  evaluations,  data  handling, 
bureaucratic  malaise,  overstaflBng,  ineflB- 
ciency,  and  discoordination.  Efforts  to 
put  the  Federal  house  in  order,  however, 
will  be  of  limited  benefit  if  we  do  not 
revitalize,  modernize,  and  breathe  new 
life  into  our  federal  system  of  govern¬ 
ment  and  if  we  do  not  expand  the  role 
and  responsibility  of  the  private  sector. 
Certainly, 'if  there  is  one  thing  we  should 
have  learned  in  the  past  decades,  it  is 
that  the  Federal  Government  cannot 
correct  our  social  ills  alone  and,  in  fact, 
has  in  many  cases  aggravated  them. 

Placing  greater  responsibilities  upon 
State  and  local  governments  or  upon  the 
private  sector  must  not,  of  course,  be 
considered  some  kind  of  miracle  tonic  to 
resolve  all  our  problems.  Inefficiencies, 
waste,  and  ignorance  exist  in  these  areas 
to  the  same  degree  as  they  do  at  the 
Federal  level.  But,  in  general,  their 
smaller  size,  their  closer  proximity  and 
responsiveness  to  those  affected,  their 
greater  freedom  to  experiment,  or,  in  the 
case  of  the  private  sector,  the  existence 
of  a  profit  motive  have  the  potential  far 
more  effectively  attacking  social  prob¬ 
lems.  Naturally,  this  does  not  mean  that 
all  operations  at  the  Federal  level  are 
inefficient  or  less  effective  than  those 
that  may  be  carried  on  elsewhere.  To  be¬ 
lieve  so  is  not  only  naive,  but  ijotentially 
destructive  of  eventual  social  success. 
Yet,  we  have  in  the  past  so  accepted  the 
notion  that  the  Federal  bureaucracy  can 
solve  all  our  problems  that  it  now  be¬ 
comes  essential  to  speak  forcefully  of  its 
limitations  and  boldly  of  alternative 
methods. 

In  recent  years,  more  and  more  is  be¬ 
ing  said  favorably  about  the  merits  of 
creative  federalism,  private  enterprise. 
State  and  local  initiative — even  by  those 
who,  in  the-  past,  have  pushed  Federal 
domination  the  most.  But,  while  many 
words  have  been  uttered,  little  has  actu¬ 
ally  been  accomplished.  There  is  much 
talk  about  revenue  sharing,  but  no  ac¬ 
tion  has  been  taken.  Many  have  raised 
their  voices  in  favor  of  consolidating 
limited  categorical  grants  into  bloc  or 
consolidated  grants,  but  only  the  begin¬ 
nings  have  been  attempted.  Speech  af¬ 
ter  speech  has  been  given  on  the  need 
-to  revitalize  Federal  Government  orga¬ 
nization  in  order  to  remove  that  which  is 
better  done  elsewhere  and  to  channel 
that  which  remains  into  an  effective 
Federal-state-local-citizen  partnership. 


But,  in  the  House,  hearings  have  not 
even  been  scheduled  on  this  vital  issue. 

This  bill,  as  now  constituted,  is  by  no 
means  earthshaking.  It  is  far  less  en¬ 
compassing  than  the  similar  bills  I  in¬ 
troduced  in  the  present  and  past  Con¬ 
gresses.  But  enactment  of  this  bill  will 
constitute  a  true  beginning  in  the  efforts 
of  Congress  to  forge  a  true  partnership 
in  federalism.  The  Governors  want  it, 
the  mayors  want  it,  the  county  execu¬ 
tives  want  it — all  State  and  local  offi¬ 
cials  are  for  it  because  the  bill  does 
represent  a  promising  beginning. 

What  the  bill  does  is  to  improve  the 
administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the 
States  by,  first,  requiring  that  full  in¬ 
formation  about  these  programs  be  sup¬ 
plied  to  the  Governors  and  legislatures, 
second,  facilitating  improved  financial 
management  of  grant-in-aid  funds,  and 
third,  enabling  the  Governors  and  leg¬ 
islatures  to  have  a  freer  hand  in  stream¬ 
lining  State  organizational  structures  in 
order  to  make  more  efficient  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  grant-in-aid  programs. 

The  bill  also  authorizes  Federal  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  to  provide  spe¬ 
cial  or  technical  services  to  State  and 
local  governments  upon  payment  of  di¬ 
rect  and  indirect  costs,  but  only  where 
such  services  do  not  displace  services 
more  economically  and  expeditiously 
available  through  private  enterprise. 
Many  State  and  local  government  opera¬ 
tions,  some  of  which  are  financed  by 
Federal  aid  programs,  are  frequently 
made  less  efficient  or  effective  for  failure 
of  access  to  adequate  special  or  technical 
services  such  as  statistical  studies,  tech¬ 
nical  tests,  surveys,  and  so  forth.  The  ex¬ 
pense  of  independently  developing  such 
services  is  often  too  great  or  too  time- 
consuming  and  expert  personnel  required 
to  perform  such  services  are  frequently 
not  available.  Here,  then,  is  a  clean  ex¬ 
ample  of  how  Congress  can  provide  a 
means  for  improving  the  efficiency  and 
effectiveness  of  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  without  increasing  Federal  budget 
outlays  and  without  creating  new  layers 
of  bureaucracy. 

The  bill  further  provides  in  title  IV 
that,  in  an  effort  to  encourage  the  sound 
and  orderly  development  of  urban  and 
rural  areas.  Federal  assistance  programs 
shall  be  administered  in  a  manner  which 
will  provide  for  the  concurrent  achieve¬ 
ment  of  and  the  application  of  reasoned 
choices  among  specified  objectives  in¬ 
cluding  appropriate  land  uses,  conserva¬ 
tion,  balanced  transportation  systems, 
outdoor  recreation  and  open  space,  pro¬ 
tection  of  natural  beauty  and  historic 
sites,  community  facilities,  and  high 
standards  of  design.  In  calling  for  such 
concurrent  achievements  and  reasoned 
choices,  all  viewpoints — national  re¬ 
gional,  State,  and  local — are  to  be  fully 
considered  and  the  governmental  objec¬ 
tives  of  these  various  areas  shall  be  fully 
respected  to  the  extent  possible.  This 
title  also  calls  for  improved  consultation 
among  Federal  agencies  in  their  adminis¬ 
tration  of  grant-in-aid  programs,  and  for 
coordination  of  planning  requirements. 
Finally,  the  title  directs  that  units  of 
general  local  government  shall  be  pven 
preference  over  special-purpose  units  of 
government  in  the  absence  of  substantial 
reasons  to  the  contrary. 


The  remaining  title  of  the  bill  provides 
that  the  Federal  Government  in  ac¬ 
quiring,  using,  and  disposing  of  land 
within  urban  areas  shall,  to  the  greatest 
extent  practical,  engage  in  such  land 
transactions  in  a  manner  which  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  zoning  and  land  use  prac¬ 
tices  and  objectives  of  affected  local  gov¬ 
ernments. 

Mr.  Speaker,  enactment  of  this  legis¬ 
lation  may  well  in  future  years  be  re¬ 
corded  as  a  landmark  in  the  area  of  crea¬ 
tive  federalism.  As  the  Advisory  Commis¬ 
sion  stated  in  its  ninth  report : 

The  manner  of  meeting  these  challenges 
will  largely  determine  the  fate  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  pyolltlcal  system;  It  will  determine  If  we 
can  maintain  a  form  of  government  marked 
by  partnership  and  wholesome  competition 
among  National,  State  and  local  levels,  or  If 
Instead  in  the  face  of  threatened  anarchy — 
we  must  sacrifice  political  diversity  as  the 
price  of  the  authoritative  action  required  for 
the  Nation’s  survival. 

Let  US  take  this  first  important  step, 
then,  to  restore  vitality  to  the  federal 
.system  and  to  place  our  form  of  govern¬ 
ment  in  a  modem  setting  which  is  cap¬ 
able  of  and  willing  to  meet  the  chal¬ 
lenges  of  tomorrow. 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Fountain]  . 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  In 
support  of  this  legislation. 

(Mr.  FOUNTAIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  I  rise  in  support  of 
H.R.  18826,  the  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  Cooperation  Act  of  1968.  This  bill 
includes  five  of  the  nine  titles  contained 
in  H.R.  5522  which  I  introduced  at  the 
start  of  the  90th  Congress.  Except  for 
the  exclusion  of  a  provision  for  the  peri¬ 
odic  congressional  review  of  grant-in-aid 
programs,  H.R.  18826  is  similar  to  the 
legislation  of  which  I  was  the  original 
sponsor  in  the  89th  Congress. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  soimd  legislation 
which  will  help  strengthen  our  federal 
system  of  government.  Anyone  who  be¬ 
lieves  in  the  need  to  improve  the  vitality 
of  our  States  and  to  improve  coordina¬ 
tion  and  cooperation  between  the  Federal 
Government  and  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  should  enthusiastically  support 
this  bill. 

In  the  past  several  years  the  Congress 
has  enacted  a  great  many  new  and  ex¬ 
panded  grant-in-aid  programs  in  order 
to  deal  with  a  wide  range  of  social  and 
economic  conditions.  All  of  these  pro¬ 
grams  require  the  cooperative  effort  of 
State  and  local  governments  in  their  ex¬ 
ecution,  and  most  require  coordination 
between  and  among  Federal  agencies  as 
well. 

To  be  more  specific,  the  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
reports  that  in  the  5 -year  period  from 
1963  through  the  first  session  of  the  90th 
Congress,  the  Congress  enacted  approxi¬ 
mately  240  new  or  significantly  expanded 
grant  programs,  bringing  the  total  to 
more  than  400  separate  categorical  au¬ 
thorizations  administered  by  no  fewer 
than  18  Federal  departments  and  agen¬ 
cies.  Grant-in-aid  expenditures  have  also 
increased  sharply  in  recent  years  and 
currently  amount  to  more  than  $18  bil¬ 
lion  annually. 
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This  amazing  legislative  output  is  strik¬ 
ing  evidence  that  the  Congress  has  been 
exceedingly  responsive  to  the  needs  and 
demands  of  the  American  people.  But  it 
also  reflects  the  greatly  increased  burden 
that  has  been  placed  upon  our  tradi¬ 
tional  system  of  Federal-State-local  re¬ 
lationships.  In  a  sense,  it  constitutes  the 
handwriting  on  the  wall,  that  we  must 
take  prompt  and  vigorous  action  to  cope 
with  the  difflcult  management  problems 
produced  by  this  enormous  legislative 
output — or  else  we  run  a  serious  risk  that 
our  grant-in-aid  structure  will  collapse. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  10  years  since  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations, 
acting  on  the  basis  of  the  comprehensive 
and  careful  investigation  conducted  by 
the  Intergovernmental  Relations  Sub¬ 
committee — which  I  have  had  the  privi¬ 
lege  to  chair  these  past  13  years — found 
the  grant-in-aid  “a  useful  method  for 
harnessing  cooperative  governmental  ef¬ 
fort  in  the  accomplishment  of  national 
legislative  purposes.” 

However,  while  the  grant  program  has 
been  a  valuable  instrument  for  facilitat¬ 
ing  intergovernmental  cooperation,  it 
has,  nevertheless,  created  extremely  difli- 
cult  problems  for  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments.  Problems  have  resulted  from  the 
rapidly  accelerating  trend  in  recent  years 
toward  the  enactment  of  a  great  many 
new  and  varied  grant  programs.  Prob¬ 
lems  have  also  resulted  from  a  lack  of 
effective  coordination  of  these  activities 
at  the  Federal  level,  and  with  respect  to 
their  impact  on  local  communities  and 
on  the  structure  of  State  government. 


The  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  purports  to  strengthen  intergovern¬ 
mental  relations  by  improving  coopera¬ 
tion  and  the  coordination  of  federally 
aided  activities  among  the  levels  of  gov¬ 
ernment — Federal,  State,  and  local.  It  is 
intended  to  help  our  federal  system 
more  effectively  meet  the  need  of  a  grow¬ 
ing  and  dynamic  American  society. 

Mr.  Speaker,  my  only  regret  is  the  bill 
before  the  House  today  does  not  include 
a  provision  for  periodic  congressional  re¬ 
view  of  grant-in-aid  programs.  This  very 
important  provision  was  included  in  the 
bills  which  I  and  other  Members  of  the 
House  introduced,  and  it  is  a  part  of  the 
companion  bill  which  has  already  passed 
the  Senate.  It  is  my  sincere  hope,  assum¬ 
ing  the  House  acts  favorably  on  this  bill 
today,  that  the  conferees  will  accept 
title  y  of  S.  698  relating  to  periodic  con¬ 
gressional  review  of  grants-in-aid. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  need  for  regular  and 
systematic  review  of  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  is  very  great  today.  We  are  living 
m  a  dynamic  age,  and  we  cannot  con¬ 
tinue  indefinitely  to  face  new  problems 
additional  grant  programs 
without  facing  up  to  the  necessity  of 
givmg  consideration  to  the  phasing  out 
of  some  of  the  older  programs  aimed  at 
problems  of  another  time.  I  believe  that 
a  unifomi  policy  and  procedure  for  grant 
leview  IS  the  most  practical  method  for 
Congress  to  accomplish  this 
manner  ^  consistent  and  timely 


,  ^  nrge  all  of  my  colleagues  to  sr 
tnis  constructive  legislation  foi 
strengthening  of  intergovemment 
lations  and  of  our  federal  system. 


Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Edmondson]. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  wanted  to  add  my  voice 
to  those  of  several  others  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  in  appreciation 
to  the  Committee  on  Government  Oper¬ 
ations  for  deleting  the  section  that  dealt 
with  the  problems  of  land  acquisition 
and  relocation  assistance.  I  served  on 
the  Davis  subcommittee  in  one  of  the 
most  thorough  studies  that  has  ever  been 
made  on  this  subject.  I  certainly  agree 
we  need  to  have  legislation  on  these  sub¬ 
jects,  but  I  believe  that  legislation  is  in 
the  process  of  coming  out  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works,  and  that  it 
would  be  an  invasion  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  to 
have  it  as  a  part  of  this  particular  bill. 

I  intend  to  support  this  bill.  But  should 
this  matter  be  added  in  conference,  I 
will  be  voting  against  it  because  I  think 
it  would  be  an  invasion  of  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

Mr.  FASCEBL;  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
pleased  to  have  this  opportunity  to  lend 
my  support  to  H.R.  18826,  the  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968.  This 
is  a  bill  which  helps  local  government. 
Many  of  us  talk  about  it,  but  here  is  an 
opportunity  to  do  something  about  it. 
The  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act 
assures  to  local  government  a  greater 
voice  in  the  many  Federal  programs  that 
affect  them  than  they  now  enjoy.  They 
waiit  this  voice;  they  want  this  partici¬ 
pation;  we  can  provide  it  here. 

Recent  developments  in  Federal-State- 
local  relations  have  dramatized  the  ne¬ 
cessity  for  combating  major  administra¬ 
tive  problems  which  plague  effective  in¬ 
tergovernmental  relations— especially  in 
the  grant-in-aid  area.  The  roots  of  this 
quiet  crisis  are-  known  to  most  of  us : 

To  assist  State-  and  local  governments 
meet  the  heavy  demand  for  more  and 
better  services,  the  Federal  Government 
has  greatly  expanded  its  involvement  in 
numerous  program  areas,  largely  via  the 
grant-in-aid  device.  Such  grants  now 
number  more  than  400  reported  author¬ 
izations — 240  of  which  have  been  enacted 
since  1963. 

Grant  expenditures  have  increased 
more  than  two  and  one-half  times  in  this 
decade,  rising  from  $7  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1960  to  an  estimated  $18.3  billion 
for  this  fiscal  year.  Approximately  17 
percent  of  total  State  and  local  revenues 
now  come  from  this  source. 

This  remarkable  gsowth  in  the  num¬ 
ber  and  dollar  amounts  of  grants  is  clear 
evidence  of  the  National  Government’s/ 
real  concern  with  the  pressing  problems 
facing  State  and  local  government  In 
also  refiects  an  abiding  faith  in  the  part¬ 
nership  principle  that  underlies  the 
grant  device  as  well  as  our  federal  system 
However,  the  burgeoning  number  anc 
variety  of  grant  programs  have  contrib¬ 
uted  to  serious  management  problems  at 
all  government  levels,  including  overlap¬ 
ping  and  fragmentation  among  func¬ 
tional  programs,  information  gaps,  and 
rigid  and  often  conflicting  administrative 
requirements. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Congress  has  a  vital 
role  to  play  in  improving  intergovern¬ 


mental  administration — a  role  which  ex¬ 
tends  beyond  the  enactment  of  grant 
legislation.  While  Executive  orders. 
Budget  Bureau  action,  and  revamped 
departmental  regulations  can  remove 
some  of  the  administrative  difficulties  at 
the  Federal,  State,  and  local  levels, 
others  result  from  statutory  provisions 
and  insufficient  executive  authority.  The 
latter  requires  congressional  action  and 
the  legislation  you  are  considering  pro¬ 
vides  a  good  vehicle  for  such  action. 

H.R.  18826  seeks  reform  in  four  basic 
areas.  I  would  like  now  to  briefly  discuss 
its  provisions. 

Title  II  seeks  to  improve  the  coordina¬ 
tion  and  flexibility  of  certain  standards 
and  procedures  governing  the  financial, 
organizational,  and  other  activities  of 
State  executives  and  other  State  officials 
affected  by  Federal  grant  programs.  The 
specific  language  of  this  title  refiects  the 
considerable  attention  devoted  to  it  and 
the  amendatory  action  taken  in  1966  by 
this  subcommittee. 

Section  201  would  strengthen  the  in¬ 
dividual  Governor’s  role  in  grant  coordi¬ 
nation  and  budget  preparation  and 
would  facilitate  the  legislature’s  task  of 
administrative  oversight  and  fiscal  con¬ 
trol  through  providing  that  Governors  or 
State  legislatures,  upon  request,  would 
be  Informed  by  Federal  departments  and 
agencies  concerning  the  purposes  and 
amounts  of  grants  being  received  by 
their  States. 

Section  202  recognizes  that  the  use  of 
separate  bank  accounts  is  not  necessar¬ 
ily  an  effective  means  to  Insure  proper 
accounting  of  Federal  grant  funds.  A  few 
older  grant  statutes  and  some  regula¬ 
tions  stipulate  that  State  governments 
must  keep  Federal  moneys  in  separate 
bank  accounts.  As  a  result,  many  States 
maintain  complex  bank  accounts  for 
Federal  aid  programs.  With  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  modem  accounting  techniques, 
it  should  only  be  necessary  for  a  State' 
to  maintain  appropriate  fund  accounts 
which  distinguish  the  balance  that  the 
State  has  received  but  not  yet  earned. 
■This  section  would  encourage  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  these  principles  by  the  States, 
while  still  preserving  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  proper  concern  that  all  grant 
funds  will  be  utilized  as  intended  by  re¬ 
cipients  and  that  basic  information  con¬ 
cerning  the  financial  status  of  grant  pro¬ 
grams  will  be  provided. 

"  Section  203  establishes  a  procedure  de¬ 
signed  to  discourage  the  advancement  of 
Federal  grant-in-aid  funds  for’  longer 
time  periods  than  are  necessary.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Treasury  has  already 
sought  administratively  to  achieve  this 
objective  through  its  Departmental  Cir¬ 
cular  No.  1075,  issued  on  May  28,  1964. 
The  circular  established  a  letter-of- 
credit  procedure  that  maintains  funds 
in  Treasury  until  they  are  needed  by  ' 
recipient  jurisdictions.  However,  some 
States  appear  to  have  legal  fiscal  require¬ 
ments  which  impede  application  of  the 
procedure.  Further,  some  of  the  Federal 
agencies  using  the  device  have  not  been 
fully  aware  of  its  basic  purpose  and  have 
failed  to  institute  and  effective  monitor¬ 
ing  system.  As  a  result,  a  special  Federal 
task  force  on  letter-of-credit  procedures 
is  currently  reviewing  tirese  and  other  re¬ 
lated  problems  and  formulating  appro- 
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priate  remedial  measures.  Section  203 

■  recognizes  the  merits  of  the  letter-of- 
credit  approach  and  seeks  to  give  it  the 
full  force  of  law.  It  insures  that  States 
will  not  draw  on  grant  funds  in  advance 
of  their  program  needs.  Effective,  Gov¬ 
ernment-wide  implementation  of  this 
mechanism  should  save  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  considerable  amounts  of  in¬ 
terest  costs. 

—  Section  204  stipulates  that  Federal  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  may  waive 
legislative  requirements  for  a  “single 
State  agency,”  multimember  board,  or 
commission.  Rigid  application  of  these 
requirements  can  strait  jacket  Governors 
as  well  as  State  legislatures  in  their  re¬ 
organization  efforts.  Moreover,  given  the 
increasing  number  of  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  which  require  “multidisciplinary” 
packaging  approaches,  a  doctrinaire 
adherence  to  this  provision  appears 
wholly  unnecessary.  With  improved  State 
administration  of  Federal  aid  programs 
and  the  pressing  contemporary  need  for 
the  States  to  restructm-e  their  govern¬ 
mental  organization  in  order  to  keep 
abreast  of  their  rapidly  expanding  func¬ 
tional  responsibilities,  the  type  of  flexi¬ 
bility  permitted  by  section  204  is  of  the 
utmost  significance.  Under  this  section, 
the  head  of  the  administering  Federal 
department  or  agency  is  authorized  to 
waive  the  requirement  on  request  of  a 
recipient  State,  if  the  department  or 
agency  is  convinced  that  the  proposed 
alternative  administrative  arrangement 
will  not  undermine  the  program  objec¬ 
tives  sought  through  the  grant. 

Title  in  seeks  to  ui^rade  “services- 
in-aid”  fimctions  in  contemporary  Fed- 
eral-State-local  relations  by  authorizing 
Federal  departments  and  agencies  to 
provide  specialized  and  technical  serv¬ 
ices  to  State  and  local  jurisdictions  on  a 
reimbursable  basis.  It  also  establishes 
ample  safeguards  for  the  legitimate  in¬ 
terests  of  the  private  sector.  A  number 
of  Federal  departments  and  agencies  al¬ 
ready  furnish  such  services  gratuitously 
or  at  cost  as  a  consequence  of  specific 
congressional  authorization.  The  increas¬ 
ingly  complex  and  technical  nature  of 
State  and  local  governmental  activities 
coupled  with  the  soaring  costs  of  twh- 
nical  personnel  and  equipment,  highlight 
the  pressing  need  for  this  permissive 
provision.  The  discretionary  power  pro¬ 
vided  in  this  title  would  not  affect  the 
programs  of  those  Federal  agencies 
which  have  been  authorized  to  provide 
special  technical  assistance,  facfiities,  or 
consultation  services  without  reimburse¬ 
ment.  The  “services-in-aid”  policy  stipu¬ 
lated  is  wholly  permissive,  and  State  or 
local  agencies  requesting  such  aid  and 
the  Federal  agency  involved  would  have 
to  agree  on  the  extent  and  cost  of  the 
services  to  be  performed. 

Title  IV  establishes  a  coordinated  in¬ 
tergovernmental  policy  for  the  planning 
and  administration  of  Federal  grants  for 
development  assistance  in  both  rural  and 
urban  areas.  The  need  for  improved  co¬ 
ordination  of  intergovernmental  rela¬ 
tionships  is  most  apparent  in  metropoli¬ 
tan  areas  where  the  fragmentation  of 
goverrunental  jurisdiction  is  accelerating. 
This  title  provides  procedures  for  encour¬ 
aging  the  various  levels  of  government 


operating  in  metropolitan  areas  to  coop¬ 
erate  in  the  solution  of  common  prob¬ 
lems.  Section  401  authorizes  the  Presi¬ 
dent  to  establish  Government-wide 
guidelines  for  the  formulation,  enact¬ 
ment  and  review  of  Federal  development 
programs  and  projects.  It  also  provides, 
as  a  matter  of  congressional  policy,  that 
agencies,  to  the  maximum  extent  pos¬ 
sible,  consider  all  viewpoints — National, 
State,  regional,  and  local — in  the  formu¬ 
lation  and  evaluation  of  such  programs 
and  projects.  Moreover,  under  this  sec¬ 
tion,  systematic  planning  required  by 
several  Individual  Federal  programs 
shall,  to  the  extent  possible,  be  coordi¬ 
nated  with  and  incorporated  into  com¬ 
prehensive  local  and  areawide  develop¬ 
ment  planning. 

A  significant  feature  of  our  Federal 
system  is  that  most  types  of  domestic 
public  services  are  administered  by  gen¬ 
eral  purpose  local  governments— Cities, 
counties,  and  towns.  Yet,  special  dis¬ 
tricts  are  multiplying  at  a  rapid  rate — 
reaching  over  21,000  last  year.  Section 
402  of  this  title  implements  the  objec¬ 
tive  that  where  Federal  grant-in-aid 
legislation  makes  both  special  purpose 
local  government  imits  and  general  pur¬ 
pose  local  governments  eligible  to  receive 
urban  development  loans  and  grants. 
Federal  agencies  should  favor  the  latter, 
in  the  absence  of  substantial  reasons  to 
the  contrary. 

The  final  title  of  H.R.  18826  amends 
the  Federal  Property  and  Administra¬ 
tive  Services  Act  by  stipulating  a  uniform 
procedure  for  acquisition,  use,  and  dis¬ 
position  of  land  within  urban  areas  by 
the  General  Services  Administration  in 
conformance,  to  the  extent  possible,  with 
the  planning  objectives  of  local  goveni- 
ments.  Under  this  title,  the  GSA  Admin¬ 
istrator  in  disposing  of  Federal  urban 
land  holdings  shall,  to  the  extent  prac¬ 
ticable,  give  advance  notice  to  the  gen¬ 
eral  local  government  having  zoning  and 
land  use  jurisdiction  over  the  land  in¬ 
volved  in  the  proposed  transaction.  The 
Administrator  is  also  directed  to  comply, 
to  the  extent  possible,  with  the  zoning 
and  land  use  regulations  of  the  local  gov¬ 
ernment  affected  when  acquiring  or 
changing  the  use  of  any  real  proi^rty 
in  urban  areas.  Federal  land  acquisition 
disposal  practices  in  urban  areas  clearly 
have  a  significant  impact  on  local  schools, 
water  and  sewage  services,  highways  and 
streets,  and  other  local  governmental 
functions.  At  present  there  is  no  formal 
Federal  policy  with  respect  to  these  prac¬ 
tices,  in  contrast  to  the  planning  require¬ 
ments  in  several  grant  programs  which 
seek  to  strengthen  local  and  areawide 
planning  and  land  use  regulations.  This 
title  begins  to  correct  this  deficiency. 

For  these  reasons,  I  fully  endorse  the 
proposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  of  1968  (H.R.  18826).  I  believe  the 
proposed  legislation  contains  sensible 
solutions  to  many  of  the  pressing  prob¬ 
lems  impeding  effective  intergovernmen¬ 
tal  administration. 

I  might  add,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  intro¬ 
duced  H.R.  5524,  a  companion  bill  which 
contains  the  proposals  set  forth  in  the 
pending  bill  but  also  Included  additional 
provisions  such  as  congressional  review 
of  grant-in-aid  programs,  which  I  think 


is  much  needed,  and  a  uniform  reloca¬ 
tion  policy.  These  provisions  are  con¬ 
tained  in  the  Senate  bill  on  which  con¬ 
ference  will  be  held.  H.R.  18826,  how¬ 
ever,  was  the  version  on  which  full  agree¬ 
ment  could  be  obtained  within  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations,  and, 
in  spite  of  my  desire  to  go  further,  I  fully 
support  this  measure. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
legislation  is  geared  to  alleviating  some  of 
the  sources  of  friction  in  today’s  Federal- 
State-local  relations.  Moreover,  it  imple¬ 
ments  proposals  advanced  by  the  Nation¬ 
al  Governors’  Conference,  the  National 
Association  of  Counties,  the  National 
League  of  Cities,  the  U.S.  Conference  of 
Mayors,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  In¬ 
tergovernmental  Relations  as  well  as  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

The  need  for  this  legislation  is  high¬ 
lighted  by  chronicling  the  basic  features 
of  contemporary  federalism : 

First,  the  demand  for  more  public 
revenues  has  hit  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  most  directly  and  most  severely; 
witness  the  fact  that  these  jurisdictions 
accoimted  for  approximately  three-fifths 
of  the  total  civil  governmental  expendi¬ 
tures  in  fiscal  year  1966. 

Second,  in  response  to  these  pressures, 
the  Federal  Government  has  expanded 
its  role  in  domestic  governmental  pro¬ 
grams — largely  via  the  grant-in-aid 
mechanism. 

Third,  grant  expenditures  have  risen 
from  $8  billion  in  1963  to  an  estimated 
$20.3  billion  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 

Fourth,  a  total  of  $96.5  billion  wiU  have 
been  distributed  through  this  device  to 
States  and  localities  from  1963  through 
fiscal  year  1968,  and  presently  Federal 
grants  provide  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  with  approximately  one  dollar  out 
of  every  six  they  spend. 

While  providing  much  needed  fiscal 
and  program  assistance,  the  biurgeoning 
number  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  has 
generated  serious  administrative  and  fis¬ 
cal  problems  at  all  levels  of  government. 
Overlapping  and  fragmentation  of  effort, 
information  gaps,  processing  delays,  and 
inflexibility  of  many  separate  funds  and 
requirements  have  placed  shackles  on  the 
capacity  of  both  administrators  and 
elected  oflQcials  to  effectively  execute,  co¬ 
ordinate,  and  evaluate  grant  programs. 

The  proposed  Intergovernmental  Co¬ 
operation  Act  contains  significant  and 
much  needed  reforms  in  four  funda¬ 
mental  areas. 

The  bill  seeks  to  coordinate  procedures 
affecting  the  distribution  of  Federal 
grants  to  the  States  and  to  facilitate  the 
participation  of  the  States  as  effective 
partners  in  the  federal  system.  This  goal 
is  implemented  through  encouraging  an 
improved  flow  of  information  concern¬ 
ing  Federal  grants  to  State  Governors 
and  legislatures,  by  eliminating  require¬ 
ments  for  separate  banks  accounts,  by 
discouraging  advancement  of  Federal 
funds  for  longer  periods  than  are  neces- 
sai-y,  and  by  permitting  greater  flexibili¬ 
ty  in  administrative  reorganization  at 
the  State  level. 

The  measure  authorizes  Federal  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  to  provide  spe¬ 
cialized  and  technical  services  to  States 
and  localities  on  a  reimursable  basis. 
This  will  not  conflict  with  the  role  of 
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private  enterprise  in  the  provision  of 
these  services.  But  it  will  achieve  econo¬ 
mies  in  intergovernmental  operations. 

The  bill  establishes  a  coordinated  in¬ 
tergovernmental  policy  for  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  development  assistance  grants, 
which  includes  incorporation  of  system¬ 
atic  planning  required  under  separate 
Federal  grant  programs  into  comprehen¬ 
sive  local  and  areawide  development 
planning,  and  preference  accorded  to 
general  governmental  units,  rather  than 
special  districts,  in  the  disbursement  of 
Federal  aid  funds.  It  also  authorizes  the 
President  to  establish  governmentwide 
guides  in  the  formulation,  evaluation, 
and  review  of  Federal  Development  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects. 

Finally,  the  bill  establishes  uniform 
policies  and  procedures  with  respect  to 
the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of 
urban  land  by  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration,  and  seeks  to  insure  the 
consistency  of  such  land  transactions 
with  the  zoning  and  land  use  practices  of 
affected  local  governments.  This  title  in¬ 
itiates  a  Federal  policy  in  this  area — 
which  in  time  can  be  extended  to  other 
agencies  and  areas. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  that  this  bill 
would  remove  many  of  the  serious  ob¬ 
stacles  which  presently  impede  the  ef¬ 
fective  operation  of  the  grant-in-aid  sys¬ 
tem,  and  thereby  would  substantially 
contribute  to  the  revitalization  of  Amer¬ 
ican  federalism.  For  this  reason,  I  urge 
enactment  of  this  measure. 

Mr.  MACHEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to¬ 
day  to  express  my  support  for  the  legis¬ 
lation  now  under  consideration,  the 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of 
1968.  The  goal  to  this  bill  is  to  make 
our  State  and  local  governments  strong¬ 
er  and  more  vital  and  to  improve  the 
working  relationships  between  all  levels 
of  government. 

H.R.  18826  is  by  no  means  the  com¬ 
plete  answer  to  improving  intergovern¬ 
mental  relations.  But  it  is  a  necessary 
first  step.  If  the  concept  of  creative  fed¬ 
eralism  is  ever  to  become  a  reality,  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  must  pass  this  bill  and  work 
quickly  to  enact  other  measures  which 
will  assure  that  each  level  of  government 
does  what  it  can  do  best  with  the  advice 
and  financial  assistance  of  the  other 
levels. 

I  cosponsored  this  legislation  in  the 
89th  Congress  and  again  in  the  90th.  I 
am  somewhat  disappointed  that  the  bill 
^ported  by  the  committee,  and  which 
is  now  before  us,  does  not  include  pro¬ 
visions  requiring  the  periodic  review  of 
Federal  grants-in-aid  to  the  States  and 
local  imits  of  government.  However,  I 
am  confident  that  we  can  move  toward 
this  goal  early  next  year. 

Passage  of  H.R.  18826  will  strengthen 
State  and  local  governments  and  im¬ 
prove  the  relations  between  those  gov¬ 
ernments  and  the  Federal  Government 
through  closer  coordination  and  cooper¬ 
ation  of  policies  and  activities,  particu¬ 
larly  in  the  administration  of  Federal 
grant  and  loan  programs  for  develop¬ 
ment  assistance  and  by  other  means. 
This  legislation  provides  a  means  where- 
by  certain  troublesome  problems  in  these 
relations  can  be  corrected. 

Title  HI  of  H.R.  18826  will  save  every 
level  of  government  money  by  permitting 


Federal  departments  and  agencies  to 
provide  special  or  technical  services  to 
State  and  local  units  of  government  on  a 
reimbursable  basis.  This  will  encourage 
intergovernmental  cooperation  in  the 
conduct  of  specialized  and  technical 
services  and  enable  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments  to  avoid  unnecessary  duplica¬ 
tion  of  special  service  functions. 

Title  rv  recognizes  the  importance  of 
the  soimd  and  orderly  development  of 
all  areas  of  the  Nation,  both  urban  and 
rural.  The  stated  objectives  of  this  title 
are:  First,  appropriate  land  uses  for 
housing,  commercial,  industrial,  govern¬ 
mental,  institutional,  and  other  pur¬ 
poses;  second,  wise  development  and 
conservation  of  natural  resources  includ¬ 
ing  land,  water,  minerals,  and  wildlife; 
third,  balanced  transportation  systems 
including  highway,  air,  water,  pedes¬ 
trian,  mass  transit,  and  other  modes  for 
the  movement  of  people  and  goods; 
foui-th,  adequate  outdoor  recreation  and 
open  space;  fifth,  protection  of  areas  of 
unique  natural  beauty  and  historic  and 
scenic  interest;  sixth,  properly  planned 
community  facilities,  including  utilities 
for  the  supply  of  power,  water,  and  com¬ 
munications;  and,  seventh,  concern  for 
high  standards  of  design. 

This  title  provides  that,  as  a  matter 
of  congressional  policy,  agencies  must  to 
the  extent  possible  take  into  account  all 
viewpoints — national,  regional.  State, 
and  local — in  the  formulation  and  ad¬ 
ministration  of  projects  falling  into  the 
seven  categories  I  mentioned  previously. 

Title  V  prescribes  the  use  of  uniform 
procedures  in  the  acquisition,  use,  and 
disposal  of  land  in  urban  areas  and 
states  that  such  transactions  shall,  to 
the  greatest  practicable  extent,  be  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  planning  and  develop¬ 
ment  objectives  of  the  affected  local  gov¬ 
ernments  and  planning  agencies. 

In  Prince  Georges  County,  one  of  the 
coimties  in  my  congressional  district, 
there  has  been  some  question  about  the 
actions  of  the  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development  in  authorizing 
a  221(d)(3)  project  without  adequate 
consultation  with  county  officials  or  ade¬ 
quate  consideration  of  county  govern¬ 
ment  development  plans.  Passage  of  this 
legislation  will  make  such  instances  a 
sad  but  bitter  memory.  Title  V  assures 
that  active  participation  by  local  officials 
will  be  sought  in  urban  land  use  pro¬ 
grams  financed  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Many  difficulties  in  the  relations  be¬ 
tween  our  Federal  Government  and  the 
State  and  localities  still  remain,  but  I 
consider  this  bill  a  major  advance  to¬ 
ward  obtaining  the  harmony  among  the 
various  levels  of  government  that  is  de¬ 
manded  by  the  needs  of  the  Nation. 

Therefore,  I  urge  all  my  colleagues  to 
join  with  me  in  voting  for  passage  of 
H.R.  18826. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on  the 
motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  that  the  House  suspend  the  rules  and 
pass  the  bill  H.R.  18826. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof)  the 
rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill  was 
passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  for  the  immediate  consid¬ 
eration  of  a  similar  Senate  bill  (S.  698) 
to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and 
coordination  of  activities  among  the 
levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve 
the  operation  of  our  Federal  system  in 
an  increasingly  complex  society,  to  im¬ 
prove  the  administration  of  grants-in- 
aid  to  the  States,  to  provide  for  periodic 
congressional  review  of  Federal  grants- 
in-aid,  to  permit  provision  of  reimburs¬ 
able  technical  services  to  State  and  local 
government,  to  establish  coordinated  in¬ 
tergovernmental  policy  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  development  assistance  programs, 
to  provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and 
disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas  by 
Federal  agencies  in  conformity  with  local 
government  programs,  to  establish  a  uni¬ 
form  relocation  assistance  policy,  to  es¬ 
tablish  a  uniform  land  acquisition  policy 
for  Federal  and  federally  aided  pro¬ 
grams,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  Senate* 
bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  bill  as 
follows : 

S.  698 

Be  it  enacted  bp  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this 
Act  be  cited  as  the  “Intergovernmental 
Cooperation  Act  of  1968.” 

TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 
When  used  in  this  Act — 

FEDERAL  AGENCY 

Sec.  101.  The  term  “Federal  agency”  means 
any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government 
and  any  wholly  owned  Government  corpora¬ 
tion,  and  for  the  purposes  of  title  VIII,  the 
Architect  of  the  Capitol. 

STATE 

Sec.  102.  The  term  “State”  means  any  of 
the  several  States  of  the  United  States,  the 
District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  any 
territory  or  possession  of  the  United  States, 
or  any  agency  or  Instrumentality  of  a  State, 
but  does  not  Include  the  governments  of  the 
political  subdivisions  of  the  State  For  the 
purposes  of  title  VII,  VIII,  and  title  IX  the 
term  “State”  does  include  such  political  sub¬ 
divisions. 

political  subdivision  op  local  government 
Sec.  103.  The  term  “political  subdivision” 
or  “local  government”  means  a  local  unit  of 
government,  including  specifically  a  county, 
municipality,  city,  town,'  township,  or  a 
school  or  other  special  district  created  by  or 
pursuant  to  State  law. 

UNIT  OF  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  104.  “Unit  of  general  local  govern¬ 
ment”  means  any  city,  county,  town,  parish, 
village,  or  other  general-purpose  political  sub¬ 
division  of  a  State. 

SPECIAL-PURPOSE  UNIT  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  105.  “Special-purpose  unit  of  local  gov¬ 
ernment”  means  any  special  district,  public- 
purpose  corporation,  or  other  strictly  limited- 
purpHise  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  but 
shall  not  include  a  school  district. 

GRANT  OR  GRANT-IN-AID 

Sec.  106.  The  term  “grant”  or  "grant-in- 
aid”  means  money,  or  property  provided  in 
lieu  of  money,  paid  or  furnished  by  the 
United  States  under  a  fixed  annual  or  aggre¬ 
gate  authorization — 

(A)  to  a  State;  or 
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(B)  to  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State;  or 

(C)  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  State-admin¬ 
istered  plan  or  program  which  is  subject  to 
approval  by  a  Federal  agency; 

if  such  authorization  either  (1)  the 
States  or  political  subdivisions  to  expend 
non-Pederal  funds  as  a  condition  for  the  re¬ 
ceipt  of  money  or  property  from  the  United 
States;  or  (11)  specifies  directly,  or  establishes 
by  means  of  a  formula,  the  amounts  which 
may  be  paid  or  furnished  to  States  or  politi¬ 
cal  subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be 
allotted  for  use  in  each  of  the  States  by  the 
States,  political  subdivisions,  or  other  bene¬ 
ficiaries.  The  term  does  not  include  (1) 
shared  revenues;  (2)  payments  of  taxes;  (3) 
payments  in  Ueu  of  taxes;  (4)  loans  or  repay¬ 
able  advances;  (6)  surplus  property  or  sur¬ 
plus  agricultmal  commodities  furnished  as 
such;  (6)  payments  under  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  contracts  or  grants  which  are 
awarded  directly  and  on  similar  terms  to  all 
qualifying  organizations,  whether  public  or 
private;  or  (7)  payments  to  States  or  politi¬ 
cal  subdivisions  as  full  reimbursement  for 
the  costs  incurred  in  paying  benefits  or  fur¬ 
nishing  services  to  persons  entitled  thereto 
under  Federal  laws. 

FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE,  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE,  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS,  OR  FED¬ 
ERALLY  ASSISTED  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  107.  The  term  “Federal  assistance”, 
“Federal  financial  assistance”,  “Federal  as¬ 
sistance  programs”,  or  “federally  assisted  pro¬ 
grams”,  means  programs  that  provide  assist¬ 
ance  through  grant  or  contractual  arrange¬ 
ments,  and  Includes  technical  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  or  programs  providing  assistance  in 
the  form  of  loans,  loan  guarantees,  or  insur¬ 
ance.  The  term  does  not  include  any  annual 
payment  by  the  United  States  to  the  District 
of  CJolumbla  authorized  by  article  VI  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Revenue  Act  of  1947 
(D.C.  Code  secs.  47-2501a  and  47-2501b). 

SPECIALIZED  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES 

Sec.  108.  “Specialized  or  technical  services” 
means  special  statistical  and  other  studies 
and  compilations,  development  projects,  tech¬ 
nical  tests  and  evaluations,  technical  infor¬ 
mation,  training  activities,  surveys,  reports, 
documents,  and  any  other  similar  service 
functions  Which  the  Secretary  of  any  depart¬ 
ment  or  the  administrative  head  of  any 
agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  authorized  by  law  to 
perform. 

COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING 

Sec.  109.  “Comprehensive  planning”  in¬ 
cludes  the  following,  to  the  extent  directly 
related  to  area  needs  or  needs  of  a  unit  of 
general  local  government:  (A)  preparation, 
as  a  guide  for  long-range  development,  of 
general  physical  plans  with  respect  to  (i)  the 
pattern  and  intensity  of  land  use,  (11)  the 
provision  of  public  facilites  (Including  trans¬ 
portation  facilities)  and  other  governmental 
services,  and  (lii)  the  effective  development 
and  utilization  of  human  and  natural  re¬ 
sources;  (B)  long-range  physical  and  fiscal 
plans  for  such  action;  (C)  programing  of 
capital  Improvements  and  other  major  ex¬ 
penditures,  a  determination  of  their  relative 
urgency,  together  with  definitive  financing 
plans  for  such  expenditures  in  the  earlier 
years  of  the  program;  (D)  coordination  of  all 
related  plans  and  activtles  of  the  State  and 
local  governments  and  agencies  concerned; 
and  (E)  preparation  of  regulatory  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  measures  in  support  of  the  fore¬ 
going. 

STATE  AGENCY 

Sec.  110.  For  the  purpose  of  titles  VII  and 
Vni,  the  term  “State  agency”  means  any 
agency  or  instrumentality  created  by  a  State, 
or  by  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State  or  by 
agreement  between  two  or  more  States  or 
by  two  or  more  political  subdivisions  of  a 
State  or  States. 


HEAD  OF  AGENCY 

Sec.  Ill,  The  term  “head  of  a  Federal 
agency”  or  “head  of  a  State  agency”  Includes 
a  duly  designated  delegate  of  such  agency 
head. 

displaced  PERSON 

Sec.  112.  The  term  “displaced  person” 
means — 

(1)  any  person  who  is  the  owner  of  a  busi¬ 
ness  which  moves  from  real  property  or  is 
discontinued  on  or  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  Act  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  or 
reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of  such 
real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Federal 
or  State  agency; 

(2)  any  person  who  is  the  farm  operator 
of  a  farm  operation  which  moves  from  real 
property  or  is  discontinued  on  or  after  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act  as  a  result  of  the 
acquisition  or  reasonable  expectation  of  ac¬ 
quisition  of  such  real  property,  in  whole  or 
in  part,  by  a  Federal  or  State  agency; 

(3)  any  individual  who  is  the  head  of  a 
family  which  moves  from  real  prop>erty  cw- 
cupied  as  a  dwelling  on  or  after  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act,  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition 
or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of 
such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a 
Federal  or  State  agency,  or  which  moves  from 
such  dwelling  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition 
or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  by 
such  Federal  or  State  agency  of  other  real 
property  on  which  such  family  conducts  a 
business  or  farm  operation; 

(4)  any  individual,  not  a  member  of  a  fam¬ 
ily,  who  moves  from  real  projierty  occupied 
as  a  dwelling  on  or  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  Act,  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition 
or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of 
such  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a 
Federal  or  State  agency,  or  who  moves  from 
such  dwelling  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition 
or  reasonable  expectation  of  acquisition  by 
such  Federal  or  State  agency,  of  other  read 
property  on  which  such  Individual  conducts 
a  business  or  farm  operation;  and 

(5)  any  Individual,  not  described  in  para¬ 
graph  (1),  (2),  (3),  or  (4)  of  this  section, 
who  moves  his  personal  property  from  real 
property  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of 
this  Act  as  a  result  of  the  acquisition  or  rea¬ 
sonable  expectation  of  acquisition  of  such 
real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  a  Fed¬ 
eral  or  State  agency:  Provided,  That  this 
shall  not  Include  the  owner  of  property  on 
the  premises  of  another  under  a  lease  or  li¬ 
censing  arrangement  where  such  owner  is  re¬ 
quired  pursuant  to  such  lease  or  license  to 
move  such  property  at  his  own  expense. 

BUSINESS 

Sec.  113.  The  term  “business”  means  any 
lawful  activity  conducted  primarily  (1)  for 
the  purchase  and  resale  of  products,  com¬ 
modities,  or  any  other  personal  property;  (2) 
for  the  manufacture,  processing,  or  market¬ 
ing  of  any  such  porperty;  (3)  for  the  culti¬ 
vation,  processing,  or  marketing  of  timber; 

(4)  for  the  sale  of  services  to  the  public;  or 

(5)  by  a  nonprofit  organization.  Such  term 
does  not  Include  the  activity  of  an  investor 
in  acquiring  or  holding  real  property  for  re¬ 
sale  or  gain. 

FARM  OPERATION 

Sec.  114.  The  term  “farm  operation”  means 
any  activity  conducted  solely  or  primarily 
for  the  production  of  one  or  more  agricultural 
products  or  commodities,  other  than  timber 
for  sale  and  home  use,  and  customarily  pro¬ 
ducing  such  products  or  commodities  in  suf¬ 
ficient  quantity  to  be  capable  of  contributing 
materially  to  the  operator’s  support. 

FARM  OPERATOR 

Sec.  15.  The  term  “farm  operator”  means 
any  owner,  part  owner,  tenant,  or  share¬ 
cropper  who  operates  a  farm. 

FAMILY 

Sec.  116.  The  term  “family”  means  two  or 
more  individuals  living  together  in  the  same 
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dwelling  unit  who  are  related  to  each  other 
by  blood,  marriage,  or  adoption. 

elderly  individual 

Sec.  117.  The  term  “elderly  individual” 
means  a  person,  not  a  member  of  a  family, 
who  is  sixty-two  years  of  age  or  over. 

HANDICAPPED  INDIVIDUAL 

Sec.  118.  The  term  “handicapped  individ¬ 
ual”  means  a  person,  not  a  member  of  a 
family,  who  is  handicapped  within  the 
meaning  of  section  202  of  the  Housing  Act 
of  1959. 

displaced 

Sec.  119.  The  term  "displaced”,  when  used 
in  relation  to  any  person,  means  any  person 
moved  or  to  be  moved  from  real  property  on 
or  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act  as  a 
result  of  the  acquisition  or  reasonable  expec¬ 
tation  of  acquisition  of  such  property  for  a 
public  improvement  constructed  or  developed 
by  or  with  funds  provided  in  whole  or  in 
part  by  the  Federal  Government. 

OWNER  AND  PERSON 

Sec.  120.  The  terms  “owner”  and  “person” 
mean  any  individual,  and  any  partnership, 
corporation,  or  association. 

REAL  PROPERTY 

Sec.  121.  The  term  “real  property”  as  used 
in  this  Act  shall  include  land,  and  any  inter¬ 
est  in  land,  including  but  not  limited  to 
easements,  rights-of-way,  water  rights,  and 
mineral  interests. 

TITLE  II— IMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION 

OP  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 
FULL  INFORMATION  ON  FUNDS  RECEIVED 

Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  of  the 
United  States  Government  which  administers 
a  program  of  grants-ln-ald  to  any  of  the 
State  governments  of  the  United  States  or  to 
their  political  subdivisions  shall,  upon  re¬ 
quest,  notify  in  writing  the  Governor  or 
other  official  designated  by  him,  or  the  State 
legislature,  of  the  purpose  and  amounts  of 
actual  grants-in-aid  to  the  State  or  to  its 
political  subdivisions. 

DEPOSIT  OF  GRANTS-IN-AID 

Sec.  202.  No  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall 
be  required  by  Federal  law  or  administrative 
regulation  to  be  deposited  in  a  separate  bank 
account  apart  from  other  funds  administered 
by  the  State.  All  Federal  grant-in-aid  funds 
made  available  to  the  States  shall  be  prop¬ 
erly  accounted  for  as  Federal  funds  in  the 
accounts  of  the  State.  In  each  case  the  State 
agency  concerned  shall  render  regular  au¬ 
thenticated  reports  to  the  appropriate  Federal 
agency  covering  the  status  and  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  funds,  the  liabilities  and  obliga¬ 
tions  on  hand,  and  such  other  facts  as  may 
be  required  by  said  Federal  agency. 

SCHEDULING  OF  FEDERAL  TRANSFERS  TO  THE 
STATES 

Sec.  203.  Heads  of  Federal  departments  and 
agencies  responsible  for  administering  grant- 
in-aid  programs  shall  schedule  the  transfer 
of  grant-ln-ald  funds  consistent  with  pro¬ 
gram  purposes  and  applicable  Treasury  reg¬ 
ulations,  so  as  to  minimize  the  time  elapsing 
between  the  transfer  of  such  funds  from  the 
United  States  Treasury  and  the  disburse¬ 
ment  thereof  by  a  State,  whether  such  dis¬ 
bursement  occurs  prior  to  subsequent  to  such 
transfer  of  funds.  States  shall  not  be  held 
accountable  for  Interst  earned  on  gr,ant-ln- 
aid  funds,  pending  their  disbursement  for 
program  purposes. 

ELIGIBLE  STATE  AGENCY 

Sec.  204.  Notwithstanding  any  other  Fed¬ 
eral  law  which  provides  that  a  single  State 
agency  or  multimember  board  or  commission 
must  be  established  or  designated  to  admin¬ 
ister  or  supervise  the  administration  of  any 
grant-in-aid  program,  he  head  of  any  Fed¬ 
eral  department  or  agency  may,  upon  re¬ 
quest  of  the  Governor  or  other  appropriate 
executive  or  legislative  authority  of  the  State 
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responsible  for  determining  or  revising  tbe 
organizational  structure  of  State  govern¬ 
ment,  waive  tbe  single  State  agency  or  multi¬ 
member  board  or  commission  provision  upon 
adequate  showing  that  such  provision  pre¬ 
vents  the  establishment  of  the  most  effective 
and  efficient  organization  arrangements 
within  the  State  government  and  approve 
other  State  administrative  structure  or  ar¬ 
rangements:  Provided,  That  the  head  of  the 
Federal  department  or  agency  determines 
that  the  objectives  of  the  Federal  statute  au¬ 
thorizing  the  grant-in-aid  program  will  not 
be  endangered  by  the  use  of  such  other  State 
structure  or  arrangements. 

TITLE  m— PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DE¬ 
PARTMENTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO  PRO¬ 
VIDE  SPECIAL  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES 

TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  UNITS  OP 

GOVERNMENT 

STATEMENT  OP  PURPOSE 

Sec.  301.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
encourage  intergovernmental  cooperation  in 
the  conduct  of  specialized  or  technical  serv¬ 
ices  and  provision  of  facilities  essential  to 
the  administration  of  State  or  local  govern¬ 
mental  activities,  many  of  which  are  nation¬ 
wide  in  scope  and  financed  in  part  by  Federal 
funds;  to  enable  State  or  local  governments 
to  avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of  special 
service  functions;  and  to  authorize  all  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Federal  Government  which  do 
not  have  such  authority  to  provide  reimburs¬ 
able  specialized  or  technical  services  to  State 
and  local  governments. 

AUTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  any  department 
or  the  administrative  head  of  any  agency  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  isi  authorized  within  his  discretion, 
upon  written  request  from  a  State  or  politi¬ 
cal  subdivision  thereof,  to  provide  specialized 
or  technical  services,  upon  payment  to  the 
department  or  agency  by  the  imlt  of  govern¬ 
ment  making  the  request,  of  salaries  and  all 
computable  overhead  and  indirect  costs  of 
performing  such  services:  Provided,  however, 
That  such  services  shall  include  only  those 
which  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Bud¬ 
get  through  rules  and  regulations,  deter¬ 
mines  may  be  provided  by  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies.  Such  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  shall  be  consistent  with  and  in  fur¬ 
therance  of  the  Government’s  policy  of  rely¬ 
ing  on  the  private  enterprise  system  to 
provide  those  services  which  are  reasonably 
and  expeditiously  available  through  ordinary 
business  channels. 

REIMBURSEMENT  OP  APPROPRIATION 

Sec.  303.  All  moneys  received  by  any  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government,  or  any  bureau  or 
other  administrative  division  thereof,  in  pay¬ 
ment  for  furnishing  specialized  or  technical 
services  as  authorized  under  section  302  shall 
be  deposited  to  the  credit  of  the  principal 
appropriation  from  which  the  cost  of  provid¬ 
ing  such  services  has  been  paid  or  is  to  be 
charged,  or  to  the  appropriation  currently 
available  for  the  cost  of  similar  services. 

REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  any  department 
or  the  administrative  head  of  any  agency  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  shall  furnish  annually  to  the  respec¬ 
tive  Committees  on  Government  Operations 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  a 
summary  report  on  the  scope  of  the  services 
provided  under  the  administration  of  this 
title. 

RESERVATION  OP  EXISTING  AUTHORITY 

Sec.  305.  This  title  is  in  addition  to  and 
does  not  supersede  any  existing  authority 
now  possessed  by  any  Federal  department  or 
agency  with  respect  to  furnishing  services, 
whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimbur¬ 
sable  basis,  to  State  and  local  units  of 
government. 


TITLE  IV — COORDINATED  INTERGOV¬ 

ERNMENTAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINISTRA¬ 
TION  OF  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAMS 

DECLARATION  OP  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 
POLICY 

Sec.  461.  (a)  The  economic  and  social  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Nation  and  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  satisfactory  levels  of  living  depend 
upon  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of 
all  areas,  both  urban  and  rural.  Moreover,  in 
a  time  of  rapid  urbanization,  the  sound  and 
orderly  development  of  urban  communities 
depends  to  a  large  degree  upon  the  social  and 
economic  health  and  the  sound  development 
of  smaller  communities  and  rural  areas.  The 
President  shall,  therefore,  establish  rules  and 
regulations  for  uniform  application  in  the 
formulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of  Fed¬ 
eral  programs  and  projects  having  a  signili- 
cant  impact  on  area  and  community  devel¬ 
opment,  including  programs  providing  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  to  the  States  and  localities,  to 
the  end  that  they  shall  most  effectively  serve 
these  basic  objectives.  Such  rules  and  reg¬ 
ulations  shall  provide  for  full  consideration 
of  the  concurrent  achievement  of  the  follow¬ 
ing  specific  objectives  and,  to  the  extent  au¬ 
thorized  by  law,  reasoned  choices  shall  be 
made  between  such  objectives  when  they 
conflict — 

(1)  appropriate  land  uses  for  residential, 
commercial.  Industrial,  governmental,  insti¬ 
tutional,  and  other  purposes; 

(2)  wise  development  and  conservation  of 
natural  resources,  Including  land,  water, 
minerals,  wildlife,  and  others; 

(3)  balanced  transportation  systems,  in¬ 
cluding  highway,  air,  water,  pedestrian,  mass 
transit,  and  other  modes  for  the  movement 
of  people  and  goods; 

(4)  adequate  outdoor  recreation  and  open 
spaces; 

(5)  protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural 
beauty,  historical,  and  scientific  interest; 

(6)  properly  planned  community  facili¬ 
ties,  including  utilities  for  the  supply  of 
power,  water,  and  communications,  for  the 
safe  disposal  of  wastes,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses; 

(7)  concern  for  high  standards  of  design; 
and 

(8)  any  other  objective  through  which 
Federal  or  federally  assisted  development 
programs  or  projects  can  contribute  to  the 
balanced  economic,  social,  and  cultural  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Nation  and  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  enhanced  levels  of  living. 

(b)  All  viewpoints — national,  regional. 
State,  and  local — shall,  to  the  extent  pos¬ 
sible,  be  fully  considered  and  taken  into  ac¬ 
count  in  planning  Federal  or  federally  as¬ 
sisted  development  programs  and  projects. 
Regional,  State,  and  local  government  ob¬ 
jectives  shall  be  considered  and  evaluated 
within  a  framework  of  national  public  ob¬ 
jectives,  and  available  projections  of  future 
national  conditions  and  needs  of  regions. 
States,  and  localities  shall  be  considered  in 
plan  formulation,  evaluation,  and  review. 

(c)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  con¬ 
sistent  with  national  objectives,  all  Federal 
aid  for  urban  development  purposes  shall 
be  consistent  with  and  further  the  objec¬ 
tives  of  State,  regional,  and  local  compre¬ 
hensive  planning.  Consideration  shall  be 
given  to  all  developmental  aspects  of  our 
total  national  community,  including  but  not 
limited  to  housing,  transportation,  eco¬ 
nomic  development,  natural  and  human  re¬ 
sources  development,  community  facilities, 
and  the  general  improvement  of  living  en¬ 
vironments. 

(d)  Each  Federal  department  and  agency 
administering  a  development  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  prac¬ 
ticable,  consult  with  and  seek  advice  from 
all  other  significantly  affected  Federal  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  in  an  effort  to  as¬ 
sure  fully  coordinated  programs. 

(e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  plan¬ 
ning  required  by  individual  Federal  pro¬ 
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grams  (such  as  highway  construction,  urban 
renewal,  and  open  space)  shall  be  coordi¬ 
nated  with  and  made  part  of  comprehensive 
local  and  areawide  development  planning. 

FAVORING  UNITS  OF  GENERAL  LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  402.  Where  Federal  law  provides  that 
both  special-purpose  units  of  local  govern¬ 
ment  and  units  of  general  local  government 
are  eligible  to  receive  loans  or  grants-ln-ald, 
heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
shall,  in  the  absence  of  substantial  reasons 
to  the  contrary,  make  such  loans  or  grants- 
in-aid  to  units  of  general  local  government 
rather  than  to  the  special-purpose  units  of 
local  government. 

RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 

Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  such 
other  agency  as  may  be  designated  by  the 
President  is  hereby  authorized  to  prescribe 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  are  deemed  ap¬ 
propriate  for  the  effective  administration  of 
this  title. 

TITLE  V — CONGRESSIONAL  REVIEW  OP 

FEDERAL  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  STATES 

AND  TO  LOCAL  UNITS  OP  GOVERN¬ 
MENT 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  501.  It  is  the  purpose  and  intent  of 
this  title  to  establish  a  uniform  policy  and 
procedure  whereby  programs  for  grant-in-aid 
assistance  from  the  Federal  Government  to 
the  States  or  to  their  political  subdivisions 
which  may  be  enacted  hereafter  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  shall  be  made  the  subject  of  sufficient 
subsequent  review  by  the  Congress  to  insure 
that  (1)  the  effectiveness  of  grants-in-aid  of 
instruments  of  Federal-State-local  coopera¬ 
tion  is  improved  and  enhanced;  (2)  grant 
programs  are  revised  and  redirected  as  neces¬ 
sary  to  meet  new  conditions  arising  subse¬ 
quent  to  their  original  enactment;  and  (3) 
grant  programs  are  terminated  when  they 
have  substantially  achieved  their  purpose. 
It  is  further  the  purpose  and  Intent  of  this 
title  to  provide  for  continuing  review  of  exist¬ 
ing  Federal  programs  for  grant-in-aid  as¬ 
sistance  to  the  States  or  their  political  sub¬ 
divisions  by  the  Comptroller  General  with 
a  view  to  the  formulation  of  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  assist  the  Congress  in  making 
changes  in  requirements  and  procedures  ap¬ 
plicable  to  such  programs  in  the  Interest  of 
eliminating  areas  of  conflict  and  duplication 
in  program  operations  and  achieving  more 
efficent,  effective,  and  economical  admin¬ 
istration  of  such  programs,  and  greater  uni¬ 
formity  in  operation  thereof. 

EXPIRATION  OF  GRANT-IN-Am  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  502.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  en¬ 
acted  in  the  Ninety-first  or  any  subsequent 
Congress  authorizes  the  making  of  grants-in- 
aid  to  two  or  more  States  or  to  political  sub¬ 
divisions  of  two  or  more  States  and  no  ex¬ 
piration  date  for  such  authority  is  specified 
by  law,  and  such  grant  is  not  specifically  ex¬ 
empted  from  the  provisions  of  this  title,  then 
the  authority  to  make  grants-in-aid  by  rea¬ 
son  of  such  Act  to  States,  political  subdivi¬ 
sions,  and  other  beneficiaries  from  funds  not 
theretofore  obligated  shall  expire  not  later 
than  June  30  of  the  fifth  calendar  year  which 
begins  after  the  effective  date  of  such  Act.  ' 

COMMITTEE  STUDIES  OF  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  503.  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  en¬ 
acted  in  the  Ninety-first  or  any  subsequent 
Congress  authorizes  the  making  of  grants- 
in-aid  over  a  period  of  three  or  more  years 
to  two  or  more  States  or  to  political  subdivi¬ 
sions  of  two  or  more  States,  then  during  the 
period  beginning  not  later  than  twelve 
months  Immediately  preceding  the  date  on 
which  such  authority  is  to  expire,  the  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House  to 
which  legislation  extending  such  authority 
would  be  referred  shall,  separately  or  jointly, 
conduct  studies  of  the  program  under  which 
such  grants-ln-ald  are  made  with  a  view 
to  ascertaining,  among  other  matters  of  con¬ 
cern  to  the  committees,  the  following; 
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(1)  The  extent  to  which  the  purposes  for 
which  the  grants-in-aid  are  authorized  have 
been  met; 

(2)  The  extent  to  which  such  programs  can 
be  carried  on  without  further  financial  as¬ 
sistance  from  the  United  States; 

(3)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  pur¬ 
pose,  direction,  or  administration  of  the  orig¬ 
inal  program,  or  in  procedures  and  require¬ 
ments  applicable  thereto,  to  conform  to  rec¬ 
ommendations  by  the  Comptroller  General 
under  section  504,  should  be  made; 

(4)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  pur¬ 
pose,  direction,  or  administration  of  the  orig¬ 
inal  program  should  be  made  in  the  light  of 
reports  and  recommendations  submitted  on 
request  by  the  Advisory  Commission  on  In¬ 
tergovernmental  Relations;  and 

(5)  The  extent  to  which  Such  grant-in-aid 
programs  are  adequate  to  meet  the  growing 
and  changing  needs  which  they  were  de¬ 
signed  to  support. 

Each  such  committee  shall  report  the  re¬ 
sults  of  its  Investigation  and  study  to  its  re¬ 
spective  House  not  later  than  one  hundred 
and  twenty  days  before  such  authority  is 
due  to  expire. 

STUDIES  BY  COMPTROLLEH  GENERAL  OF  FEDERAL 
GRANT-IN-Aro  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  504.  The  Comptroller  General  shall 
make  contlniiing  studies  of  presently  existing 
and  all  future  programs  for  grant-ln-ald  as¬ 
sistance  from  the  Federal  Government  to  the 
States  or  their  political  subdivisions  concern¬ 
ing  the  extent  to  which  programs  conflict  and 
duplication  can  be  eliminated  and  more  ef¬ 
fective,  eflaclent,  economical,  and  uniform 
administration  of  such  programs  could  be 
achieved  by  changing  certain  requirements 
and  procedures  applicable  thereto. 

In  reviewing  such  programs  the  Comptrol¬ 
ler  General  shall  consider,  among  other  rele¬ 
vant  matters,  the  equalization  formulas,  and 
the  budgetary,  accounting,  reporting  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  procedures  applicable  to  such 
programs.  Reports  on  such  studies,  together 
with  recommendations,  shall  be  submitted 
by  the  Comptroller  General  to  the  Congress. 
Reports  on  expiring  programs  should,  to  the 
extent  practicable,  be  submitted  in  the  year 
prior  to  the  date  set  for  their  expiration. 

STUDIES  BY  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTER¬ 
GOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

Sec.  505.  Upon  request  of  any  committee 
referred  to  in  section  503,  the  Advisory  Com¬ 
mission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  (es¬ 
tablished  by  Public  Law  86-380,  as  amended) 
shall,  during  the  same  period  referred  to  in 
such  section,  conduct  studies  of  the  inter¬ 
governmental  relations  aspects  of  programs 
which  are  subject  to  the  provisions  of  such 
section.  Including  (1)  the  Impact  of  such 
programs.  If  any,  on  the  structural  organiza¬ 
tion  of  State  and  local  governments  and  on 
Federal-state-local  flsoal  relations,  and  (2) 
the  coordination  of  Federal  administration 
of  such  programs  with  State  and  local  ad¬ 
ministration  thereof,  and  shall  report  its 
findings  and  recommendations  to  such  com¬ 
mittee. 

RECORDS  AND  AUDIT 

Sec.  506.  (a)  Each  State  or  political  sub¬ 
division  thereof  receiving  assistance  under 

(1)  any  Act  of  Congress  enacted  after  the 
effective  date  of  this  Act  which  provides  for 
a  grant-in-aid  from  the  United  States  to  a 
State  or  a  political  subdivision  thereof,  or 

(2)  any  new  grant-in-aid  agreement,  or  ex¬ 
tension,  modification,  or  alteration  of  •  any 
existing  grant-in-aid  agreement  pursuant  to 
existing  law  shall  keep  such  records  as  the 
Federal  agency  administering  such  grant  may 
prescribe,  including  records  which  fully  dis¬ 
close  the  amount  and  disposition  by  such 
recipient  of  such  grant-in-aid,  the  total  cost 
of  the  project  or  undertaking  in  connection 
with  which  such  grant-in-aid  is  given  or 
used,  and  the  amount  of  that  portion  of  the 
cost  of  the  project  or  undertaking  supplied 


by  other  sources,  and  such  other  records  as 
will  facilitate  an  effective  audit. 

(b)  The  head  of  the  Federal  agency  admin¬ 
istering  such  grant  and  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States,  or  any  of  their 
duly  authorized  representatives,  shall  have 
access  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  examina¬ 
tion  to  any  books,  documents,  papers,  and 
records  of  such  recipients  that  are  pertinent 
to  the  grants  received. 

TITLE  VI— ACQUISITION,  USE,  AND  DIS¬ 
POSITION  OF  LAND  WITHIN  URBAN 
AREAS  BY  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  IN  CON¬ 
FORMITY  WITH  LAND  UTILIZATION 
PROGRAMS  OP  AFFECTED  LOCAL  GOV¬ 
ERNMENT 

AMENDMENT  OF  FEDERAL  PROPERTY  AND  AD¬ 
MINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  ACT 

Sec.  601.  The  Federal  Property  and  Admin¬ 
istrative  Service  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.),  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  as  follows: 
“TITLE  VIII— URBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 

“SHORT  TITLE 

“Sec.  801.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Federal  Urban  Land-Use  Act’. 

“DECLARATION  OP  PURPOSE  AND  POLICY 

“Sec.  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
promote  more  harmonious  intergovernmental 
relations  and  to  encourage  sound  planning 
zoning,  and  land  use  practices  by  prescribing 
imiform  policies  and  procedures  whereby  the 
Administrator  shall  acquire,  use,  and  dispose 
of  land  in  urban  areas  in  order  that  urban 
land  transactions  entered  into  for  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  or  on  behalf  of 
other  Federal  agencies  shall,  to  the  greatest 
extent  practicable,  be  consistent  with  zoning 
and  land-use  practices  and  shall  be  made  in 
accordance  with  planning  and  development 
objectives  of  the  local  governments  and  local 
planning  agencies  concerned. 

“DISPOSAL  OP  URBAN  LANDS 

“Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator 
contemplates  the  disposal  for  or  on  behalf  of 
any  Federal  agency  of  any  real  property 
situated  within  an  urban  area,  he  shall,  prior 
to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give  reason¬ 
able  notice  to  the  head  of  the  governing  body 
of  the  unit  of  general  local  government  hav¬ 
ing  Jurisdiction  over  zoning  and  land-use 
regulation  in  the  geographical  area  within 
which  the  land  or  lands  are  located  in  order 
to  afford  the  government  the  opportunity  of 
zoning  for  the  use  of  such  land  in  accordance 
with  local  comprehensive  planning. 

“(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest 
practicable  extent,  shall  furnish  to  all  pro¬ 
spective  purchasers  of  such  real  property,  full 
and  complete  information  concerning — 

“(1)  current  zoning  regulations  and  pro¬ 
spective  zoning  requirements  and  objectives 
for  such  property  when  it  is  unzoned; 

“(2)  current  availability  to  such  property 
of  streets,  sidewalks,  sewers,  water,  street 
lights,  and  other  service  facilities  and  pro¬ 
spective  availability  of  such  services  if  such 
property  is  included  in  comprehensive  plan¬ 
ning. 

“ACQUISITION  OR  CHANGE  OF  USE  OF  REAL 
PROPERTY 

“Sec.  804.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable, 
prior  to  a  commitment  to  acquire  any  real 
property  situated  in  an  urban  area,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  shall  notify  the  unit  of  general 
local  government  exercising  zoning  and  land- 
use  Jurisdiction  over  the  land  proposed  to  be 
purchased  of  his  Intent  to  acquire  such  land 
and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property.  In  the 
event  that  the  Administrator  determines  that 
such  advance  notice  would  have  an  adverse 
Impact  on  the  proposed  purchase,  he  shall, 
upon  conclusion  of  the  acquisition,  imme¬ 
diately  notify  such  local  government  of  the 
acquisition  and  the  proposed  use  of  the 
property. 

“(b)  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use 
of  any  real  property  situated  in  an  urban 


area  as  a  site  for  public  building,  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  shall,  to  the  extent  he  determines 
practicable— 

“(1)  consider  all  objections  made  to  any 
such  acquisition  or  change  of  use  by  such 
unit  of  government  upon  the  ground  that 
the  proposed  acquisition  or  change  of  use 
conflicts  or  would  conflict  with  the  zoning 
regulations  or  planning  objectives  of  such 
units;  and 

"(2)  comply  with  and  conform  to  such 
regulations  of  the  unit  of  general  local  gov¬ 
ernment  having  Jurisdiction  with  respect  to 
the  area  within  which  such  property  is  situ¬ 
ated  and  the  planning  and  development  ob¬ 
jectives  of  such  local  government. 

“Sec.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in 
sections  803  and  804  may  be  waived  during 
any  period  of  national  emergency  proclaimed 
by  the  President. 

“definitions 

“Sec.  806.  As  used  in  this  title — 

“(a)  ‘Unit  of  general  local  government’ 
means  any  city,  county,  town,  parish,  village, 
or  other  general-purpose  political  subdivision 
of  a  State. 

“(b)  ’Urban  area’  means — 

“(1)  any  geographical  area  within  the  Ju¬ 
risdiction  of  any  incorporated  city,  town, 
borough,  village  or  other  unit  of  general  local 
government,  except  county  or  parish,  having 
a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more 
inhabitants; 

“(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area 
within  the  Jurisdiction  of  any  county,  town, 
township,  or  similar  governmental  entity 
which  contains  no  Incorporated  unit  of  gen¬ 
eral  local  government  but  has  a  population 
density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand 
five  hundred  inhabitants  per  square  mile; 
and 

“(3)  that  portion  of  any  geographical  area 
having  a  population  density  equal  to  or  ex¬ 
ceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred  inhabi¬ 
tants  per  square  mile  and  situated  adjacent 
to  the  boundary  of  any  Incorporated  unit  of 
general  local  government  which  has  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  ten  thousand  or  more  inhabitants. 

"(c)  ’Comprehensive  planning’  includes 
the  following,  to  the  extent,  directly  related 
to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local 
government: 

“(1)  preparation,  as  a  guide  for  long-range 
development,  of  general  physical  plans  with 
respect  to  (A)  the  pattern  and  intensity  of 
land  use,  (B)  the  provision  of  public  facili¬ 
ties  (including  transportation  facilities)  and 
other  governmental  services,  and  (C)  the 
effective  development  and  utilization  of 
human  and  natural  resources: 

“(2)  long-range  physical  and  fiscal  plans 
for  such  action; 

“(3)  programing  of  capital  Improvements 
and  other  major  expenditures,  a  determina¬ 
tion  of  relative  urgency,  together  with  de¬ 
finitive  financing  plans  for  such  expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  program; 

“(4)  coordination  of  all  related  plans  and 
activities  of  the  State  and  local  governments 
and  agencies  concerned;  and 

“(5)  preparation  of  regulatory  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  measures  in  support  of  the 
foregoing.’’ 

TITLE  VII — ^UNIFORM  RELOCATION 
ASSISTANCE 

DECLARATION  OF  POLICY 

Sec.  701.  The  purpose  of  this  title  is  to 
establish  a  uniform  policy  for  the  fair  and 
equitable  treatment  of  owners,  tenants,  and 
other  persons  displaced  by  the  acquisition 
of  real  proi>erty  in  Federal  and  federally  as¬ 
sisted  programs  so  that  as  far  as  practical 
such  persons  shall  be  left  not  worse  off  econ¬ 
omically  than  they  were  before  being  dis¬ 
placed.  Such  a  policy  shall  be  as  uniform  as 
practicable  as  to  (1)  relocation  payments, 
(2)  advisory  assistance,  (3)  assurance  of 
availability  of  standard  housing,  and  (4) 
Federal  reimbursement  for  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  under  federally  assisted  programs. 
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Part  A. — ^Federally  Programs 

RELOCATION  PAYMENTS 

Sec.  702.  (a)  If  the  head  of  any  Federal 
agency  acquires  real  property  for  public 
use  in  a  Starte,  he  shall  make  fair  and  rea¬ 
sonable  relocation  payments  to  displaced 
persons  in  accordance  with  the  regulations 
established  by  the  President  imder  section 
705  of  this  Act. 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  payments  author¬ 
ized  by  subsection  (a)  of  ttiis  section,  an 
additional  payment  of  $300  is  authorized  for 
any  displaced  person  who  moves  from  a 
dwelling  if  the  displaced  person  purchases  a 
dwelling  for  the  purpose  of  residence  within 
one  year  from  the  date  of  actual  displace¬ 
ment,  except  that  such  displaced  person  shall 
be  eligible  for  payment  under  this  subsec¬ 
tion  only  when  the  dwelling  purchased  is 
situated  upon  real  estate  in  which  such  per¬ 
son  acquires  fee  title,  life  estate,  ninety-nine- 
year  lease,  or  other  type  of  long-term  lease 
equivalent  to  fee  ownership. 

(c)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moves 
or  discontinues  his  business  elects  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  payment  authorized  by  this  sub¬ 
section  in  lieu  of  the  payment  authorized 
for  such  business  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  the  head  of  such  Federal  agency 
shall  make  a  fixed  relocation  payment  to 
such  person  in  an  amount  equal  to  the  aver¬ 
age  annual  net  earnings  of  the  business,  or 
$5,000,  whichever  is  the  lesser;  Provided, 
however.  That  in  the  case  of  a  displaced  per¬ 
son  who  is  62  years  of  age  or  over,  the  fixed 
relocation  payment  shall  be  Increased  by  an 
amount  equal  to  twice  the  average  annual  net 
earnings  of  the  business,  or  $5,000,  whichever 
is  the  lesser.  No  payment  shall  be  made 
under  this  subsection  unless  the  head  of 
such  agency  is  satisfied  that  the  business 

(1)  cannot  be  relocated  without  a  substan¬ 
tial  loss  of  its  existing  patronage,  and  (2) 
is  not  a  part  of  a  commercial  enterprise 
having  at  least  one  other  establishment,  not 
being  acquired  by  the  United  States,  which 
is  engaged  in  the  same  or  similar  business. 
For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term 
“average  annual  net  earnings”  means  one- 
half  of  any  net  earnings  of  the  business, 
before  Federal,  State,  and  local  income  taxes, 
during  the  two  taxable  years  Immediately 
preceding  the  taxable  year  in  which  such 
business  moves  from  the  real  property  ac¬ 
quired  by  the  United  States  and  includes 
any  compensation  paid  by  the  business  to 
the  owner,  his  spouse,  or  his  dependent  chil¬ 
dren  during  such  two-year  period.  Such 
earnings  and  compensation  shall  be  estab¬ 
lished  by  Federal  income  tax  returns  filed 
by  such  business  and  its  owner  and  his 
spouse  and  dependent  children  for  such  two 
taxable  years. 

(d)  If  any  displaced  person  who  moves 
from  a  dwelling  elects  to  accept  the  pay¬ 
ments  authorized  by  this  subsection  in  lieu 
of  the  payments  authorized  by  subsection 

(a)  of  this  section  for  moving  from  such 
dwelling,  the  head  of  such  Federal  agency 
shall  make  the  following  fixed  relocation 
payments  to  such  person: 

{1)  A  moving  expense  allowance,  deter¬ 
mined  according  to  a  schedule  established 
by  the  head  of  such  agency,  not  to  exceed 
$200; 

(2)  A  dislocation  allowance  equal  to  the 
amount  paid  under  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection  or  $100,  whichever  is  the  lesser; 

(3)  An  additional  payment  of  $300  if  the 
displaced  person  purchases  a  dwelling  for 
the  purpose  of  residence  within  one  year 
from  the  date  of  actual  displacement  except 
that  such  displaced  person  shall  be  eligible 
for  payment  under  this  subsection  only 
when  the  dwelling  purchased  is  situated 
upon  real  estate  in  which  such  person  ac¬ 
quires  fee  title,  life  estate,  nlnety-nlne-year 
lease,  or  other  type  of  long-term  lease 
equivalent  to  fee  ownership;  and 

displaced  person  who  moves 
or  discontinues  a  farm  ofieratlon  elects  to 
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accept  the  pa3rment  authorized  by  this  sub¬ 
section  in  lieu  of  the  payment  authorized 
for  such  farm  operation  by  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section,  the  head  of  such  Federal 
agency  shall  make  a  fixed  relocation  pay¬ 
ment  to  such  jierson  in  the  amount  of 
$1,000.  In  the  case  where  the  entire  farm 
operation  is  not  acquired  by  such  Federal 
agency,  the  payment  authorized  by  this 
subsection  shall  be  made  only  if  .the  head 
of  such  agency  determines  that  the  re¬ 
mainder  property  is  no  longer  an  economic 
unit. 

(f)(1)  In  addition  to  any  amount  under 
subsections  (a),  (b),  (c),  (d),  and  (e)  of 
this  section,  the  head  of  such  Federal  agency 
may  pay  to  or  on  behalf  of  any  displaced 
family,  displaced  elderly  individual,  or  dis¬ 
placed  handlcapp>ed  individual,  monthly  pay¬ 
ments  over  a  period  not  to  exceed  twenty- 
four  months  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$500  in  the  first  twelve  months  and  $500  in 
the  second  twelve  months  to  assist  such  dis¬ 
placed  family  or  Individual  to  secure  a  de¬ 
cent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling.  Subject  to 
the  limitation  imposed  by  the  preceding 
sentence,  the  additional  payment  shall  be 
an  amount  which,  when  added  to  20  per  cen¬ 
tum  of  the  annual  income  of  the  displaced 
individual  or  family  at  the  time  of  displace¬ 
ment,  equals  the  average  annual  rental  re¬ 
quired  for  such  a  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary 
dwelling  of  modest  standards  adequate  in 
size  to  accommodate  the  displaced  individ¬ 
ual  or  family  in  areas  not  generally  less  de¬ 
sirable  in  regard  to  public  utilities  and  pub¬ 
lic  and  commercial  facilities;  Provided,  That 
such  payment  shall  be  made  only  to  an  in¬ 
dividual  or  family  who  is  unable  to  secure 
a  dwelling  unit  in  a  low-rent  housing  project 
assisted  under  the  United  States  Housing  Act 
of  1937,  or  under  a  State  or  local  program 
found  by  the  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Ur¬ 
ban  Development  to  have  the  same  general 
purposes  as  the  Federal  program  under  such 
Act,  or  a  dwelling  unit  assisted  under  sec¬ 
tion  101  of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1965. 

(2)  The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  shall  make  the  determinations 
under  this  subsection  on  the  amount  of  as¬ 
sistance  according  to  family  size,  family  or 
individual  Income,  average  rents  required,  or 
similar  considerations  for  all  agencies  mak¬ 
ing  such  pa3nnents. 

(3)  The  additional  payments  under  this 
subsection  may  be  paid  on  a  lump  sum  or 
other  than  monthly  basis  in  cases  in  which 
the  small  size  of  the  payments  that  would 
otherwise  be  required  do  not  warrant  a  num¬ 
ber  of  separate  payments  or  in  other  cases 
in  which  other  than  monthly  payments  are 
determined  warranted  by  the  head  of  the 
Federal  agency. 

(4)  No  payment  received  under  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  considered  as  Income  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  the  eligibility  or  the 
extent  of  eligibility  of  any  person  for  assist¬ 
ance  under  the  Social  Security  Act  or  any 
other  Federal  Act. 

(g)(1)  In  addition  to  amounts  otherwise 
authorized,  the  head  of  such  Federal  agency 
shall  make  a  payment  to  the  owner  of  real 
property  which  is  acquired  for  the  project 
and  which  is  Improved  by  a  single-  or  two- 
family  dwelling  occupied  by  the  owner  for 
a  period  of  not  less  than  one  year  prior  to 
the  initiation  of  negotiations  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  such  property.  Such  pajment,  not  to 
exceed  $5,000,  shall  be  an  amount  which, 
when  added  to  the  acquisition  payment, 
equals  the  average  price  required  for  a  de¬ 
cent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwelling  of  modest 
standards  adequate  in  size  to  accommodate 
the  displaced  owner,  reasonably  accessible  to 
public  services  and  places  of  employment 
and  available  on  the  private  market:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  such  payment  shall  be  made  only 
to  a  displaced  owner  who  purchases  and  oc¬ 
cupies  a  dwelling  within  one  year  subsequent 
to  the  date  on  which  he  is  required  to  move 
from  the  dwelling  acquired  for  the  project. 


(2)  The  Secretary  of  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  shall  make  the  determinations 
under  this  subsection  on  the  prices  prevail¬ 
ing  In  the  locality  for  dwellings  meeting  the 
requirements  of  paragraph  (1)  above  for  all 
agencies  making  such  payments. 

-  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  703.  (a)  If  the  head  of  any  Federal 
agency  acquires  real  property  for  public  use 
in  a  State,  he  shall  provide  a  relocation 
assistance  program  for  displaced  persons 
which  shall  offer  the  services  described  in 
subsection  (c)  of  this  section.  If  the  head  of 
such  agency  determines  that  other  persons, 
occupying  property  immediately  adjacent  to 
the  real  propterty  acquired,  are  caused  sub¬ 
stantial  economic  injury  because  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  Improvement  for  which  such  property  is 
acquired,  he  may  offer  such  persons  reloca¬ 
tion  services  under  such  program. 

(b)  Federal  agencies  administering  pro¬ 
grams  which  may  be  of  assistance  to  dis¬ 
placed  persons  covered  by  this  Act  shall  co¬ 
operate  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible  with 
the  Federal  or  State  agency  causing  the  dis¬ 
placement  to  assure  that  such  displaced  per¬ 
sons  receive  the  maximum  assistance  avail¬ 
able  to  them. 

(c)  Each  relocation  assistance  program  re¬ 
quired  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
Include,  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable, 
such  measures,  facilities,  or  seiwlces  as  may 
be  necessary  or  appropriate  in  order  (1)  to 
determine  the  needs  of  displaced  families, 
individuals,  business  concerns,  and  farm 
ojierators  for  relocation  assistance;  (2)  to 
assure  that  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time  prior  to  displacement,  there  will  be 
available,  in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable 
in  regard  to  public  utilities  and  public  and 
commercial  facilities  and  at  rents  or  prices 
within  the  financial  means  of  the  families 
and  individuals  displaced,  decent,  safe,  and 
sanitary  buildings  equal  in  number  to  the 
number  of,  and  available  to,  such  displaced 
families  and  individuals  and,  reasonably  ac¬ 
cessible  to  their  places  of  employment,  ex¬ 
cept  that  the  President  may  prescribe  by 
regulation  situations  when  such  assurances 
may  be  waived;  (3)  to  assist  owners  of  dis¬ 
placed  businesses  and  displaced  farm  oper¬ 
ators  in  obtaming  and  becoming  established 
in  suitable  business  locations  or  replacement 
farms;  (4)  to  supply  information  concerning 
the  Federal  Housing  Administration  home 
acquisition  program  under  section  221(d)  (2) 
of  the  National  Housing  Act,  the  small  busi¬ 
ness  disaster  loan  program  under  section 
7(b)  (3)  of  the  Small  Business  Act,  and  other 
programs  offering  assistance  to  displaced  per¬ 
sons;  (5)  to  assist  in  minimizing  hardships 
to  displaced  persons  in  adjusting  to  reloca¬ 
tion;  and  (6)  to  assure,  to  the  greatest  extent 
practicable,  the  coordination  of  relocation 
activities  with  other  project  activities  and 
other  planned  or  proposed  governmental  ac¬ 
tions  in  the  community  or  nearby  areas 
which  may  affect  the  carrying  out  of  the  re¬ 
location  program. 

(d)  Paragraph  (3)  of  section  7(b)  of  the 
Small  Business  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

“(3)  to  make  such  loans  (either  directly 
or  in  cooperation  with  banks  or  other  lending 
institutions  through  agreements  to  partici¬ 
pate  on  an  immediate  or  deferred  basis)  as 
the  Administration  may  determine  to  be  nec¬ 
essary  or  appropriate  to  assist  any  small  busi¬ 
ness  concern  in  continuing  in  business  at  its 
existing  location,  in  reestablishing  its  busi¬ 
ness,  in  purchasing  a  business  or  in  establish¬ 
ing  a  new  business,  if  the  Administration 
determines  that  such  concern  has  suffered 
substantial  economic  injury  as  the  result  of 
its  displacement  by,  or  location  in,  adjacent 
to,  or  near,  a  federally  aided  urban  renewal 
project  or  highway  construction  program  or 
any  other  public  Improvement  program  con¬ 
ducted  by  or  with  funds  provided  in  whole 
or  in  part  by  the  Federal  Government  or  by 
the  States;  and  the  purpose  of  a  loan  made 
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pursuant  to  such,  project  or  program  may, 
in  the  discretion  of  the  Administration,  In¬ 
clude  the  purchase  or  construction  of  other 
premises  whether  or  not  the  borrower  owned 
the  premises  occupied  by  the  business  and,”. 

STATES  ACTING  AS  AGENTS  FOR  FEDERAL 
PROGRAMS 

Sec.  704.  Whenever  real  property  is  ac¬ 
quired  by  a  State  agency  for  a  Federal  public 
Improvement  project,  such  acquisition  shall, 
for  purposes  of  this  Act,  be  deemed  an  ac¬ 
quisition  by  the  Federal  agency  having  au¬ 
thority  over  such  project  and  such  Federal 
agency  shall  make  relocation  payments,  pro¬ 
vide  relocation  assistance,  and  provide  as¬ 
surance  of  availability  of  housing  as  re¬ 
quired  in  the  case  of  acquisitions  of  real 
property  by  a  Federal  agency. 

AT7THORITT  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 

Sec.  705.  (a)  To  carry  Into  effect  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  title,  the  President  is  author¬ 
ized  to  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as 
he  may  determine  to  be  necessary  to  assure — 

(1)  that  relocation  payments  authorized 
by  section  702  shall  be  fair  and  reasonable 
and  as  uniform  as  practicable; 

(2)  that  a  displaced  person  who  makes 
proper  application  for  a  relocation payment 
authorized  for  such  person  by  section  702(a) 
shall  be  reimbursed  for  or  paid — 

(A)  his  actual  reasonable  expenses  In  mov¬ 
ing  himself,  his  family,  his  business,  farm 
operation,  or  other  personal  property,  and 
for  his  actual  and  reasonable  expenses  In 
searching  for  a  replacement  property; 

(B)  if  he  disposes  of  personal  property  on 
moving  his  business  or  farm  operation  and 
replaces  such  property  at  the  new  location 
at  a  price  exceeding  the  sale  price,  the 
amount  of  the  difference  of  such  prices  not 
to  exceed,  however,  the  estimated  cost  of 
moving  the  property  or  Its  market  value, 
whichever  is  less;  and 

(C)  such  other  expenses  authorized  by 
section  702(a)  as  may  be  provided  for  in 
regulations  issued  under  this  section; 

(3)  that  a  displaced  person  who  makes 
proper  application  for  a  relocation  payment 
authorized  for  such  person  by  this  title  shall 
be  paid  promptly  after  a  move  or.  In  certain 
hardship  cases,  the  President  may,  by  regula¬ 
tion,  authorize  advance  payment  of  certain 
relocation  costs; 

(4)  that  any  person  aggrieved  by  a  deter¬ 
mination  as  to  eligibility  for  a  relocation 
payment  authorized  by  this  title,  or  the 
amount  of  a  payment,  may  have  his  appli¬ 
cation  reviewed  by  the  head  of  the  agency; 
and 

(6)  that  a  displaced  person  shall  have  a 
reasonable  time  In  which  to  apply  for  a 
relocation  payment  authorized  by  this  title. 

(b)  The  President  may,  by  regulation, 
establish  a  limitation  on  the  amount  of  a 
relocation  payment  authorized  by  section 
702(a)  with  due  consideration  for  the  dec¬ 
laration  of  policy  in  this  title  and  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and 
section  707(b) . 

(c)  In  order  to  prevent  unnecessary  ex¬ 
pense  and  duplication  of  functions,  and  to 
promote  uniform  and  effective  administration 
of  relocation  assistance  programs  for  dis¬ 
placed  persons,  the  President  is  authorized 
to  require  that  any  Federal  agency  make  re¬ 
location  payments  or  provide  relocation  serv¬ 
ices,  or  otherwise  carry  out  its  functions  un¬ 
der  this  title,  by  utilizing  the  facilities,  per¬ 
sonnel,  and  services  of  any  other  Federal 
agency,  or  by  entering  into  appropriate  con¬ 
tracts  or  agreements  with  any  State  agency 
having  an  established  organization  for  con¬ 
ducting  relocation  assistance  programs. 

(d)  The  President  may  make  such  other 
rules  and  regulations  consistent  with  the 
provisions  of  this  title  as  he  deems  necessary 
or  appropriate  to  carry  out  this  title. 

FUND  AVAILABILITT 

Sec.  706.  Funds  appropriated  or  otherwise 
available  to  any  Federal  agency  for  the  ac¬ 


quisition  of  real  property  or  any  Interest 
therein  shall  be  available  also  for  obligation 
and  expenditure  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
of  this  title. 

Part  B. — Federally  Assisted  Programs 

RELOCATION  PAYMENTS  AND  ASSISTANCE;  AS¬ 
SURANCE  OP  availability  OF  HOUSING 

Sec.  707.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  on  and  after  the  effective 
date  of  this  Act,  no  grant  to,  or  contract  or 
agreement  with  a  State  agency,  under  which 
Federal  financial  assistance  will  be  available 
to  pay  the  cost  In  connection  with  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  real  property  or  of  a  public  Im¬ 
provement  for  which  real  property  Is  to  be 
acquired  or  as  the  result  of  which  displace¬ 
ment  will  otherwise  occur,  may  be  approved 
by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  administration  of  such  Federal 
financial  assistance  unless  such  State  agency 
has  entered  Into  an  agreement  with  the  head 
of  such  Federal  agency  to  provide  to  dis¬ 
placed  persons  for  moves  from  such  real 
property — 

( 1 )  fair  and  reasonable  relocation  payments 
as  described  In  section  702(a)  of  this  title 
and  In  accordance  with  regulations  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  President  under  section  705 
of  this  title; 

(2)  fixed  relocation  payments  In  the  same 
amounts  and  under  the  same  terms  and 
conditions  as  are  required  to  be  made  by  a 
Federal  agency  by  subsections  702  (c),  (d), 

(e) ,  and  (f )  of  this  title; 

(3)  relocation  assistance  programs  offer¬ 
ing  the  services  described  In  section  703(c) 
of  this  title; 

(4)  a  feasible  method  for  the  temporary 
relocation  of  families  and  Individuals  dis¬ 
placed  from  the  property  acquired,  and  as¬ 
surance  that  within  a  reasonable  period  of 
time  prior  to  displacement,  there  wlU  be 
available  In  areas  not  generally  less  desirable 
in  regard  to  public  utilities  and  public  and 
commercial  facilities  and  at  rents  or  prices 
within  the  financial  means  of  the  families 
and  individuals  displaced,  decent,  safe,  and 
sanitary  dwellings  equal  In  number  to  the 
number  of  and  available  to  such  displaced 
families  and  individuals  and  reasonably  ac¬ 
cessible  to  their  places  of  empl03mient;  and 

(5)  a  payment  for  owner-occupants  under 
the  same  terms  and  conditions  as  are  re¬ 
quired  to  be  made  by  Federal  agencies  by 
subsection  702(g)  of  this  Act:  Provided, 
That  no  such  payment  shall  be  required  or 
Included  as  a  project  cost  under  subsection 
707(c)  if  the  owner-occupant  receives  a  pay¬ 
ment  required  by  the  State  law  of  eminent 
domain  which  is  determined  by  the  head  of 
the  Federal  agency  to  have  substantially  the 
same  purpose  and  effect  as  subsection  702(g) 
and  to  be  part  of  the  cost  of  the  project  for 
which  Federal  financial  assistance  Is  avail¬ 
able. 

(b)  As  a  condition  to  further  assistance  to 
a  State  agency  for  the  acquisition  of  real 
property  or  of  a  public  improvement  for 
which  real  property  is  to  be  acquired  or  as 
a  result  of  which  displacement  will  other¬ 
wise  occur,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
shall  require,  within  a  reasonable  time  prior 
to  actual  displacement,  satisfactory  assur¬ 
ance  by  the  State  agency  that  decent,  safe, 
and  sanitary  dwellings  as  required  by  sub¬ 
section  707(a)(4)  are  available  for  the  re¬ 
location  of  each  such  individual  or  family. 

(c)  The  cost  to  a  State  agency  of  providing 
the  payments  and  services  described  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section  may  be  included 
as  part  of  the  cost  of  the  project  for  which 
Federal  financial  assistance  is  available  to 
such  State  agency  and  such  State  agency 
shall  be  eligible  for  Federal  financial  assist¬ 
ance  with  respect  to  such  payments  and 
services  In  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same 
extent  as  with  respect  to  other  project  costs : 
Provided,  That,  notwithstanding  any  other 
law,  the  Federal  agency  providing  such  as¬ 
sistance  shall  contribute  the  first  $25,000  of 
the  cost  of  providing  such  payments  to  any 
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person  displaced  prior  to  July  1,  1971:  And 
provided  further.  That  no  State  agency  need 
agree  to  make  any  relocation  pajunent  in 
excess  of  $25,000  to  any  displaced  person  In 
order  to  receive  the  assistance  authorized  by 
the  subsection. 

(d)  In  order  to  prevent  unnecessary  ex¬ 
penses  and  duplication  of  functions,  and  to 
promote  uniform  and  effective  administra¬ 
tion  of  relocation  assistance  programs  for 
displaced  persons,  any  agreement  by  a  State 
agency  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  section 
shall  provide  that  such  agency  may  make 
relocation  payments  or  provide  relocation 
assistance  or  otherwise  carry  out  Its  func¬ 
tions  under  this  title  by  utilizing  the  facil¬ 
ities,  personnel,  and  services  of  any  other 
State  agency  having  an  established  organiza¬ 
tion  for  conducting  relocation  assistance 
programs. 

(e)  Any  grant  to,  or  contract  or  agree¬ 
ment  with  a  State  agency  executed  before 
the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  under  which 
Federal  financial  assistance  is  available  to 
pay  the  cost  In  connection  with  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  real  property,  or  of  the  improvement 
for  which  such  property  is  acquired,  may  be 
amended  to  Include  an  agreement  as  de¬ 
scribed  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

(f)  If  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  deter¬ 
mines  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  expeditious 
completion  of  a  public  Improvement  for 
which  a  State  agency  has  entered  into 
agreement,  as  described  In  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section,  to  make  relocation  payments 
to  displaced  persons,  or  to  provide  the  funds 
necessary  to  meet  the  requirements  of  sec¬ 
tion  805(b)  (1)  of  this  Act,  he  may  advance 
the  Federal  share  of  such  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  and  an  amount  necessary  to  make  the 
required  payments  under  section  805(b)  (1) 
to  such  State  agency.  Upon  determination  by 
the  head  of  such  Federal  agency  that  any 
part  of  the  funds  advanced  to  a  State  agency 
under  this  subsection  are  no  longer  required, 
the  amount  which  he  determines  not  to  be 
required  shall  be  repaid  upon  demand.  Any 
sum  advanced  and  not  repaid  on  demand 
shall  be  deducted  from  sums  otherwise  avail¬ 
able  to  such  State  agency  from  Federal 
sources. 

DISPLACEMENT  BY  CERTAIN  PROGRAMS  RECEIV¬ 
ING  ASSISTANCE  UNDER  TITLE  I  OP  THE  HOUS¬ 
ING  ACT  OP  1949,  AS  AMENDED 

Sec.  708.  A  person  who  moves  or  discon¬ 
tinues  his  business,  or  moves  other  personal 
property,  or  moves  from  his  dwelling  on  or 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  Act,  as  a  direct 
result  of  any  project  or  program  which  re¬ 
ceives  Federal  financial  assistance  under  title 
I  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
shall,  for  the  purposes  of  this  title,  be  deemed 
to  be  a  displaced  person. 

severability 

Sec.  709.  If  any  provision  of  this  title,  or 
the  application  thereof  to  any  person  or  cir¬ 
cumstance  is  held  invalid,  the  remainder  of 
this  title  and  the  application  of  the  pro¬ 
vision  to  other  persons  or  circumstances 
shall  not  be  affected  thereby. 

ACTS  repealed 

Sec.  710.  (a)  The  following  laws  and  parts 
of  laws  are  hereby  repealed : 

(1)  The  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  authorize 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  reimburse 
owners  of  lands  required  for  development 
under  his  Jurisdiction  for  their  moving  ex¬ 
penses,  and  for  other  purposes,”  approved 
May  29,  1958  (43  U.S.C.  1231-1234).. 

(2)  Paragraph  14  of  section  203(b)  of  the 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Act  of  1958 
(42  U.S.C.  2473). 

(3)  Section  2680  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code. 

(4)  Section  133  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code. 

(5)  Section  7(b)  of  the  Urban  Mass  Trans¬ 
portation  Act  of  1964  (49  U.S.C.  1606(b)). 

(6)  Section  105(c)  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1949  (42  U.S.C.  1455(c) ). 
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(7)  Section  114  of  the  Housing  Act  of  1949 
(42  U.S.C.  1465). 

(8)  Paragraph  (8)  of  section  15  of  the 
United  Statee  Housing  Act  of  1937  (42  U.S.C. 
1415(8)),  except  the  first  sentence  of  such 
paragraph. 

(9)  Section  404  of  the  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act  of  1965  (42  U.S.C.  3074). 

(10)  Section  107  of  the  Demonstration 
Cities  and  Metropolitan  Development  Act  of 
1966  (42  U.S.C.  3307). 

(b)  Any  rights  or  liabilities  now  existing 
under  prior  Acts  or  portions  thereof  shall 
not  be  affected  by  the  repeal  of  such  prior 
Acts  or  portions  thereof  under  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section. 

TITLE  Vni — UNIFORM  LAND  ACQUISI¬ 
TION  POLICY 
Part  A. — Federal  Programs 


UNIFORM  POLICY  ON  LAND  ACQUISITION 
PRACTICES 


Sec.  801.  (a)  In  order  to  encourage  the 
acquisition  of  real  property  by  amicable 
agreements  with  owners,  to  relieve  congestion 
in  the  courts,  to  assure  consistent  treatment 
for  owners  in  the  many  Federal  programs, 
and  to  promote  public  confidence  in  Federal 
land  acquisition  practices,  heads  of  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  stiall  be  governed  by  the  follow¬ 
ing  policies : 

(1)  The  head  of  a  Federal  agency  shall 
conduct  transactions  for  the  acquisition  of 
real  property  in  such  a  manner  as  to  assure 
to  the  extent  possible  that  persons  whose 
property  is  acquired  shall  not  be  worse  off 
economically  than  they  were  before  the  prop¬ 
erty  was  acquired. 

(2)  The  head  of  a  Federal  agency  shall 
make  every  reasonable  effort  to  acquire  real 
property  by  negotiated  purchase. 

(3)  Real  property  shall  be  appraised  before 
the  initiation  of  negotiations,  and  the  owner 
or  his  designated  representative  shall  be 
given  an  opportunity  to  accompany  the  ap¬ 
praiser  during  his  inspection  of  the  property. 

(4)  Before  the  initiation  of  negotiations 
for  property,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency 
concerned  shall  establish  a  price  which  he 
determines  to  be  a  fair  and  reasonable  con¬ 
sideration  therefor,  such  price  not  to  be  less 
than  the  appraised  value  of  the  property  as 
approved  by  such  agency  head,  and  shall 
make  a  prompt  offer  to  acquire  the  property 
for  the  full  amount  so  established. 

(5)  No  owner  shall  be  required  to  sur¬ 
render  possession  of  real  property  before  the 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned  pays 
the  agreed  purchase  price,  or  deposits  with 
the  court  in  accordance  with  section  1  of 
the  Act  of  February  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1421; 
40  U.S.C.  268a),  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner 
an  amount  not  less  than  the  appraised  fair 
value  of  such  property  as  determined  by  such 
agency  head,  or  the  amount  of  the  award  of 
compensation  in  the  condemnation  proceed¬ 
ing  for  such  property. 


(6)  The  construction  or  development  of 
public  improvements  shall  be  so  scheduled 
that,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  no 
person  lawfully  occupying  real  property  will 
be  required  to  move  from  a  dwelling,  or  to 
move  his  business  or  farm  operation  with¬ 
out  at  least  ninety  days’  written  notice  from 
the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  concerned, 
of  the  date  by  which  such  move  is  required. 

(7)  If  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  con¬ 
cerned  does  not  require  a  building,  struc¬ 
ture,  or  other  improvement  acquired  as  a  part 
of  the  real  property,  he  shall  where  practi¬ 
cable  offer  to  permit  its  owner  to  remove  it. 
As  a  condition  of  removal,  an  appropriate 
agreement  shall  be  required  whereby  the  fair 
value  of  such  building,  structure,  or  im¬ 
provement  for  removal  from  the  real  prop- 
erty,  as  determined  by  such  agency  head,  will 
be  deducted  from  the  compensation  other¬ 
wise  to  be  paid  for  the  real  property,  however 
such  compensation  may  be  determined. 

(  )  If  the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  per¬ 
mits  an  owner  or  tenant  to  occupy  the  real 


property  acquired  on  a  rental  basis  for  a 
short  term  or  for  a  period  subject  to  termi¬ 
nation  by  the  Government  on  short  notice, 
the  amount  of  rent  required  shall  not  exceed 
the  fair  rental  value  of  the  property  to  a 
short-term  occupier. 

(9)  In  no  event  shall  the  head  of  a  Fed¬ 
eral  agency  either  advance  the  time  of  con¬ 
demnation,  or  defer  the  condemnation  and 
the  deposit  of  funds  .in  court  for  the  use 
of  the  owner,  in  order  to  compel  an  argree- 
ment  on  the  price  to  be  paid  for  the  prop¬ 
erty.  If  an  agency  head  cannot  reach  an 
agreement  with  the  owner,  after  negotia¬ 
tions  have  continued  for  a  reasonable  time, 
he  shall  promptly  institute  condemnation 
proceedings  and,  at  the  same  time  or  as  soon 
thereafter  as  practicable,  file  a  declaration 
of  taking  and  deposit  funds  with  the  court 
in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  February  26, 
1931  (46  Stat.  1421;  40  U.S.C.  258a),  if  pos¬ 
session  is  required  prior  to  the  entry  of  the 
judgment  in  the  condemnation  proceeding. 

(10)  If  an  interest  in  real  property  is  to  be 
acquired  by  exercise  of  the  power  of  eminent 
domain,  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  con¬ 
cerned  shall,  except  as  to  property  to  be 
acquired  under  section  25  of  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Authority  Act  of  1933  (48  Stat.  70, 
as  amended;  16  U.S.C.  831x) ,  request  the  At¬ 
torney  General  to  institute  formal  con¬ 
demnation  proceedings.  No  Federal  agency 
head  shall  intentionally  make  it  necessary 
for  an  owner  to  institute  legal  proceedings  to 
prove  the  fact  of  the  taking  of  his  property. 

(11)  If  the  acquisition  of  only  part  of  a 
property  would  leave  its  owner  with  an  un¬ 
economic  remnant,  the  head  of  the  Federal 
agency  concerned  shall  offer  to  acquire  the 
entire  property. 

(12)  In  determining  the  boundaries  of  a 
proposed  public  improvement,  the  head  of 
the  Federal  agency  concerned  should  take 
into  account  human  considerations,  includ¬ 
ing  the  economic  and  social  effects  of  such 
determination  on  the  owners  and  tenants  of 
real  property  in  the  area,  in  addition  to  en¬ 
gineering  and  other  factors. 

(b)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not 
affect  the  validity  of  any  property  acquisi¬ 
tions  by  purchase  or  condemnation. 

BUILDINGS,  STRUCTURES,  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 

Sec.  802.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provisions  of  law,  if  the  head  of  a  Federal 
agency  acquires  land  or  any  interest  in  land 
for  public  use  in  a  State,  he  shall  acquire  a 
like  interest,  or  greater  interest,  in  all  build¬ 
ings,  structures,  or  other  improvements  com¬ 
prising  part  of  the  real  propety  so  acquired 
which  are  required  to  be  removed  from  the 
land  or  which,  in  the  opinion  of  such  agency 
head,  will  be  adversely  affected  by  such 
public  use,  if  such  improvements  are  not  re¬ 
quired  to  be  removed. 

(b)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  ‘‘real 
property”  means  land,  or  any  interest  in 
land,  and  (1)  any  building,  structure,  or 
other  improvement  Imbedded  in  or  affixed 
to  land,  and  any  article  so  affixed  or  attached 
to  such  building,  structure,  or  improvement 
as  to  be  an  essential  and  integral  part  there¬ 
of;  (2)  any  article  affixed  or  attached  to  such 
real  property  in  such  manner  that  it  cannot 
be  removed  without  material  injury  to  itself 
or  the  real  property;  and  (3)  any  article  so 
designed,  contructed,  or  specially  adapted  for 
the  purpose  for  which  such  real  property  is 
used  that  (A)  it  is  an  essential  accessory  or 
part  of  such  real  property,  (B)  it  is  not 
capable  of  use  elsewhere,  and  (C)  it  would 
lose  substantially  all  its  value  if  removed 
from  the  real  property. 

(c)  For  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
extent  of  the  acquisition  of  real  property  and 
the  valuation  thereof,  no  building,  struc¬ 
ture,  or  other  improvement  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  other  than  a  part  of  the  real  property 
solely  because  of  the  right  or  obligation 
of  a  tenant,  as  against  the  owner  of  any 
other  interest  in  the  real  property,  to  re¬ 
move  such  building,  structure,  or  improve¬ 


ment  at  the  expiration  of  his  term,  and  the 
head  of  the  Federal  agency  shall  pay  to  the 
tenant  the  fair  value  of  the  building,  struc¬ 
ture,  or  improvement,  which  fair  value  shall 
be  determined  by  such  agency  head  as  the 
greatest  of  (1)  the  contributlve  value  of 
the  improvement  to  the  present  use  of  the 
entirety,  (2)  the  current  cost  of  reproduc¬ 
tion  less  depreciation  of  the  improvement, 
or  (3)  the  value  of  the  improvement  for 
removal  from  the  property:  Provided,  (1) 
that  payment  hereunder  will  not  result  in 
duplication  of  any  payments  otherwise  au¬ 
thorized  by  law;  (2)  that  the  fee  owner  of 
the  land  Involved  disclaims  any  interest  in 
the  improvements  of  the  lessee;  and  (3)  the 
lessee  in  consideration  for  such  payment 
shall  assign,  transfer  and  release  to  the 
United  States  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest 
in  and  to  such  improvements:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  no  provision  of  this  section  shall 
be  construed  to  deprive  the  lessee  of  his 
right  to  reject  the  payments  hereimder  and 
to  obtain  payment  for  his  property  interests 
of  just  compensation  as  otherwise  defined  by 
law. 

EXPENSES  INCIDENTAL  TO  TRANSFER  OF  TITLE 
TO  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Sec.  803.  The  head  of  a  Federal  agency, 
as  soon  as  practical  after  the  date  of  payment 
of  the  purchase  price  or  the  date  of  deposit 
of  funds  to  satisfy  the  award  of  compensa¬ 
tion  in  the  condemnation  proceeding  to 
acquire  real  property,  whichever  is  the  earlier, 
shall  reimburse  the  owner,  to  the  extent  the 
head  of  such  agency  deems  fair  and  reason¬ 
able,  for  expenses  necessarily  Incurred  for — 

(1)  recording  fees,  transfer  taxes,  and 
similar  expenses  in  conveying  such  real 
property  to  the  United  States; 

(2)  penalty  costs  for  prepayment  of  mort¬ 
gage  incident  to  such  real  property,  provided 
that  such  mortgage  shall  be  of  record  as 
required  by  law  on  the  date  the  official  an¬ 
nouncement  of  the  project  is  made  by  the 
authorized  Federal  agency;  and 

(3)  the  pro  rata  portion  of  real  property 
taxes  allocable  to  a  period  subsequent  to  the 
date  of  vesting  title  or  the  effective  date  of 
a  court  order  of  possession,  whichever  is 
the  earlier. 

Part  B. — ^Federally  Assisted  Programs 

REQUIREMENTS  FOR  APPROVAL  OP  CONTRACTS  OR 
AGREEMENTS  FOR  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  804.  (a)  Notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law,  on  and  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act  no  grant  to  or  con¬ 
tract  or  agreement  with  a  State  agency,  un¬ 
der  which  Federal  financial  assistance  will 
be  available  to  pay  in  whole  or  In  part  the 
cost  of  the  acquisition  of  real  property  or  of 
a  public  improvement  for  which  real  prop¬ 
erty  is  to  be  acquired,  may  be  approved  by 
the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  responsible 
for  the  administration  of  such  Federal  finan¬ 
cial  assistance  unless  such  State  agency  has 
entered  into  an  agreement  which  shall 
provide — 

(1)  that  every  reasonable  effort  shall  be 
made  to  acquire  the  real  property  by  nego¬ 
tiated  purchase; 

(2)  that  the  construction  or  development 
of  the  public  improvement  shall  be  so  sched¬ 
uled  that,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable, 
no  person  will  be  required  to  move  from  a 
home,  farm,  or  business  location  without  at 
least  ninety  days’  written  notice  from  such 
State  agency  of  the  date  by  which  the  move 
is  required;  and 

(3)  that  it  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  head 
of  the  State  agency,  before  Initiating  nego¬ 
tiations  for  real  property,  to  establish  a  price 
which  he  believes  to  be  a  fair  and  reason¬ 
able  consideration  therefor,  such  price  not 
to  be  less  than  the  appraised  value  of  the 
property  as  approved  by  such  State  agency 
head,  and  to  make  a  prompt  offer  to  acquire 
the  property  for  the  fuU  amount  so  estab¬ 
lished. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
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of  law,  on  and  after  July  1,  1971,  no  grant  to, 
or  contract  or  agreement  with  a  State  agency, 
under  which  Federal  financial  assistance  will 
be  available  to  pay_ln  whole  or  in  part  the 
cost  of  the  acquisition  of  real  property,  or 
of  a  public  Improvement  for  which  real  prop¬ 
erty  is  to  be  acquired,  may  be  approved  by 
the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  responsible 
for  the  administration  of  such  Federal  finan¬ 
cial  assistance,  unless  such  State  agency  has 
entered  into  the  agreements  described  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and  has 
agreed — 

(1)  that  no  owner  will  be  required  to  sur¬ 
render  possession  of  real  property  before  the 
head  of  the  State  agency  (A)  pays  the  agreed 
purchase  price,  (B)  makes  available  to  the 
owner,  by  court  deposit  or  otherwise,  an 
amount  not  less  than  the  appraised  fair 
value  of  such  property,  as  approved  by  such 
State  agency  head,  without  prejudice  to  the 
right  of  the  owner  to  contest  the  amount  of 
compensation  due  for  the  property,  or  (C) 
deposits  or  pays  the  final  award  of  com¬ 
pensation  in  the  condemnation  proceeding 
for  such  property; 

(2)  that  the  head  of  the  State  agency,  not 
later  than  the  date  of  payment  of  the  pur¬ 
chase  price  or  the  date  of  deposit  of  funds 
to  satisfy  the  award  of  compensation  in  a 
condemnation  proceeding  to  acquire  real 
proi>erty,  whichever  is  the  earlier,  shall  re¬ 
imburse  the  owner,  to  the  extent  the  head 
of  such  agency  deems  fair  and  reasonable, 
for  expenses  necessarily  Incurred  for — 

(A)  recording  fees,  transfer  taxes,  and 
similar  expenses  in  conveying  such  real  prop¬ 
erty  to  the  United  States; 

(B)  penalty  costs  for  prepayment  of  mort¬ 
gage  Incident  to  such  real  property,  provided 
that  such  mortgage  shall  be  of  record  as  re¬ 
quired  by  law  on  the  date  the  official  an¬ 
nouncement  of  the  project  is  made  by  the 
State  agency;  and 

(C)  the  pro  rata  portion  of  real  property 
taxes  allocable  to  a  period  subsequent  to  the 
date  of  vesting  title  or  the  effective  date  of 
a  court  order  of  possession,  whichever  is  the  | 
earlier. 

(3)  that  any  decrease  in  the  value  of  real 
property  prior  to  the  date  of  valuation  caused 
by  the  public  improvement  for  which  such 
property  is  acquired,  or  by  the  likelihood 
that  the  property  would  be  acquired  for  the 
proposed  public  Improvement,  other  than 
that  due  to  physical  deterioration  within 
the  reasonable  control  of  the  owner,  will  be 
disregarded  in  determining  the  compensation 
for  the  property;  and 

(4)  that  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
the  extent  of  the  acquisition  of  real  prop¬ 
erty  and  the  valuation  thereof,  no  building, 
structure,  or  other  improvement  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  other  than  a  part  of  the  real 
property  solely  because  of  the  right  or  ob¬ 
ligation  of  a  tenant,  as  against  the  owner 
of  any  other  Interest  in  the  real  property, 
to  remove  such  building,  structure,  or  im¬ 
provement  at  the  expiration  of  his  term,  and 
the  head  of  the  State  agency  shall  pay  to 
the  tenant  the  fair  value  of  the  building, 
structure,  or  Improvement,  which  fair  value 
shall  be  determined  by  such  agency  head 
as  the  greatest  of  (1)  the  contributlve  value 
of  the  Improvement  to  the  present  use  of 
the  entirety,  (2)  the  current  cost  of  repro¬ 
duction  less  depreciation  of  the  improve¬ 
ment,  or  (3)  the  value  of  the  Improvement 
for  removal  from  the  property;  Provided, 
(1)  that  payment  hereunder  will  not  result 
in  duplication  of  any  payments  otherwise 
authorized  by  law;  (2)  that  the  fee  owner 
of  the  land  Involved  disclaims  any  interest 
in  the  improvements  of  the  lessee;  and  (3) 
the  lessee  in  consideration  for  such  payment 
shall  assign,  transfer,  and  release  to  the  State 
agency  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest  in  aiid 
to  such  Improvements:  Provided  further, 
That  no  provision  of  this  section  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  deprive  the  lessee  of  his  right  to 
reject  the  payments  hereunder  and  to  obtain 


payment  for  his  property  interests  of  just 
compensation  as  otherwise  defined  by  law. 

PROVISIONS  REPEALED 

Sec.  805.  Effective  on  July  1,  1971,  sections 
401,  402,  and  403  of  the  Housing  and  Urban 
Development  Act  of  1965  (42  U.S.C.  3071- 
3073)  are  hereby  repealed. 

TITLE  IX— JUDICIAL  REVIEW 

Sec.  901.  The  provisions  of  sections  551-559 
and  701-706  of  title  V  United  States  Code, 
shall  apply  to  an  action  of  a  Federal  agency 
under  title  VII  and  title  VIII.  For  purposes 
of  this  title,  the  definition  of  “person”  con¬ 
tained  in  section  551(2)  of  title  V,  United 
States  Code,  shall  be  deemed  to  -  Include  a 
State  as  defined  in  this  Act. 

Sec.  902.  Any  person  or  State  adversely  af¬ 
fected  or  aggrieved  by  a  final  action  of  a 
Federal  agency  under  title  VII  or  title  VIII 
of  this  Act  may  Institute,  in  the  district 
court  in  the  United  States  or  the  judicial 
district  in  which  such  person  resides  or  such 
State  is  located,  or  in  which  the  claim  of  such 
person  or  State  first  arose,  an  action  seeking 
review  of  such  final  action  of  the  Federal 
agency  and  demanding  appropriate  relief 
therefrom. 

AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  REUSS 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Reuss:  Strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  S.  698 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  provisions  of 
H.R.  18826,  as  passed. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Senate  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read 
a  third  time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 

A  similar  House  bill  (H.R.  18826)  was 
laid  on  the  table. 
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GEasrERAUv^EAVE 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  un¬ 
animous  consent  that  all'Members  have 
5  legislative  days  to  revise  TOd  to  extend 
their  remarks  on  the  bill  (H..R.  18826) 
which  was  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objecHpn,  it  is 
so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


REDUCING  THE  NUMBER  OF  FISH 

PROTEIN  CONCENTRATE  EXPERI¬ 
MENTAL  PLANTS 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill  (S. 
3030)  to  amend  section  3  of  the  act  of 
November  2, 1966,  relating  to  the  develop¬ 
ment  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of 
fish  protein  concentrate,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

S.  3030 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  section 
3  of  the  Act  of  November  2,  1966  (16  U.S.C. 
778f) .  is  amended  as  follows; 

(1)  The  first  sentence  Is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  “or  leasing”  immediately  after  “con¬ 
struction”. 

(2)  The  second  sentence  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “for  the  leasing  of  one  additional 
experiment  and  demonstration  plant,  for  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  experiment 
and  demonstration  plants  leased  or  con¬ 
structed  under  this  Act”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “for  the  leasing  or  construction 
of  the  experiment  and  demonstration  plant 
referred  to  in  the  preceding  sentence,  for  the 


operation  and  maintenance  of  such  experl-y 
ment  and  demonstration  plant” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  second  demand 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Spea^r, 
demand  a  second. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  ob^tion,  a 
second  will  be  considered  as  or/iered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Ch^r  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  l^chigan  [Mr. 
Dingell]  . 

(Mr.  DINGELL  ask^  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DINGELL.  Xir.  Speaker,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  bill ^  to  reduce  the  number 
of  fish  proteiny<^ncentrate  experimental 
plants.  / 

In  effect,  ^instead  of  affording  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  /the  Interior  the  authority  to 
constru^  one  plant  and  to  lease  one 
plant  far  the  development  and  processing 
of  fisX'  protein  concentrate  experimental 
in  nature,  the  bill  affords  the  Secretary 
of  Ahe  Interior  the  option  of  either  leas¬ 
ing  or  constructing  one  plant. 

/  It  is  expected,  according  to  the  esti¬ 
mates  of  the  departments  downtown  and 
of  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  that  there 
will  be  no  additional  cost  to  the  taxpayers 
under  the  bill  as  it  has  been  reported 
from  the  committee  and  the  same  limita¬ 
tions  which  were  imposed  in  terms  of  ex¬ 
penditures  by  the  Federal  Government 
and  costs  to  the  Federal  Government 
when  this  legislation  was  passed  orig¬ 
inally  years  ago  will  be  maintained. 

The  bill  was  reported  unanimously 
from  the  Committee  on  Merchant  Ma¬ 
rine  and  Fisheries.  There  was  not  a  dis¬ 
senting  vote  and  the  committee  strongly 
urges  in  its  report  that  the  House  do 
enact  the  legislation  before  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose  of  S.  3030  is 
to  provide  the  necessary  fimds  to  con¬ 
struct  or  lease  an  experiment  and  demon¬ 
stration  plant  for  the  production  of  fish 
protein  concentrate  suitable  for  human 
consumption. 

As  many  of  the  Members  of  the  House 
will  recall — approximately  2  years  ago — 
the  Congress  enacted  Fliblic  Law  89- 
701.  This  1966  law  authorizes  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  develop  through 
the  use  of  experiment  and  demonstration 
lants  practicable  and  economical  means 
f^  the  production  of  fish  protein  con- 
cerhrate.  Further,  the  law  authorizes  to 
be  appropriated  $1  million  for  design  and 
constrtirtion  of  one  plant  and,  in  addi¬ 
tion,  $1^5,000  annually  for  a  period  of 
5  years  f^the  leasing  of  a  second  plant, 
for  the  oo^ration  and  maintenance  of 
both  plants^he  one  authorized  to  be 
constructed  anti  the  one  authorized  to  be 
leased — and  for\carrying  out  the  pro¬ 
gram  authorized  by  the  act. 

Although  the  act \ecame  public  law  in 
November  of  1966,  n^unds  were  appro¬ 
priate  during  the  firstSvear  of  the  pro¬ 
gram.  During  the  secohti  year  of  the 
program — fiscal  year  196^— $1  million 
was  appropriated  for  desi^  and  con¬ 
struction  of  the  plant  authoJ;teed  to  be 
constructed  and,  in  addition,  ^,135,000 
was  appropriated  to  be  used — in^e  Sec¬ 
retary’s  discretion — for  the  leasing  of 
the  second  plant,  for  the  operatiori\^d 
maintenance  of  the  two  plants,  and^r 
carrying  out  the  fish  protein  concentral 
program  authorized  by  the  act. 
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,  As  of  this  date,  all  of  the  appropriated 
fupds  have  been  used,  except  for  the  $1 
million  for  construction.  None  of  the  con¬ 
struction  funds  has  been  used.  Subse¬ 
quent 'to  the  passage  of  the  1966  act,  it 
later  deVeloped  that  there  was  a  need  for 
more  coihplex  specialized  equipment  to 
meet  the  fiouride  residue  rqeuirements 
imposed  by  the  Food  and  Drug  Adminis¬ 
tration,  a  need'.^io  increase  the  extraction 
stages  from  thihe  to  five  and  a  need  to 
meet  the  other  requirements  of  the  Food 
and  Drug  Admini^ration  for  fish  pro¬ 
tein  concentrate  mafie  from  whole  fish 
to  be  safe  for  human  Consumption.  Now, 
it  has  been  determinedNhat  it  will  take 
about  twice  as  much  to  msign  and  con- 
stnict  a  plant  as  preliminary  estimates 
had  indicated. 

Mr.  Speaker,  S.  3030,  as  pa^d  by  the 
Senate,  would  authorize  the  additional 
funds  needed  for  construction  ofa,  plant 
by  increasing  the  appropriation  authori¬ 
zation  for  construction  from  $1  million 
to  $1.9  million.  However — after  lengthy 
hearings  by  my  Subcommittee  on  Fish 
eries  and  Wildlife  Conservation  and 
after  giving  thorough  consideration  to 
the  many  views  expressed  at  the  hear¬ 
ings,  by  both  industry  and  Govern¬ 
ment — the  Committee  on  Merchant  Ma¬ 
rine  and  Fisheries  deemed  it  in  the  best 
interest  of  all  concerned  to  completely 
rewrite  the  appropriation  authorization 
so  as  to  reduce  the  cost  of  this  program 
as  much  as  possible  and  still  allow  it  to 
go  forward. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  was  accomplished  by 
striking  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
and  substituting  new  language  to  the  fol¬ 
lowing  effect: 

The  first  portion  of  the  legislation 
would  have  the  effect  of  reducing  the 
number  of  plants  authorized  to  be  uti¬ 
lized  in  carrying  out  the  fish  protein 
concentrate  program  from  two  to  one, 
which  could  either  be  leased  or  con¬ 
structed,  subject  to  the  best  judgment 
of  the  Secretary. 

The  second  portion  of  the  legislation — 
in  conformity  with  the  first  portion — 
would  rewrite  the  section  of  present  law 
to  rea,uthorize  the  same  level  of  funding, 
that  is,  $1,555,000  annually,  reduce  the 
number  of  plants  authorized  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  fish  protein  concentrate^ 
from  two  to  one — which  could  either 
constructed  or  leased — and  authOL.„„ 
the  Secretary  to  use  some  of  these  firods 
for  construction,  if  in  his  discreti^,  he 
should  determine  that  the  Fede^  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  construct  a  pla/t  rather 
than  lease  one. 

Mr.  Speaker,  all  departmetits  reported 
favorably  on  the  legislation  and  the  pre- 
testipiony  presented 
at  the  hearings  was  faWrable.  The  Com- 
nuttee  on  Merchant  ^^larine  and  Fish- 
unanimoy  in  urging  passage 
oi  to.  ^030,  as  amended,  and  I  would  like 
to  join  my  col>agues  in  urging  its 
prompt  enactment. 

Wifi  Speaker, 

will  the  gentleman  yield? 

m^^’  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 

X.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Speaker 

thP  before  us,  and  I  would  piri 

matter,  does 

not  mean  we  are  putting  the  Congress  on 


record  as  being  opposed  to  adding  fish 
protein  concentrate  plants  in  the  future, 
if  justified:  does  it? 

Mr.  DINGELL.  No,  this  Is  only  an  ex¬ 
perimental  program.  The  function  of  the 
program  is  to  find  out,  first  of  all,  how 
this  can  be  economically  made.  It  costs 
about  48  cents  a  poimd  to  make  and  if 
we  were  to  comply  with  that  for  our  for¬ 
eign  aid  requirements,  if  those  foreign 
aid  requirements  were  to  comply  in  deal¬ 
ing  with  our  food  and  drug  requirements, 
it  would  cost  something  on  the  order  of 
50  cents  a  pound.  We  are  trying  very 
hard  to  get  the  cost  of  this  product  down 
to  25  cents  a  pound,  which  is  deemed  to 
be  an  economical  cost,  and  a  cost  which 
can  make  it  useful  as  an  additive  to  diet. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  I  just  wanted 
to  have  the  record  very  clear  on  this, 
because  there  are  other  areas  of  the 
country  which  are  very  interested,  and 
at  the  appropriate  time  wish  to  make 
request  for  fish  protein  concentrate 
plants  for  the  fishery  resources  that  are 
available  in  those  areas  for  exploitation 
and  processing. 

Mr.  DINGELL.  The  committee  is  well 
a^are  of  that,  and  that  is  one  reason 
we\re  trying  hard  to  keep  the  prograi 
goink  / 

Mr. Nspeaker,  I  reserve  the  remainder 
of  my  tune. 

Mr.  SM^TTI  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Sp^ker,  I 
yield  mysel^such  time  as  I  may^nsume. 

Mr.  Speak^,  this  is  another^  a  series 
of  steps  thatNhave  been  t^en  or  are 
underway  to  leS^ze  inclumng  filth  in 
fish  meal  and  m^ing  it/an  additive  to 
bread  and  other  foods.  We  finally  clean¬ 
ed  up  livestock  pourty  protein 

sources  with  the  me^and  poultry  in¬ 
spection  bills.  Many/of  the  fish  processing 
plants  have  been ^und  toi  be  even  more 
unsanitary,  witq  rotten  fii^  scales  and 
particles  from^  previous  baches,  and 
other  residues  and  objectionable  ma¬ 
terials  pre^lent.  There  is  no  rnkndatory 
fish  insp^tion  service  but  insl^d  of 
coming  m  here  with  a  bill  to  clean  up  the 
fish  processing  industry  the  waj\we 
clean^  up  meat  and  poultry,  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  bringing  you  a  bill  to  promote 
production  of  ground  whole  fish  in- 
luding  the  intestinal  waste  and  byprod¬ 
ucts. 

In  reply  to  a  letter  from  me  concerning 
classification  of  such  materials  by  FDA, 
it  was  stated  as  follows : 

There  is  evidence  which  indicates  that 
pathagons,  toxins,  pesticides,  and  medicam¬ 
ents  may  be  present  in  manure.  Additionally 
the  very  nature  of  manure  causes  it  to  be 
classified  by  FDA  as  filth. 

Even  it  it  is  sterilized  by  bringing  it 
to  a  high  temperature,  we  should  not  le¬ 
galize  including  filth  in  an  additive. 

I  have  no  objection  to  research  for 
better  methods  to  dry  fish  flesh  but  I 
certainly  do  object  to  spending  more 
Government  money  to  develop  a  food 
containing  filth. 

Some  have  tried  to  say  that  my  ob¬ 
jection  to  this  unwholesome  product  is 
based  upon  its  competition  with  agricul¬ 
tural  products.  That  is  obviously  wrong 
because  even  with  the  filth  included, 
fish  protein  concentrate  does  not  even 
come  close  to  being  competitive. 

In  April,  AID  contracted  for  some  of 
this  whole  fish  meal  for  42  cents  per 
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pound.  Soybean  flour  is  only  6  cents  per 
pound.  The  fish  meal  is  75  percent  pro¬ 
tein  while  the  soybean  flour  is  50  pe 
cent  or  in  other  words  9  cents  worth 
soy  flour  provides  the  same  protein  ^ 42 
cents  worth  of  this  whole  fish  meal/TTie 
gentleman  from  Michigan  just  s^  that 
the  goal  is  25  cents.  That  still  Would  be 
three  times  as  much  as  the  cost  of  get¬ 
ting  the  protein  from,  the ^ybean.  A 
concentrated  form  of  soy  mur,  which  is 
even  higher  in  protein  xtoan  the  fish 
meal,  costs  20  cents  p(^ poimd  or  only 
one-half  as  much.  C^onseed  products 
are  roughly  the  samd  price  as  the  soy¬ 
bean  products.  The/reason  why  the  fish 
meal  has  no  possibility  really  of  compet¬ 
ing  is  that  unprocessed  soybeans  in  a 
dry  form  can^  delivered  to  the  proces¬ 
sor  for  4  cenrs  per  pound  while  it  cost 
more  than  What  just  to  get  the  fish  in¬ 
cluding  i^te,  water,  and  bjrproducts  out 
of  the  Mean;  and  after  that  there  is  a 
consic^able  loss  of  weight  in  the  drying 
process. 

^0  not  know  of  any  promotion  since  I 
hW^e  been  in  Congress  that  has  been 
^  lore  heavily  laden  with  misrepresenta¬ 
tion.  In  order  to  make  it  sound  like  this 
would  be  a  cheap  food,  in  1966,  Interior’s 
Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries  estima¬ 
ted  the  cost  would  be  13.1  cents  a  pound. 
But  it  has  turned  out  to  be  42  cents.  They 
have  consistently  and  fraudulently  mis¬ 
represented  that  this  would  be  a  cheap 
protein  food. 

They  even  put  out  a  press  release  in¬ 
dicating  that  a  growing  child  could  get 
a  sufficient  quantity  of  protein  for  one- 
third  of  a  cent  a  day.  When  I  questioned 
them  as  to  the  source  of  their  estimate, 
the  best  they  could  do  was  to  say  that  one 
Fernando  Monckeberg  of  Chile  had  made 
such  a  statement  and  written  an  arti¬ 
cle  to  that  effect.  Can  you  imagine  pro¬ 
ceeding  with  that  as  an  authority?  When 
I  secured  the  article  that  he  had  writ¬ 
ten,  it  turned  out  that  even  he  found 
that  an  80-pound  child  would  need  more 
than  1  ounce  per  day  of  the  protein  con¬ 
centrate  and  that  would  cost  nine  times 
as  much  as  they  had  estimated.  FDA 
regulations  prohibit  a  child  up  to  8  years 
old  being  given  more  than  20  grams  per 
qay  of  this  kind  of  product  so  their  pro- 
t^  requirements  could  not  be  furnished 
with  this  kind  of  product  anyway  with¬ 
out  harm. 

H.  Bv  Crowther,  Director  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior’s  Fish  and  Wild¬ 
life  Servi^stated  in  a  letter  to  me  Aug¬ 
ust  8,  in  re^  to  an  inquiry  to  his  office, 
that  if  this  bfil  passes  they  will  request 
an  additional  ^00,000  to  put  with  a  mil¬ 
lion  dollars  no'vNbeing  held  in  reserve  to 
build  a  plant;  and.  he  states: 

We  know  of  no  onk  who  will  construct  a 
plant  costing  $l,900.000ao  lease  to  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  a  limited  jMiiod  authorized  in 
the  bill  as  amended. 

The  reason  is  obvious,  private  indus¬ 
try  knows  that  the  plant  would  be  a  white 
elephant  because  even  if  it  li  permitted 
to  produce  the  proposed  un^olesome 
product,  the  product  is  not  co^etitive 
and  does  not  even  come  close  tovbeing 
competitive.  If  there  were  a  possibility  of 
this  product  becoming  competitive,  ^ 
vate  industry  could  do  it.  The  sooner  ™ 
stop  this  high  pressure  promotion  foi, 
legalizing  this  product  for  human  con- 
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s  were  appointed  on  farm  bill  ana\^instructed  to  insist 
1  year  only. 


HOUSE 

1.  FARM  PR0Gj4m.  By  a  223-123  vote,  agreed  to  a  motion  by  Rep.  Poage  to\end 
to  conference  H,  R.  17126,  to  continue  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of\1965* 

In  rej^y  to  Rep,  Findley’s  question  as  to  whether  the  House  conferees 
"in^st  upon  the  provision  of  the  bill  which  establishes  a  $20,000  limitation 
oti/payments, Rep,  Poage  stated  that  the  rules  of  the  House  ’’require  e 
Conferees  on  any  bill  at  any  time  to  make  a  serious  effort  to  sustain  the 
position  of  the  House"  and  also  that  the  purpose  for  a  conference  is  to  try 
to  work  out  the  differences  between  the  two  Houses  which  means  ^  a  somew  ere 
there  must  be  some  give  on  the  part  of  each..."  Agreed  to  a  motion  by 
Rep,  Ma7/ne  that  the  House  conferees  insist  that  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
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7. 


be  extended  for  1  year  only.  House  conferees  were  then  appointed, 
conferees  have  been  appointed,  pp.  H8813-1$ 


Senal 


2.  APPROPRIAl^ONS,  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R,  18785#  the  m^itary 
constructibp  appropriation  bill,  I969  (H.  Rept.  I896).  This  bill  iiSludes 
funds  for  pdyinent  to  the  Cotninodity  Credit  Corporation  on  the  indel^edness  for 
housj.ng  constWcted  in  foreign  countries  vdth  foreign  currencieg/derived  from 
the  sale  of  sui^lus  commodities,  pp.  H8783-)4 

Conferees  were\appointed  on  H.  R.  18037#  the  Labor,  HEW,  a^  related  agencies 
appronriation  billV  I969.  Senate  conferees  have  not  been  appointed,  p.  H8786 


3.  REORGANIZATION.  Reps.X^ilsback,  MacGregor,  and  Brock  ur^d  that  the  legislative 
reorganj-zation  bill  be  s)rought  to  the  floor  before  final:  adjournment,  pp.  H3785j 
H8819-20,  H88iiO-75' 


it.  RENEGOTIATION,  Conferees  wei 
Renegotiation  Act  of  1951. 


appointed  on  H.  fi.  YVyihy  to  extend  and  amend  the 
itnate  conferees  hav^/not  be  appointed,  p.  H87814 


C 


5*  R0At)S.  Rep.  Morris,  N.  M,,  expre'^ed  alarm  th^  the  administration  •'would  once 
again  attempt  to  hold  back  highwa^funds  foryuhe  Foderal-aid  highway  program." 

p. 


H8818 


5.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Dent  discussed  "inWmational  trade  problems  in  general 

and  the  makeup  of  the  trade  panel  recently  named  by  the  President.”  pp,  H8829-39 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM,  Rep,  Albert  an^unced 'tihat  the  conference  reports  on  the 
construction  and  nationalyxrails  bi\ls  will  be  ready  for  Wed,  and 
that  the  conference  report  on  th^foreign  aid^thorization  bill  will  be  held 
over  until  Thurs.  j  also  that  on/Wed,  the  superg^des  and  civil  service  retirement 
financing  bills  will  be  considered,  p,  H88I6 


SENATE 


8,  LA^lDS.  Concun'ed  in  Hou^  amendment  to  S,  220,  to  autho^ze  the  Secretary  of 

the  Interior  to  sell  ce^ain  parcels  of  land  upon  which  agricultural  trespass 
has  been  recently  di^dovered.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent\p  the  President, 
p.  SIO907 


9*  INTERGOVSR.W'IENTAL  COOPERATION,  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S,  698,  to  strengthen 
State  and  local  governments  and  improve  the  relations  between  those  governments 
and  the  Federal  Government  through  closer  cooperation  and  coordination  of 
policies  and  activities,  particulary  in  the  administration  of  Federal  grant  and 
loan  programs  for  development  assistance  and  by  other  means.  House  conferees 
have  not  been  appointed,  pp,  S1091ii-l6 


1 


10,  HIGHWA'^.  Received  from  GAO  a  report  on  the  opportunity  to  increase  highway 
trus^fund  investment  income  by  revising  Federal  reimbursement  policy,  Fede^! 
Highway  Administration,  Transportation  Department,  p.  S10850  ^ 
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one-quarter  mile  Inland  from  mean  high 
tide)  between  Del  Norte  Coast  State  Park 
and  the  Klamath  River,  between  the  Klamath 
sjllver  and  the  northern  boundary  of  Prairie 
Creek  State  Park,  and  between  the  southern 
bo^dary  of  Prairie  Creek  State  Park  and 
thevmorthern  boundary  of  Dry  Lagoon  State 
ParlN^pproximately  4,100  acres. 

Minljr  areas  account  for  another  150  acres, 
more  oNess,  within  the  revised  park  bound¬ 
aries.  TnK  estimated  cost  of  acquiring  the 
lands  is  $Si2,000,000  in  cash  or  kind.  This 
estimate  is  B^ed  principally  on  an  appraisal 
made  by  Harranon,  Jensen  &  Wallen,  an  ex¬ 
perienced  timb^appraisal  firm,  and  includes 
allowances  for  coBtingencles  and  fpr  admin¬ 
istrative  expenses  ^nnected  with  the  acqui¬ 
sition. 

The  three  State  {JSxks  mentioned  above 
total  27,500  acres.  They  imd  other  State  lands 
within  the  boundaries  M  the  park  will  be 
acquired  only  by  donation)s,as  both  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  and  the  House  amendment  provided, 
but  a  donation  or  agreemenNto  donate  the 
State  parks  will  not  be  a  condign  precedent 
to  establishment  of  the  nationar>park  as  the 
House  amendment  proposed.  Until  donated, 
public  highways  and  roads  within'toe  park 
will  continue  to  be  operated  by  the  Stitie  and 
its  political  subdivisions.  The  Secretly  of 
the  Interior,  however,  is  authorized  to^o- 
operate  with  State  and  local  officials  in  tlws 
work  by  section  2(b)  of  the  conference  coniiv 
mittee  amendment.  Whether  the  State  will'' 
donate  its  parks  and  other  lands  will  be  up 
to  it  to  decide.  If  it  decides  not  to  do  so,  the 
National  Park  Service  will  nevertheless  be 
expected  to  cooperate  with  State  officials  to 
minimize  administrative  problems  and  to 
offer  to  the  American  public  a  full  opportu¬ 
nity  to  enjoy  the  beauty  and  grandeur  of  the 
Redwood  country. 

The  conference  committee  recommends,  as 
did  the  original  Senate  bill,  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  have  authority  to  utilize 
lands  within  the  Northern  Redwood  Pur¬ 
chase  Unit,  except  the  935  acres  which  are 
within  the  Yurok  Experimental  Forest,  for 
acquisition  of  some  of  the  private  lands 
within  the  park.  It  also  recommends  that 
the  Secretary  be  authorized  to  utilize  for 
exchange  purposes  lands  within  the  State  of 
California  which  are  under  the  administra¬ 
tive  jurisdiction  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man¬ 
agement.  This  latter  provision  was  in  the 
Senate  bill  and  a  similar,  though  somewhat 
broader,  provision  was  in  the  House  amend¬ 
ment.  The  provision  with  respect  ta  the  use 
of  the  Purchase  Unit  is  not  intended  to  be 
precedent-setting.  It  is,  rather,  a  rare  excep^ 
tion  to  the  rule  which  ought  to  be  follow^ 
in  all  except  the  most  compelling  of  circr 
stances  and  is  justified  in  this  case  onVy  by 
the  exceptional  status  of  the  Purcha^  Unit 
and  by  the  desire  to  preserve  as  a/^rt  of 
the  National  Park  System  trees  wh^h  would 
otherwise  be  exploited  even  thoug^ this  must 
be  at  the  price  of  trees  of  the  ^me  species 
in  Government  ownership  v>iy(lcTa.  are  now 
subject  to  the  same  treatrn^t.  In  view  of 
these  two  provisions  of  the  bill,  it  is  expected 
that  the  cash  outlay  reqvnred  for  the  park 
will  be  considerably  below  the  $92,000,000 
mentioned  above.  This ^eans,  of  course,  that 
use  of  the  exchangeyeuthority  is  not  to  be 
subordinated  to  us^of  the  cash-acquisition 
authority.  Not  orfiy  will  the  consummation 
of  exchanges  re^ce  the  Government’s  cash 
outfiow  but  it  ^11  carry  out  the  purpose  for 
which  it  is  being  granted — viz,  to  “minimize 
economic  dmocation  and  the  disruption  of 
*  *  *  of  commercial  operations”  in  the  chief 
Industry the  locality. 

In  onOer  to  expedite  establishment  of  the 
park  Md  to  avoid  serious  changes  in  the  cost 
of  a^ulrlng  the  land  which  might  occur 
af^  passage  of  the  legislation,  the  confer- 
e^e  committee  has  included  in  section  3(b) 
M  the  bill  a  legislative  taking  provision.  This 
'’provision  will  be  applicable  to  the  greater 
part  of  the  private  lands  within  the  botmd- 


arles  of  the  park.  Its  effect  is  to  vest  in  the 
United  States,  as  soon  as  the  bill  passes 
both  Houses  and  is  signed  by  the  President, 
title  to  all  lands  within  the  park  boundaries 
which  are  owned  or  operated  by  the  four 
major  lumber  companies  concerned,  to  all 
other  tracts  of  50  acres  or  more,  and  to  tracts 
of  less  than  50  acres  which  are  utilized  pri¬ 
marily  for  nonresldentlal  and  nonagrlcul- 
tiual  purposes.  The  four  companies  referred 
to  are  the  Areata  Redwood  Co.,  the  Rellim 
Lumber  Co.,  the  Simpson  Lumber  Co.,  and 
the  Georgia-Pacific  Corp.,  and  their  affiliates. 
The  lands  held  by  or  for  them  which  are 
affected  by  this  provision  are  as  follows,  as 
nearly  as  can  now  be  determined : 

Acres 

(approximate) 

Areata  Redwood  Co _  11,000 

Simpson  Lumber  Co _  5,  770 

Georgia-Pacific  Corp _  3,  420 

Rellim  Lumber  Co _  2,  260 

A  legislative  taking  provision — one,  how¬ 

ever,  that  was  not  identical  with  the  one 
that  is  included  in  the  bill — was  requested 
by  the  company  principally  concerned.  The 
companies  will  be  given  time  to  remove  their 
facilities,  equipment,  and  other  personal/ 
property.  Including  felled  trees,  from  t:^ 
property.  Compensation  for  the  taking,, 
the  extent  it  is  paid  in  cash  and  no/  in 
kind,  will  be  paid  from  moneys  appronnated 
from  the  Land  and  Water  Conservatl^  Fund 
s^pyon  certification  by  the  Secreta^  of  the 
iterior  of  the  amount  Involved.  If/such  pay- 
mWt  is  not  made  or  if  the  amount  paid  is 
notSsatlsfactory  to  the  compant^,  they  will 
be  entitled  to  a  judicial  detemination  made 
by  the'^urt  of  Claims  und^  28  U.S.C.  1491. 
In  eith^event,  the  value/as  ultimately  de¬ 
termined  \nll  draw  inter^t  from  the  date  of 
taking  untik  the  date  of^payment  at  the  rate 
of  6  percent\per  annnm.  The  bill  provides 
in  explicit  terms  thaVthe  United  States  “will” 
pay  jiist  oompyeMa^on  for  this  propyerty  and 
thus  pledges  the^ll  faith  and  credit  of  the 
Government  that  this  will  be  done.  In  view 
of  these  provhnons  and  in  order,  moreover, 
to  give  the  present  o^ers  an  equivalent  in 
cash  or  kin^ as  soon  as  possible,  it  is  strongly 
reoemmeMed  (a)  that  tiie  Secretary  of  the 
InterioTyUs  far  as  he  can  ^  so  consistently 
with  otiier  commitments  orv  the  Land  and 
Wat^ Conservation  Fund,  see^an  immediate 
appropriation  to  fulfill  the  obll^tlons  of  the 
Umted  States,  and  (b)  that,  toythe  extent 
lat  a  settlement  in  kind  is  not  lik^y  or  can- 
lot  be  negotiated,  he  pay  over  to  the  com¬ 
panies  whatever  appropriated  fur^  are 
available  to  him  within  the  limits  ^  his 
estimate  of  the  fair  market  value  of\th€ 
land  taken,  such  payment  to  be  with^t 
prejudice,  if  his  estimate  of  value  is  not 
satisfactory  to  the  companies,  to  further  de¬ 
termination  of  the  value  either  by  negotia¬ 
tion  or  by  judicial  action. 

The  members  of  the  conference  committee 
note,  in  this  connection,  that  they  were  re¬ 
quested  to  consider  and  did  consider  in¬ 
cluding  in  the  bill  a  section  the  effect  of 
which  would  have  been  to  give  companies  the 
advantages  of  section  1033  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  if  they  convert  the  cash  they 
receive  from  this  Involuntary  disposition  of 
their  property  into  certain  other  types  of 
income-producing  property  within  a  limited 
time.  The  other  types  spoken  of  would  have 
been  somewhat  broader  than  that  presently 
allowed  by  section  1033  and  the  time  frame 
might  have  been  somewhat  longer  than  is 
now  provided  by  law.  The  committee  found  it 
Infeasible  to  Include  such  a  provision  in  this 
bill.  It  notes,  however,  that  it  has  been 
authoritatively  advised  that  the  present  pro¬ 
visions  of  law  are  not  and  ought  not  to  be 
construed  so  strictly  that  a  conversion  of 
redwood  assets  into  whltewood  assets  is  out¬ 
side  the  bounds  of  section  1033  and  that, 
sympathetic  as  it  is  with  the  general  position 
in  which  the  companies  find  themselves,  a 


broader  approach  than  the  one  provld^  in 
that  section  may  well  be  warranted  in  this 
Instance.  It  recommends  that  consideration 
be  given  to  this  problem  through  ^separate 
measure  during  the  next  sessl>m  of  the 
Congress. 

The  provisions  of  the  Hou^  amendment 
authorizing  the  acquisition  oMand  bordering 
Highway  101  between  Pr^ie  Creek  State 
Park  and  the  town  of  Orl^  and  the  creation 
of  a  buffer  zone  around  vke  periphery  of  the 
park,  either  by  acqui^lon  of  scenic  ease¬ 
ments  and  other  intewfets  in  land  or  through 
cooperative  agreemejiits  with  the  landowners 
in  order  to  protecypark  values,  has  been  re¬ 
tained  by  the  co/terence  committee  in  sec¬ 
tion  3,  subsectyns  (d)  and  (e),  of  its  sub¬ 
stitute  amemftnent.  While  land  acquired 
under  the  fiyt  of  these  provisions  will  not  be 
within  thy  park,  it  will  be  an  Important 
adjunct  it.  The  intent  of  the  second  pro¬ 
vision  lyto  assure,  among  other  things,  that 
clear  Cutting  will  not  occur  Immediately 
around  the  park  and,  wherever  it  is  reason- 
ablyto  do  so,  to  allow  selective  logging  to  be 
cyried  on  there. 

The  conference  report  recommends  the  In- 
'cluslon  in  the  park  boundaries  of  a  strip 
of  offshore  submerged  land  one-quarter  mile 
wide  the  full  length  of  the  park.  This  is  done 
with  the  understanding  that  fishing,  both 
sport  and  commercial,  will  be  allowed  to  con¬ 
tinue  in  the  area  Involved  and  that  the  laws 
governing  the  same  will  be  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  California. 

The  House  amendment  contained  a  pre¬ 
vision  authorizing  the  owners  of  existing 
homes  within  the  park  boundaries  to  retain 
title  thereto  as  long  as  they  conform  to  ap¬ 
proved  zoning  ordinances.  While  this  pro¬ 
vision  has  heretofore  been  used  in  connection 
with  the  establishment  of  national  recreation 
areas  and  national  seashores,  it  is  not,  the 
members  of  the  conference  committee  be¬ 
lieve,  consistent  with  what  ought  to  be  an 
objective  when  a  national  park  is  estab¬ 
lished — viz.,  the  ultimate  elimination  of  all 
private  inholdlngs  within  park  boundaries. 
It  has  therefore  been  dropped  in  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee’s  prop)osed  substitute.  The 
substitute,  however,  contains  the  provisions 
of  both  the  House  and  the  Senate  versions 
of  the  bill  allowing  the  owner  of  an  existing 
noncommercial  residence  to  retain  rights  of 
use  and  occupancy  for  his  life  and  the  life 
of  his  spouse  or,  if  he  so  chooses,  for  a  term 
of  25  years  or  less  beginning  on  the  date  the 
property  is  acquired  by  the  Government.  An 
additional  provision  has  been  included,  ap¬ 
plying  only  to  two  sections  of  land  at  the 
mouth  of  the  Klamath  River,  authorizing 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  lease  back  or 
sell  back  certain  lands  under  conditions 
which  assure  uses  compatible  with  the  pur- 
^poses  and  existence  of  the  park. 

The  provisions  of  section  7  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee’s  recommended  substitute 
areXderived  from  the  House  amendment. 
TheN/1)  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior '^o  enter  into  firm  contracts  for  the 
pmehask  of  land  under  the  act  once  an  ap¬ 
propriation  has  been  made  for  this  purpose 
even  thoum  the  appropriation  is  insufficient 
to  cover  the 'whole  purchase  price,  (2)  allow 
the  Secretary Nmd  the  landowners  concerned 
to  agree  upon  of  the  purchase  price 

of  land  in  instalnnents  over  a  10-year  period 
or  less,  the  impal^balance  to  bear  Interest 
at  a  rate  not  exceeotag  that  of  the  current 
yield  on  outstandlngN.S.  obligations  matur¬ 
ing  at  or  about  the  siime  time  as  the  last 
payment  is  due,  and  (3)\make  applicable  to 
judgments  rendered  ag^nst  the  United 
States  in  condemnation  anions,  including 
actions  under  section  3  of  tl^bill,  the  same 
procedure  for  appropriating  funds  to  satisfy 
such  judgments  as  is  appllcaitie  to  other 
judgments  against  the  Govenment.  In 
effect  this  means,  and  it  is  the  int^t  of  the 
conference  committee  that  it  should  be  so 
applied,  that  judgments  for  $100,000'Qr  less 
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will  be  paid  from  the  continuing  appropria¬ 
tion  \created  in  31  U.S.C.  724a  and  that 
judgrnents  for  more  than  that  amount  will 
be  proc'&ssed  as  ordinary  judgments  against 
the  UnitW  States  are  processed;  that  is,  by 
being  included  in  the  items  “Claims  and 
Judgments”\(eg.,  79  Stat.  1152)  which  is 
regularly  transmitted  to  the  Congress  for 
appropriatlons.'xSlnce,  as  has  been  noted 
above,  the  bulk  of  the  private  land  within 
the  park  boundanes  is  being  taken  legis¬ 
latively,  the  chief  benefit  of  this  provision 
will,  in  all  likelihood\accrue  to  such  of  the 
smaller  landowners  a^\  may  be  subject  to 
condemnation.  In  the  \;ase  of  the  larger 
holders  who  choose  to  recover  just  compen¬ 
sation  by  means  of  a  suit\n  the  Court  of 
Claims,  however,  it  will  and\ls  intended  to 
provide  an  alternative  method  of  payment 
to  that  provided  in  section  3C 

The  final  section,-  of  the  bill\authorizes 
the  appropriation  o?  $92,000,000  f^  the  ac 
quisltion  of  land.  As  has  already  be^ noted, 
it  is  expected  that  utilization  of  tW  ex¬ 
change  provisions  of  the  bill  will  reduck  the 
cash  outlay  required  considerably  below 
figure.  The  $92,000,000  figure  compares  ' 
the  $100,000,000  in  the  original  Senate 
and  the  $56,750,000  in  the  House  amend¬ 
ment.  Although  this  section  omits  the  limi¬ 
tation  of  the  amount  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  development  which  was 
contained  in  the  House  amendment,  it  is  the 
understanding  of  all  members  of  thef^  con¬ 
ference  committee  that  no  appropriation 
■will  be  requested  or  made  for  this  purpose 
except  for  such  work  as  is  required  for  im¬ 
mediate  administration  of  the  park,  until 
a  master  development  plan  has  been  sub 
mitted  to  the  two  Committees  on  Interior 
and  Insular  Affairs. 

Wayne  N.  Aspinall, 

Rot  a.  Taylor, 

Harold  T.  Johnson, 

John  P.  Saylor, 

Theodore  R.  Kupperman, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  want  to 
make  clear  that  I  am  not  critical  of  the 
chairman  of  the  conference,  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson].  I  am 
not  critical  of  the  fact  it  could  not  be 
brought  up  this  afternoon,  but  I  do  want 
to  say  to  the  chairman  of  the  conferees 
and  to  the  leadership  of  the  Senate,  that 
we  will  be  here  for  quite  some  time,  any 
way,  before  there  is  a  final,  sine  die  ad 
journment  of  the  Senate;  thus,  under  the 
circumstances,  I  think  there  should  be  a 
postponement  of  any  action  on  the  con 
ference  report  until  I  can  be  here  in 
order  to  present  the  point  of  view  of  the 
private  property  owners  involved  in  the 
bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  DUZtiNG 
SESSION  OF  THE  SENATE  TO¬ 
MORROW 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mj/President, 
I  was  imder  the  impressi^  had  been 
granted  for  all  committed  to  meet  to¬ 
morrow  dm-ing  the  sessioft  of  the  Senate, 
and  I  would  ask  theyChair  if  that  is 
correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OPT’ICER.  The 
Chair  is  advised  that  that  permission  has 
not  yet  been  granted. 

long  of/Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
then,  on  beh^  of  the  majority  leader — 
and  I  belief  this  has  all  been  cleared — 
I  ask  unammous  consent  that  all  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Senate  be  permitted  to 
V  session  of  the  Senate 

TOW. 


tomop^o 

/ 

/ 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERA¬ 
TION  ACT  OF  1968 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
at  the  request  of  the  junior  Senator  from 
Maine  [Mr.  Muskie],  I  ask  the  Chair  to 
lay  before  the  Senate  a  message  from 
the  House  of  Representatives  on  S.  698. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
698)  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation 
and  coordination  of  activities  among  the 
levels  of  government  in  order  to  im¬ 
prove  the  operation  of  our  Federal  sys¬ 
tem  in  an  increasingly  complex  society,  to 
improve  the  administration  of  grants-in- 
aid  to  the  States,  to  provide  for  periodic 
congressional  review  of  Federal  grants- 
in-ald,  to  permit  provision  of  reimburs¬ 
able  technical  services  to  State  and 
local  government,  to  establish  coordi¬ 
nated  intergovernmental  policy  and  ad¬ 
ministration  of  development  assistance 
programs,  to  provide  for  the  acquisition, 
use,  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban 
areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conformity 
with  local  government  programs,  to 
establish  a  imiform  relocation  assistance 
policy,  to  establish  a  uniform  land  acqui¬ 
sition  policy  for  Federal  and  federally 
aided  programs,  and  for  other  purposes 
which  was,  strike  out  all  after  the  enact¬ 
ing  clause,  and  insert: 

That  this  Act  be  cited  as  the  “Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968”. 

TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 

When  used  In  this  Act — 

FEDERAL  AGENCY 

Sec.  101.  The  term  “Federal  agency”  means 
any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government 
and  any  wholly  owned  Government  corpora¬ 
tion. 

STATE 

Sec.  102.  The  term  “State”  means  any  of 
the  several  States  of  the  United  States,  the 
District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  any  terri¬ 
tory  or  possession  of  the  United  States,  or 
any  agency  or  instrumentality  of  a  State, 
but  does  not  include  the  governments  of  the 
political  subdivisions  of  the  State. 

POLITICAL  SUBDIVISION  OR  LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 

Sec,  103.  The  -term  “political  subdivision” 
or  “local  government”  means  a  local  unit  of 
government,  including  specifically  a  county, 
municipality,  city,  town,  township,  or  a 
school  or  other  special  district  created  by  or 
pursuant  to  State  law. 

UNIT  OF  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  104.  “Unit  of  general  local  govern¬ 
ment”  means  any  city,  county,  -town,  parish, 
village,  or  other  general  purpose  political 
subdivision  of  a  State. 

SPECIAL-PURPOSE  UNIT  OF  LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  105.  “Special-purpose  unit  of  local 
government”  means  any  special  district,  pub¬ 
lic-purpose  corporation,  or  other  strictly 
limited-purpose  political  subdivision  of  a 
State,  but  shall  not  Include  a  school  dis¬ 
trict. 

GRANT  OR  GRANT-IN-AID 

Sec.  106.  The  term  “grant”  or  “grant-in- 
aid”  means  money,  or  property  provided  in 
lieu  of  money,  paid  or  furnished  by  the 
United  States  under  a  fixed  annual  or  ag¬ 
gregate  authorization — 

(A)  to  a  State;  or 

(B)  to  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State;  or 


(C)  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  plan  or  pro¬ 
gram  which  is  subject  to  approval  by  a  Fed¬ 
eral  agency; 

if  such  authorization  either  (1)  requires  the 
States  or  political  subdivisions  to  expend 
non-Federal  funds  as  a  condition  for  the 
receipt  of  money  or  property  from  the  United 
States;  or  (ii)  specifies  directly,  or  estab¬ 
lishes  by  means  of  a  formula,  the  amounts 
which  may  be  paid  or  furnished  to  States  or 
political  subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be 
allotted  for  use  in  each  of  the  States  by  the 
States,  political  subdivisions,  or  other  bene¬ 
ficiaries.  The  term  does  not  Include  (1) 
shared  revenues;  (2)  payments  of  taxes; 
(3)  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes;  (4)  loans  or 
repayable  advances;  (5)  surplus  property  or 
surplus  agricultural  commodities  furnished 
as  such;  (6)  payments  under  research  and 
development  contracts  or  grants  which  are 
awarded  directly  and  on  similar  terms  to  all 
qualifying  organizations,  whether  public  or 
private;  or  (7)  payments  to  States  or  politi¬ 
cal  subdivisions  as  full  reimbursement  for 
the  costs  incurred  in  paying  benefits  or  fur¬ 
nishing  services  to  persons  entitled  thereto 
under  Federal  laws. 

federal  financial  ASSISTANCE 

Sec.  107.  The  term  “Federal  financial  as¬ 
sistance”  does  not  include  any  annual  pay¬ 
ment  by  the  United  States  to  the  District  of 
Columbia  authorized  by  article  VI  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  Revenue  Act  of  1947  (D.C. 
Code,  secs.  47-2501a  and  47-2501b) . 

SPECIALIZED  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES 

Sec.  108.  “Specialized  or  -technical  serv¬ 
ices”  means  statistical  and  other  studies  and 
compilations,  development  projects,  techni¬ 
cal  tests  and  evaluations,  technical  informa¬ 
tion,  training  activities,  surveys,  reports, 
documents,  and  any  other  similar  service 
functions  which  any  department  or  agency 
of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  especially  equipped  and  author¬ 
ized  by  law  to  perform. 

COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING 

Sec.  109.  “Comprehensive  planning”,  ex¬ 
cept  in  title  V,  includes  the  following,  to  the 
extent  directly  related  to  area  needs  or  needs 
of  a  unit  of  general  local  government:  (A) 
preparation,  as  a  guide  for  governmental 
policies  and  action,  of  general  plans  with 
respect  to  (i)  the  pattern  and  Intensity  of 
land  use,  (il)  the  provision  of  public  facili¬ 
ties  (Including  transportation  facilities)  and 
other  government  services,  and  (ill)  the  ef¬ 
fective  development  and  utilization  of  human 
and  natural  resources;  (B)  long-range  physi¬ 
cal  and  fiscal  plans  for  such  action;  (C) 
programing  of  capital  Improvements  and 
other  major  expenditures,  based  on  a  deter¬ 
mination  of  relative  urgency,  together  with 
definitive  financing  plans  for  such  expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  program; 
(D)  coordination  of  all  related  plans  and 
activities  of  the  State  and  local  governments 
and  agencies  concerned;  and  (E)  prepvara- 
tion  of  regulatory  and  administrative  meas¬ 
ures  in  support  of  the  foregoing. 

HEAD  OF  AGENCY 

Sec.  110.  The  term  “head  of  a  Federal 
agency”  or  “head  of  a  State  agency”  includes 
a  duly  designated  delegate  of  such  agency 
head. 

TITLE  II— IMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION 

OF  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

FULL  INFORMATION  ON  FUNDS  RECEIVED 

Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  of  the 
United  States  Government  which  adminis¬ 
ters  a  program  of  grants-in-aid  to  any  of  the 
State  governments  of  the  United  States  or 
to  their  political  subdivisions  shall,  upKm 
request,  notify  in  writing  to  the  Governor  or 
other  ofiBcial  designated  by  him,  and  the  State 
legislature,  of  the  pmpose  and  amounts  of 
actual  grants-ln-ald  to  the  State  or  to  its 
political  subdivisions. 
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DEPOSIT  OP  GRANTS-IN-AID 

Sec.  202.  No  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall 
be  required  by  Federal  law  or  administrative 
regulation  to  be  deposited  in  a  separate  bank 
account  apart  from  other  funds  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  State.  All  Federal  grant-in- 
aid  funds  made  available  to  the  States  shall 
be  properly  accounted  for  as  Federal  funds  in 
the  accounts  of  the  State.  In  each  case  the 
State  agency  concerned  shall  render  regular 
authenticated  reports  to  the  appropriate  Fed¬ 
eral  agency  covering  the  status  and  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  funds,  the  liabilities  and  ob¬ 
ligations  on  hand,  and  such  other  facts  as 
may  be  required  by  said  Federal  agency.  The 
heEid  of  the  Federal  agency  and  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  of  the  United  States  or  any  of 
their  duly  authorized  representatives  shall 
have  access  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and 
examination  to  any  books,  documents,  papers, 
and  records  that  are  pertinent  to  the  grant- 
in-aid  received  by  the  States. 

SCHEDULING  OP  FEDERAL  TRANSFERS  TO  THE 
STATES 

Sec.  203.  Heads  of  Federal  departments  and 
agencies  responsible  for  administering  grant- 
in-aid  programs  shall  schedule  the  transfer 
of  grant-in-aid  funds  consistent  with  pro¬ 
gram  purposes  and  applicable  Treasury  reg¬ 
ulations,  so  as  to  minimize  the  time  elapsing 
between  the  transfer  of  such  funds  from  the 
United  States  Treasury  and  the  disbursement 
thereof  by  a  State,  whether  such  disburse¬ 
ment  occurs  prior  to  or  subsequent  to  such 
transfer  of  funds. 

ELIGIBLE  STATE  AGENCY 

Sec.  204.  Notwithstanding  any  other  Fed¬ 
eral  law  which  provides  that  a  single  State 
agency  or  multimember  board  or  commis¬ 
sion  must  be  established  or  designated  to  ad¬ 
minister  or  supervise  the  administration  of 
any  grant-in-aid  program,  the  head  of  any 
Federal  department  or  agency  administer¬ 
ing  such  program  may,  upon  request  of  the 
Governor  or  other  appropriate  executive  or 
legislative  authority  of  the  State  responsible 
for  determining  or  revising  the  organizational 
structure  of  State  government,  waive  the 
single  State  agency  or  multimember  board  or 
commission  provision  upon  adequate  show¬ 
ing  that  such  provision  prevents  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  most  effective  and  efBclent 
organizational  arrangements  within  the  State 
government  and  approve  other  State  admin¬ 
istrative  structure  or  arrangements :  Provided, 
That  the  head  of  the  Federal  department  or 
agency  determines  that  the  objectives  of  the 
Federal  statute  authorizing  the  grant-in-aid 
program  will  not  be  endangered  by  the  use 
of  such  other  State  structure  or  arrange¬ 
ments. 

TITLE  III— PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DE¬ 
PARTMENTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO  PRO¬ 
VIDE  SPECIAL  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES 

TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  UNITS  OP 

GOVERNMENT 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  301.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
encourage  Intergovernmental  cooperation  in 
the  conduct  of  specialized  or  technical  serv¬ 
ices  and  provision  of  facilities  essential  to 
the  administration  of  State  or  local  govern¬ 
mental  activities,  many  of  which  are  na¬ 
tionwide  in  scope  and  financed-Tn  part  by 
Federal  funds;  to  enable  State  and  local 
governments  to  avoid  unnecessary  duplica¬ 
tion  of  special  service  functions;  and  to 
authorize  all  departments  and  agencies  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  which  do  not  have  such  authority 
to  provide  reimbursable  specialized  or  tech¬ 
nical  services  to  State  and  local  governments. 

AUTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 

Sec.  302.  The  head  of  any  Federal  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency  is  authorized  within  his 
discretion,  upon  written  request  from  a  State 
or  political  subdivision  thereof,  to  provide 
specialized  or  technical  services,  upon  pay¬ 
ment,  to  the  department  or  agency  by  the 


unit  of  government  making  the  request,  of 
salaries  and  all  other  identifiable  direct  or  in¬ 
direct  costs  of  performing  such  services: 
Provided,  however.  That  such  services  shall 
Include  only  those  which  the  Director  of  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  through  rules  and 
regulations  determines  Federal  departments 
and  agencies  have  special  competence  to 
provide.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  be 
consistent  with  and  in  furtherance  of  the 
Government’s  policy  of  relying  on  the  private 
enterprise  system  to  provide  those  services 
which  are  reasonably  and  expeditiously  avail¬ 
able  through  ordinary  business  channels. 

REIMBURSEMENT  FOR  SERVICES 

Sec.  303.  All  moneys  received  by  any  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government,  or  any  bureau  or 
other  administrative  division  thereof,  in  pay¬ 
ment  for  furnishing  specialized  or  technical 
services  as  authorized  under  secton  302  shall 
be  deposited  to  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the 
Treastiry. 

REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  any  department 
or  the  administrative  head  of  any  agency  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  shall  furnish  annually  to  the  respective 
Committees  on  Government  Operations  of 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  a 
summary  report  on  the  scope  of  the  services 
provided  under  the  administration  of  this 
title. 

RESERVATION  OP  EXISTING  AUTHORITY 

Sec.  305.  This  title  is  in  addition  to  and 
does  not  supersede  any  existing  authority 
now  possessed  by  any  Federal  department  or 
agency  .with  respect  to  furnishing  services, 
whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreim¬ 
bursable  basis,  to  State  and  local  units  of 
government. 

TITLE  rV — COORDINATED  INTERGOV¬ 
ERNMENTAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINIS¬ 
TRATION  OF  DEVELOPMENT  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  PROGRAMS 

DECLARATION  OF  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 
POLICY 

Sec.  401.  (a)  The  economic  and  social  de¬ 
velopment  Of  the  Nation  and  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  satisfactory  levels  of  living  depend 
upon  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of 
all  areas,  both  urban  and  rural.  Moreover, 
in  a  time  of  rapid  urbanization,  the  soimd 
and  orderly  development  of  urban  communi¬ 
ties  depends  to  a  large  degree  upon  the  social 
and  economic  health  and  the  sound  develop¬ 
ment  of  smaller  communities  and  rural  areas. 
The  President  may,  therefore,  establish  rules 
and  regulations  governing  the  formulation, 
evaluation,  and  review  of  Federal  programs 
and  projects  having  a  significant  Impact  on 
area  and  community  development.  Including 
programs  providing  Federal  assistance  to  the 
States  and  localities,  to  the  end  that  they 
shall  most  effectively  serve  these  basic  objec¬ 
tives.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  pro¬ 
vide  for  full  consideration  of  the  concurrent 
achievement  of  the  following  specific  objec¬ 
tives  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by  law, 
reasoned  choices  shall  be  made  between  such 
objectives  when  they  confiict; 

(1)  Appropriate  land  uses  for  housing, 
commercial.  Industrial,  governmental,  insti¬ 
tutional,  and  other  purposes; 

(2)  Wise  development  and  conservation  of 
natural  resources,  including  land,  water,  min¬ 
erals,  wildlife,  and  others; 

(3)  Balanced  transportation  systems,  in¬ 
cluding  highway,  air,  water,  pedestrian,  mass 
transit,  and  other  modes  for  the  movement 
of  people  and  goods; 

(4)  Adequate  outdoor  recreation  and  open 
space; 

(5)  Protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural 
beauty,  historical  and  scientific  Interest; 

(6)  Properly  planned  community  facilities, 
including  utilities  for  the  supply  of  power, 
water,  and  comipunlcatlons,  for  the  safe 
disposal  of  wastes,  and  for  other  purposes; 
and 
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(7)  Concern  for  high  standards  of  design. 

(b)  All  viewpoints — national,  regional. 
State,  and  local — shall,  to  the  extent  pos¬ 
sible,  be  fully  considered  and  taken  into 
account  in  planning  Federal  or  federally 
assisted  development  programs  and  projects. 
State  and  local  government  objectives,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  objectives  of  regional  orga¬ 
nizations  shall  be  considered  and  evaluated 
within  a  framework  of  national  public  ob¬ 
jectives,  as  expressed  in  Federal  law,  and 
available  projections  of  future  national  con¬ 
ditions  and  needs  of  regions.  States,  and  lo¬ 
calities  shall  be  considered  in  plan  formula¬ 
tion,  evaluation,  and  review. 

(c)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  con¬ 
sistent  with  national  objectives,  all  Federal 
aid  for  development  purposes  shall  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  and  further  the  objectives  of 
State,  regional,  and  local  comprehensive 
planning.  Consideration  shall  be  given  to  all 
developmental  aspects  of  our  total  national 
community,  including  but  not  limited  to 
housing,  transportation,  economic  develop¬ 
ment,  natural  and  human  resources  develop¬ 
ment,  community  facilities,  and  the  general 
Improvement  of  living  environments. 

(d)  Each  Federal  department  and  agency 
administering  a  development  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  shall,  to  the-  maximum  extent  prac¬ 
ticable,  consult  with  and  seek  advice  from 
all  other  significantly  affected  Federal  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  in  an  effort  to  assure 
fully  coordinated  programs. 

(e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  plan¬ 
ning  required  by  individual  Federal  programs 
(such  as  highway  construction,  urban  re¬ 
newal,  and  open  space)  shall  be  coordinated 
with  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by  law, 
made  part  of  comprehensive  local  and  area¬ 
wide  development  planning. 

FAVORING  UNITS  OP  GENERAL  LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  402.  Where  Federal  law  provides  that 
both  special-purpose  units  of  local  govern¬ 
ment  and  units  of  general  local  government 
are  eligible  to  receive  loans  or  grants-in-ald, 
heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
shall,  in  the  absence  of  substantial  reasons 
to  the  contrary,  make  such  loans  or  gran-ts- 
In-ald  to  unl-ts  of  general  local  government 
rather  than  to  special-purpose  uni-ts  of  local 
government. 

RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 

Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or 
such  other  agency  as  may  be  designated  by 
the  President  is  hereby  authorized  -to  pre¬ 
scribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are 
deemed  appropriate  for  the  effective  ad¬ 
ministration  of  this  title. 

TITLE  V— ACQUISITION,  USE,  AND  DIS¬ 
POSITION  OP  LAND  WITHIN  URBAN 

AREAS  BY  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  IN  CON¬ 
FORMITY  WITH  LAND  UTILIZATION 

PROGRAMS  OP  AFFECTED  LOCAL  GOV¬ 
ERNMENT 

AMENDMENT  OF  FEDERAL  PROPERTY  AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  ACT 

Sec.  501.  The  Federal  Property  and  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amend¬ 
ed  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.) ,  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  as  follows : 

“TITLE  VIII— URBAN  LAND 
UTILIZATION 
"short  TITLE 

“Sec.  801.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
‘Federal  Urban  Land-Use  Act’. 

"declaration  of  PURPOSE  AND  POLICY 

“Sec.  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
promote  more  harmonious  intergovernment¬ 
al  relations  by  prescribing  uniform  policies 
and  procedures  whereby  the  Administrator 
shall  acquire,  use,  and  dispose  of  land  in 
urban  areas  in  order  that  urban  land  trans¬ 
actions  entered  into  for  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration  or  on  behalf  of  other 
Federal  agencies  shall,  to  the  greatest  ex- 
•tent  practicable,  be  consistent  with  zoning 
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and  land- use  practices  and  shall  be  made  to 
the  greatest  extent  In  accordance  with  plan¬ 
ning  and  development  objectives  of  the  local 
governments  and  local  planning  agencies 
concerned. 

"disposal  op  urban  lands 
“Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator 
contemplates  the  disposal  for  or  on  behalf 
of  any  Federal  agency  of  any  real  property 
situated  within  an  urban  area,  he  shall,  prior 
to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give  reasonable 
notice  to  the  head  of  the  governing  body 
of  the  unit  of  general  local  government  hav¬ 
ing  jurisdiction  over  zoning  and  land-use 
regulation  in  the  geographical  area  within 
which  the  land  or  lands  are  located  in  order 
to  afford  the  government  the  opportunity  of 
zoning  for  the  use  of  such  land  in  accordance 
with  local  comprehensive  planning. 

“(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest 
practicable  extent,  shall  furnish  to  all  pros¬ 
pective  purchasers  of  such  real  property, 
full  and  complete  information  concerning — 
“(1)  current  zoning  regulations  and  pros¬ 
pective  zoning  requirements  and  objectives 
for  such  property  when  it  is  unzoned;  and 
“(2)  current  availability  to  such  property 
of  streets,  sidewalks,  sewers,  water,  street 
lights,  and  other  service  facilities  and 
prospective  availability  of  such  services  if 
such  property  is  included  in  comprehensive 
planning, 

“acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  real 

PROPERTY 

“Sec.  804.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable, 
prior  to  a  commitment  to  acquire  any  real 
property  situated  in  an  urban  area,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  shall  notify  the  unit  of  general 
local  government  exercising  zoning  and  land- 
use  jurisdiction  over  the  land  proposed  to 
be  purchased  of  his  intent  to  acquire  such 
land  and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property. 
In  the  event  that  the  Administrator  deter¬ 
mines  that  such  advance  notice  would  have 
an  adverse  impact  on  the  proposed  purchase, 
he  shall,  upon  conclusion  of  the  acquisition, 
immediately  notify  such  local  government  of 
the  acquisition  and  the  proposed  use  of  the 
property. 

“(b)  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use  of 
any  real  property  situated  in  an  urban  area 
as  a  site  for  public  building,  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  shall,  to  the  extent  he  determines 
practicable — 

“(1)  consider  all  objections  made  to  any 
such  acquisition  or  change  of  use  by  such 
unit  of  government  upon  the  ground  that  the 
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proposed  acquisition  or  change  of  use  con-  “(3)  Programing  of  capital  improvements 


nicts  or  would  connict  with  the  zoning  reg¬ 
ulations  or  planning  objectives  of  such  unit; 
and 

“(2)  comply  with  and  conform  to  such 
regulations  of  the  unit  of  general  local  gov¬ 
ernment  having  jurisdiction  with  respect  to 
the  area  within  which  such  property  is  sit¬ 
uated  and  the  planning  and  development 
objectives  of  such  local  government. 

“Sec.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in 
sections  803  and  804  may  be  waived  during 
any  period  of  national  emergency  proclaimed 
by  the  President. 

“DEFINITIONS 

“Sec.  806.  As  used  in  this  title — 

“(a)  ‘Unit  of  general  local  government’ 
means  any  city,  county,  town,  parish,  village, 
or  other  general-purpose  political  subdivi¬ 
sion  of  a  State. 

“(b)  ‘Urban  area’  means —  * 

“(1)  any  geographical  area  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  any  incorporated  city,  town, 
borough,  village,  or  other  unit  of  general  local 
government,  except  county  or  parish,  having 
a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more  in¬ 
habitants; 

“(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  county,  town, 
township,  or  similar  governmental  entity 
which  contains  no  incorporated  unit  of  gen¬ 
eral  local  government  but  has  a  population 
density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand 
five  hundred  inhabitants  per  square  mile; 
and 

“(3)  that  portion  of  any  geographical  area 
having  a  population  density  equal  to  or  ex¬ 
ceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred  inhabit¬ 
ants  per  square  mile  and  situated  adjacent 
to  the  boundary  of  any  incorporated  unit 
of  general  local  government  which  has  a 
population  of  ten  thousand  or  more  inhabit¬ 
ants. 

“(c)  ‘Comprehensive  planning’  includes 
the  following,  to  the  extent  directly  related 
to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  gov¬ 
ernment  : 

“(1)  Preparation,  as  a  guide  for  govern¬ 
mental  policies  and  action,  of  general  plans 
with  respect  to  (A)  the  pattern  and  intensity 
of  land  use,  (B)  the  provision  of  public  fa¬ 
cilities  (includng  transportation  facilities) 
and  other  governmental  services,  and  (C)  the 
effective  development  and  utilization  of 
human  and  natural  resources; 

“(2)  Long-range  physical  and  fiscal- plans 
for  such  action; 


and  other  major  expenditures,  based  on  a 
determination  of  relative  urgency,  together 
with  definitive  financing  plans  for  such  ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  pro¬ 
gram; 

“(4)  Coordination  of  all  related  plans  and 
activities  of  the  State  and  local  governments 
and  agencies  concerned;  and 

“(5)  Preparation  of  regulatory  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  measures  in  support  of  the  fore¬ 
going.” 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
on  behalf  of  the  junior  Senator  from 
Maine  [Mr.  Mxtskie],  I  move  that  the 
Senate  disagree  to  the  amendment  to  S. 
698  adopted  by  the  House,  and  request 
a  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  the 
Chair  be  authorized  to  appoint  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Muskie, 
Mr.  Ervin,  Mr.  Metcalf,  Mr.  Hansen, 
and  Mr.  Baker  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 


RECESS  UNTTL  10  A.M.  TOMORROW 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
if  no  other  Senators  desire  to  make  state¬ 
ments  at  this  time,  I  move,  pursuant  to 
the  order  previously  entered,  that  the 
Senate  stand  in  recess  until  10  o’clock 
a.m.  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  6 
o’clock  and  25  minutes  p.m.)  the  Sen¬ 
ate  took  a  recess  imtil  tomorrow, 
Wednesday,  September  18,  1968,  at  10 
o’clock  a.m. 


(X)NFIRMA'nON 

Executive  nomination  confirmed  by  the 
Senate  September  17,  1968: 

Mississippi  River  Commission 
Subject  to  qualifications  provided  by  law, 
the  following  for  appointment  as  a  member 
of  the  Mississippi  River  Commission;  Don  A. 
Jones,  rear  admiral,  USESSA. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  agi4ed  to  conference  report  recommendiW  1  year  extension  of 
farm  program.  House /received  coiiTerence  report  on  food  staito  bill.  Both  Houses 
agreed  to  conferenced  report  on  foreign-aid  authorization  billv  House  passed  foreign- 
aid  appropriation 11,  Senate  concurred  in  House  amendment  t^Wash.  wilderness  bill. 
Senate  agreed  tc>/conference  report  on  trails  bill  and  Redwood  Pas^  bill, 

HOUSE 

1.  FOREIGN /^ID.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  :^15263,  the 

forei^-aid  authorization  bill.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  th\  Presiaent. 

PP./S1IO8-II2,  H8965-9 

2.  A^ROPRIATIONS.  Passed,  173-139,  as  reported  H.  R.  19908,  the  foreign^d 
Appropriation  bill,  which  had  been  reported  earlier  in  the  da^^  by  the  Af  ' 

priations  Committee  (H.  Kept.  I906).  pp.  H8963,  H8965,  H8976-98  ^ 

Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  17023,  the  independent  offices  >and 

appropriation  bill.  pp«  H8969-75 


3ro- 


\ 
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3.  ^®'00D  STAMPS.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  3608,  to  continue  autho.rizj 
■^ns  for  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  196U  (H.  Kept.  1908).  The  revised  bill  ext^ds 
th^authorization  through  Dec.  1970.  It  autnorizes  $315  million  for  1969 ,> 
$3U0Smillion  for  1970,  and  $170  million  for  the  first  half  cf  1971.  It  ^its 
the  precision  making  strikers  and  students  ineligible  under  certain  conditions. 
It  includes  the  House  requirement  for  annual  reports  from  the  Department,  op. 
118998-9 


U.  INTEItGOTORI'lMEIJTAL  REIiiTIONS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  698,  the  proposed  ~1 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968.  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed.! 
p.  H9000  ; 


5*  FOOD  SERVICES.  The\p,  C.  Committee  reported 

the  D.  C.  Fhiblic  Senpol  Food  Services  Act  (H 


with  amendments/S .  2012,  to  amend 

p.  H9008 


6.  PERSONinUL.  A  subcommitW  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil /Service  Committee  approved] 
for  full  committee  actic^S.  1190,  relating  to  compu'^ftion  of  surviving  spouses'  ^ 
annuities  of  reemployed  amuitants,  and  postponed  ayUon  on  S.  l507,  to  include 
firefighters  x-xithin  hazardc^-occupation  retiremei^t  provisions,  p.  D851 


7«  BORDER  INSPECTION.  Rep.  Bob  VJi^son  said  inspec^H^n  personnel  on  the  Mexican 
border  should  be  increased.  pp\H896U-5 


8.  MEAT  II4P0RTS.  Rep.  Kleppe  said  a  reiqent  vol^itary  reduction  in  meat  exports  by 
Australia  and  New  Zealand  "may  tempoWri]^  talce  some  cf  the  pressure  off  the 
domestic  cattle  market"  but  that  a  meatylmport  control  la^7  ±s  still  needed, 
p.  H9001 


9»  INFLATION.  Hep.  Dom  deplored  the  Cmysler^Drice  increase  as  inflationary, 
p.  H9003 


10.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albe^  announced  thatS^toe  conference  reports  on  the 
farm  and  food  stamp  bills  wi^  be  considered  beginning  next  Wed.  and  that  the 
retirement  financing  bill  will  be  considered  TuesXor  later  in  the  week.  p. 
H9000  \ 


11.  ADJOUmiED  until  Mon.,  S^pt,  23.  p«  H9007 

SENATE 


12.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Ag^ed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  17126\the  farm  bill. 
The  conference y^bstitute  extends  the  Food  and  Agriculture  AcXpf  1965  for  1 
year  aiid  omit^all  other  provisions  of  the  House  bill  and  of  thXsenate  amend¬ 
ment.  p.  5^107  \ 

Sen.  Mc^e  inserted  a  paper  by  a  small  pyo.  farmer,  "Farm  Progr^s  in  Per¬ 
spective./  pp,  SIIO83-U 


13.  WILDERN.ESS,  Concurred  in  the  House  amendment  to  S.  1321,  to  establish  \e  Norths 
National  Park  and  Ross  Lalce  National  Recreation  Area,  to  design? 
the/Pasayten  Wilderness  and  to  modify  the  Glacier  Peak  Wilderness,  Wash,  ^is  v 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  S11039 
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xecominend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
^llows : 

^hat  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree- 
me^  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  and 
agre^^o  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follow^  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserteo'by  House  amendment  insert  the 
followingX 

"That  suteection  (a)  of  section  16  of  the 
Pood  StampN&ct  of  1964  is  amended  (A)  hy 
deleting  fromXhe  first  sentence  the  phrase 
‘not  in  excess  ^  $225,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  Jun^O,  1969’  and  Inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  f Growing ;  ‘not  in  excess  of 
$315,000,000  for  the'fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1969;  not  in  exc^s^f  $340,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June\30,  1970;  not  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $170,000,000  for  tKe  six  months  end¬ 
ing  December  31,  1970’;  \b)  by  changing 
the  world  ‘year’  at  the  end  of  such  first 
sentence  to  ‘period’;  and  (CfV^y  adding  at 
the  end  of  the  subsection  the  following 
sentence:  ‘On  or  before  January\20  of  each 
year,  the  Secretary  shall  submit  WyCongress 
a  report  setting  forth  operations  under  this 
Act  during  the  preceding  calendar  ye^  and 
projecting  needs  for  the  ensuing  calendar 
year.’  ’’  \ 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same.  \ 

W.  R.  POAGE,  \ 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

GEAHAM  PuBCEtl,, 

’Thomas  S.  Foley, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Herman  E.  Talmadge, 

B.  Everett  Jordan, 

George  D.  Aiken, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

J.  Caleb  Boggs, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill,  S.  3068, 
to  extend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1964,  as 
amended,  submit  the  following  statement  in 
explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed 
upon  by  the  conferees  and  recommended  in 
the  accompanying  conference  report. 

1.  Expiration  date:  The  Senate  bill  did  not 
extend  the  expiration  date  of  the  appropria¬ 
tion  authorization  of  the  Act  beyond  June 
30,  1969.  ’The  House  bill  extended  this  au¬ 
thorization  to  June  30,  1972.  ’The  conference 
substitute  extends  this  authorization  to  De¬ 
cember  31,  1970. 

2.  Authorization :  "The  Senate  bill  increased 
the  appropriation  authorization  in  fiscal  yeaV 
1969  by  $20  million  to  $245  million.  'TJfe 
House  bill  authorized  “such  sums  as  ma^be 
necessary’’  for  fiscal  year  1969  and  eagh  of 
the  three  subsequent  fiscal  years.  The  infer¬ 
ence  substitute  provides  for  an  iniease  in 
authorization  of  $90  million  maku^  a  total 
authorization  of  $315  million  for/iiscal  year 
1969,  an  authorization  of  $34p/mlllion  for 
fiscal  1970,  and  an  authoriition  of  $170 
million  for  the  first  six  monUls  of  fiscal  1971. 

3.  Strikers  and  student  eligibility:  The 
House  bill  made  strikeriand  students  in¬ 
eligible  to  participate  in/the  food  stamp  pro¬ 
gram  under  certain  cmiditlons.  The  confer¬ 
ence  substitute  deletfe  this  House  provision 
and  leaves  the  determination  of  eligibility  to 
be  made  under  th^xisting  law. 

4.  The  Senat^receded  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  anftendment  of  the  House  to  re¬ 
quire  progress  reports  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture/^n  or  before  January  20  of  each 
year.  The^^nference  substitute  requires  re¬ 
ports  tO/Congress  by  such  date  setting  forth 
operatlras  under  the  Act  during  the  preced¬ 
ing  ^endar  year  and  projecting  needs  for 
th^^suing  calendar  year. 

/  W.  R.  POAGE, 

/  E.  C.  Gathings, 

'  Graham  Purcell, 

Thomas  S.  Foley, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


PERMISSION  FOR  COMMITTEE  ON 
THE  DISTRICT  OP  COLUMBIA  TO 
FILE  REPORTS 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  Committee  on 
the  District  of  Columbia  may  have  until 
midnight  tonight  to  file  sundry  reports 
on  District  of  Columbia  bills. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


(Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  to  the  distinguished  majority 
leader,  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Albert]  to  inform  us  as  to  the  legis¬ 
lative  program. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
completed  the  program  for  this  week  and 
will  ask  to  go  over  until  Monday  follow¬ 
ing  the  announcement  of  the  program 
for  next  week.  / 

\  The  program  for  next  week  is  as  M- 
l^s:  '  / 

On  Monday,  District  day,  the^  are 
eigh^ills.  / 

H.r\17845,  authorizing  cormruction 
of  parknag  facilities;  S.  1246,^istrict  of 
ColumbiaS^ublic  Space  Uti^ation  Act; 
S.  1247,  District  of  Cohimbia  Public 
Space  RentaK^ct;  S.  201^to  amend  the 
District  of  Columbia  P^lic  School  Pood 
Services  Act;  H^  189^,  to  authorize  the 
District  of  Colunhu^o  convey  interests 
in  certain  proper^  in  Prince  William 
County,  Va.;  S.  2^^o  authorize  recip¬ 
rocal  agreement for  p^ce  mutual  aid  on 
behalf  of  the/District  uf  Columbia;  S. 
2592,  to  provide  notice  of  t^e  enforcement 
of  a  secuiw  interest  in  re^^  property  in 
District  of  Columbia;  and  S.^017,  to  au- 
thorize^e  District  of  ColuumOiu  to  enter 
into  contracts  for  the  inspectioiN^ainte- 
nanc^  and  repair  of  DistricNowned 
busings.  \ 

/On  Tuesday ;  \ 

/  S.  945,  the  Federal  Magistrates  Acb^- 
continue  consideration,  and  \ 

S.  2484,  extension  of  New  Senate  Office 
Building  site — open  rule,  1  hour  of  de¬ 
bate.  The  rule  has  already  been  adopted. 


POSTPONING  VOTES  ON  MONDAY 

AND  TUESDAY  UNTIL  WEDNESDAY 

NEXT 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  gen- 
tieman  will  yield  for  this  purpose  at  this 
point,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  Monday 
and  Tuesday  are  Jewish  holy  days,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  rollcall  votes  on 
other  than  procedural  matters  on  Mon¬ 
day  and  Tuesday  may  go  over  until 
Wednesday  next. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  this  again  poses  the 
question  of  i-ecord  votes  on  bills  that  are 
considered  on  Monday  and  Tuesday.  I 
have  no  knowledge  whatever  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  bills  and  there  are,  I  believe,  eight 
of  them.  As  to  whether  any  of  those  bills 
are  of  an  important  nature — I  mean  in 
the  sense  of  importance  to  the  rest  of 


the  country — I  have  no  knowledge.  I jio 
know  something  about  the  Federal  Mag¬ 
istrates  Act  and  the  Senate  Offic^bill. 

I  have  had  difficulty  in  the  pa^  with 
respect  to  record  votes  after  a  piling  up 
of  measures  on  which  record  votes  were 
demanded.  I  regret  to  s&y/ at  that  I 
was  not  able  to  get  votes  that  otherwise 
would  have  been  obtainal^.  I  am  speak¬ 
ing  now  of  situations  of  this  kind  in  years 
past.  / 

Can  we  have  some ^assurance  from  the 
leadership  that  ye^rd  votes  will  be  in 
order  on  the  twj/Mls  scheduled — at  least 
the  two  bills— ^heduled  for  Tuesday, 
during  that  time  the  gentleman  is  asking 
that  rollcall  ^otes  be  put  over?  Is  there 
any  way  t^t  we  can  have  some  assur¬ 
ance  thaymere  will  be  rollcall  votes  on 
at  least /both  those  two  bills  if  rollcall 
votes  ^e  sought? 

yLv/ ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gen^eman  yield,  so  that  I  may  respond 
t<mim? 

y^Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
'gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Of  course,  this  procedure 
is  very  rare,  and  has  been  since  we 
stopped  putting  rollcall  votes  over  for 
primaries. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  imderstand  that. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  The  gentleman  knows 
that  the  matter  of  rollcalls  is  within 
the  judgment  and  power  of  the  House 
itself.  It  is  something  over  which  I  have 
no  control.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I 
would  say  to  the  gentleman  that  I  have 
no  objection  to  having  record  votes  on 
those  measures  and,  speaking  for  myself 
personally,  I  would  be  glad  to  assist  in 
obtaining  record  votes  if  only  a  few 
Members  wanted  me  to  do  so.  I  will  stand 
up  for  yea-and-nay  votes.  That  is  as  far 
as  I  can  go. 

Mr.  CAHILL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  CAHILL.  As  the  majority  leader 
knows,  the  Federal  Magistrates  Act  was 
completed — general  debate  was  com¬ 
pleted.  There  were  no  amendments  at 
the  Clerk’s  desk.  When  the  Committee 
rose  on  yesterday,  the  Committee  was 
sready  to  resolve  itself  back  into  the 
House,  and  there  would  have  been  a  re- 
qu^t  for  a  vote.  I  am  wondering  if  the 
Fed^al  magistrates  bill,  since  all  debate 
is  coi^leted  and  there  are  no  amend - 
ments \t  the  Clerk’s  desk,  could  not  be 
contihu^over  to  Wednesday,  and  then 
there  woi^  be  no  question.  I  think 
Members  orK^the  majority  side  could  as¬ 
sure  the  m^rity  leader  that  what  I 
have  said  is  a  f^t. 

Mr.  ALBERT\lf  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  I  understa^  that  there  is  one 
technical  amendm^  which  is  required 
for  purposes  of  corre^on. 

Mr.  CAHILL.  A  teclufical  amendment. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  A  techiucal  amendment 
only.  \ 

Mr.  CAHILL.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  We  had  hopKd  that  we 
could  get  into  these  other  bill^arly  on 
Wednesday,  but  as  far  as  I  am  cor^erned. 
I  would  be  willing  to  have  the  Federal 
magistrates  bill  made  the  first  ord^  of 
business  on  Wednesday.  \ 

Mr.  CAHILL.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 


H9000 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


September  19,  1968 


Mr.  GROSS.  I  think  that  would  solve 
the  problem. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  We  will  schedule,  then, 
H.R.  17682,  civil  service  retirement,  on 
Tuesdax-  However,  I  have  been  advised 
that  th^  gentleman  handling  that  bill 
may  not  b\here  Tuesday,  in  which  event 
the  bill  wilKbe  considered  later  in  the 
week.  \ 

Mr.  GROSS.'''!  do  have  that  assurance 
of  the  distingui^ed  majority  leader. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  will  put  the  Federal 
Magistrates  Act  do^  as  the  first  order 
of  business,  if  it  is  d^n  to  the  question 
of  voting,  on  Wedne^ay,  or,  in  any 
event,  not  later  than  iimnediately  after 
the  conference  reports  whush  are  already 
scheduled. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  geishleman. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  m^reserva- 
tion  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  object'iqn  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  01(la- 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  accord- ' 
ance  with  the  agreement  just  now 
reached  for  Wednesday  and  the  balance 
of  the  week,  we  have  two  conference  re¬ 
ports  which  we  are  putting  down: 

H.R.  17126,  Extension  of  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1965;  and 

H.R.  18249,  to  amend  the  Food  Stamp 
Act  of  1964. 

We  may  or  may  not  take  these  ahead 
of  the  Federal  Magistrates  Act,  but  we 
hope  to  have  all  three  bills  on  Wednes¬ 
day. 

May  I  say  to  my  colleagues  also  that 
we  do  expect  other  conference  reports 
next  week.  There  will  probably  be  a  con¬ 
ference  report  on  the  higher  education 
bill,  and  there  may  well  be  a  conference 
report  on  the  vocational  education  bill. 
There  are,  of  course,  conferences  pending 
on  appropriation  and  other  bills. 

To  make  even  more  clear  a  statement 
I  have  previously  made,  if  the  gentleman 
handling  H.R.  17682,  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  Financing  Act,  is  here  on 
Tuesday,  we  would  expect  him  to  call 
that  bill  up  on  Tuesday.  If  not,  he  will 
call  it  up  after  the  other  bills  on  Wednes¬ 
day  or  Thursday.  I  think  that  is  clear. 

Under  the  agreement  made,  there  wii 
be  no  rollcall  votes  until  Wednesday, 
cept  on  procedm-al  matters. 

This  announcement  is  made  sublet  to 
the  usual  reservation  that  confer^ce  re¬ 
ports  niay  be  brought  up  at  time 
and  that  any  further  progr^  may  be 
announced  later. 

Mr.  Speaker,  with  resp^  to  the  pro¬ 
gram  announcements,  the  distinguished 
chaiiman  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  has  asked  us  ^ add  to  the  list  of 
bills  which  he  hopes/ro  call  up  by  unani¬ 
mous  consent  certain  other  bills  which 
have  been  unaijimously  reported  from 
the  Committee  bn  Ways  and  Means.  The 
Record  of  Se^mber  5,  on  page  H8329, 
contains  a  list  of  the  other  bills,  all  of 
which  theyflistinguished  chairman  of  the 
Committjee  on  Ways  and  Means  hopes  to 
call  up^/by  unanimous  consent  some  day 
next  week. 

Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  list  of  additional  bills  may  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 


the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

ELECTION  TO  STANDING  CO>ImIT- 
TEE  ON  EDUCATION  AND  BABOR 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Speaker, 
I  offer  a  privileged  Resolutwm  (H.  Res. 
1310)  and  ask  for  its  inphediate  con¬ 
sideration. 

The  Clerk  read  th^  resolution,  as 
follows: 

H.  Re^1310 

Resolved,  That  Janrtes  M.  Collins,  of  Texas, 
be,  and  is  hereby,  ^ected  a  member  of  the 
standing  commit^  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  Ed^ation  and  Labor. 

The  resoli^on  was  agreed  to. 

A  motioja  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table./ 

DISPENSING  WITH  BUSINESS  IN  OR-  ■(*- _ 

DER  UNDER  THE  CALENDAR  APPOINTMENT  OF  CONFEREES  ON 


The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Additional  Bills  Reported  Unanimously 
From  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 

H.R.  14095,  relating  to  the  production  of 
wine. 

H.R.  15023.  regulated  investment  com¬ 
panies  furnishing  capital  to  development 
companies. 

H.R.  17332,  credits  and  payments  in  the 
case  of  certain  uses  of  gasoline  and  lubricat¬ 
ing  oil. 

H.R.  18253,  definition  of  earned  income  for 
pension  plans  of  self-employed  individuals. 

H.R.  18373,  implementing  certain  customs 
conventions. 

H.R.  18486,  tax  treatment  of  income  from 
communications  satellite  system. 

H.R.  18942,  tax  treatment  of  certain  stat¬ 
utory  mergers. 


WEDNESDAY  RULE  ON  WEDNES¬ 
DAY  NEXT 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  iman- 
irhpus  consent  that  the  business  in  order/ 
uno^  the  Calendar  Wednesday  rule 
disposed  with  on  Wednesday  next. 

TheNsPEAKER.  Without  objectioX  it 
is  so  ordWed. 

There  iras  no  objection. 


ADJOURNMENT  TO  SEPTEMBER  23, 
1968 

Mr.  ALBERT.  SpeaJiJer,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  thatVh^  the  House  ad¬ 
journs  today,  it  adjoi^  to  meet  on  Mon¬ 
day  next. 

The  SPEAKER.^s  tlibre  objection  to 
the  request  of  th^entlei^n  from  Okla¬ 
homa? 

Mr.^  GROS^  Mr.  SpeakeK  reserving 
the  right  to  onject,  can  the  distinguished 
majority  l^der  give  us  any  enmurage- 
ment,  ai^hope  that  we  will  be  adfourn- 
ing  in  the  near  future? 

Mr^/fMiBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  hWe 
hoi^.  I  think  the  gentleman  can  see 

ai^  moving  to  conference  reports, _ 

have  very  little  initial  legislation  on 
the  program  for  next  week — only  three 
bills,  as  a  matter  of  fact. 

I  have  just  been  advised  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina  that  the 
scenic  rivers  conference  report  will  be 
ready  for  next  week,  and  we  will  expect , 
to  call  it  up  next  week  one  day,  probably 
on  Wednesday  or  Thursday  of  next  week. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  we  can  hope 
to  call  it  up  next  week,  one  day,  probably 
follow  on  the  foreign  aid  appropriation 
bill  will  wind  up  in  much  less  time  than 
the  conference  on  the  foreign  aid  au¬ 
thorization  bill. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  share  the 
gentleman’s  hope  on  that. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank  the 
gentleman,  and  I  hope  we  can  be  out  by 
the  1st  of  October,  and  not  later  than 
the  third  or  fourth.  They  say  the  fishing 
in  Iowa  is  improving,  especially  the  fish¬ 
ing  for  votes,  and  I  would  like  to  get  out 
there. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva¬ 
tion  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 


S.  698,  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  CO¬ 
OPERATION  ACT  OP  1968 

Mr.  RANDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  698)  to 
achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coor¬ 
dination  of  activities  among  the  levels  of 
government  in  order  to  improve  the  op¬ 
eration  of  our  federal  system  in  an  in¬ 
creasing  complex  society,  to  improve  the 
administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the 
States,  to  provide  for  periodic  congres¬ 
sional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid,  to 
permit  provision  of  reimbursable  tech¬ 
nical  services  to  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ment,  to  establish  coordinated  intergov¬ 
ernmental  policy  and  administration  of 
development  assistance  programs,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposi¬ 
tion  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  in  conformity  with  local 
government  programs,  to  establish  a  uni¬ 
form  relocation  assistance  policy,  to 
establish  a  uniform  land  acquisition 
policy  for  Federal  and  federally  aided 
programs,  and  for  other  purposes,  with 
a  House  amendment  thereto,  insist  on 
the  House  amendment,  and  agree  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:  Messrs. 
Holifield,  Blatnik,  and  Reuss,  Mrs. 
Dwyer,  and  Mr.  Erlenborn. 

COR^CTION  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  BURKE^f  Florida.  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  rollcall  No.  3N  I  am  recorded  as  not 
voting.  I  was  present  and  voted  “yea.” 
I  ask  unanimous  con^nt  that  the  perma¬ 
nent  Record  and  Joymal  be  corrected 
accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  tlJ^e  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  g^tleman  from 
Florida? 

Thez’e  was  no  objection. 


APPOINTMENT  AS  MEMBER  OP 
HOUSE  OFFICE  BUILDING  ^OM 
MISSION 

The  SPEAKER.  Pursuant  to  the  pro’j 
sions  of  40  U.S.C.  175  and  176,  the  Chail 
appoints  the  gentleman  from  Florida,' 
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tions  resolution* 
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1*  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERATION*  Received  the  conference  report  on  S*  698,  the 
proposed  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968  (H*  Rept*  193ii)*  pp* 
H9260-6U 


2.  MMDS*  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S*  3736,  to  autnis^ze 
/  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  sell  to  the  village  of  Central,  N.  Mex.,  cot- 
/  tain  lands  administered  by  him  formerly  part  of  the  Fort  Bayard  Military  ^ 
/  Reservation  (H*  Rept*  1933).  p.  H9255 


\ 


-  2  - 


3.\JAXATpN.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  17332,  to  extend  the  time  for  claiming 
\^redit  or  refund  of  excise  tax  on  gasoline  used  on  a  farm  or  for  other  noji— 
h\^hv/ay  purposes,  pp,  H9265-7  ~~  ^  "  "  / 

^ssed  as  reported  H.  R,  "t-o  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  dr  19$k 

to  m^e  certain  ctianges  to  facilitate  the  production  of  wine.  pp.  HSi2!72-3 

Pa^d  with  amendment  H.  R.  1^003,  to  amend  the  TarifF^hedules^  the  Unite 
States  ^  as  to  prevent  the  payment  of  multiple  customs  duties  iny^e  case  of 
horses  temporarily  exported  for  the  purpose  of  racing,  pp,  H927^1 

ConcurrM  in  the  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  21^5,  to  amend  ^  Tariff 
Schedules  ofS^he  United  States  with  respect  to  the  classificaji^n  of  Chinese 
gooseberries, \This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  /  p,  H927S  ~ 


U.  TRAVEL,  ReceivedN^om  Commerce  a  proposed  bill  to  amend  t/e  International  Travel 
Act  of  1961,  as  amended,  in  order  to  improve  the  balanc^of  payments  by  further 
promoting  travel  to^the  United  States^  to  Interstate  aj^  Foreign  Commerce 
Committee,  p,  H9295^  ~ 


5*  ASSIST.y^T  SECRETARY.  iiec>jived  from  Treasury  a  proodsed  bill  to  provide  for  an 
adaitional  Assistant  Secr^ary  in  the  Treasury  De^partment:  to  Ways  and  Means 
Committee,  p,  H9295  ^  ' 


6,  PAPER  \/ASTE,  Rep.  Talcott  criticized  the  ’’w^te  of  paper"  and  the  "v/aste  of 
electronic  data  processing  facilities"  in ylihe  Government  and  stated  that  this 
Department  "is  one  of  ttie  greatesV^paperyOf fenders  in  the  Federal  Government," 
p.  H9292 


7.  SOCIAL  SECURITY.  Rep.  Addabbo  inser^\the  text  of  a  statement  by  Social  Securitiy 
Commissioner  Ball  issued  to  clear  yp  "mfimmderstandings"  created  by  notices 
and  leaflets  being  distributed  oiy%he  struts  "alleging  that  a  bill  before 
Congress  would  convert  the  soci^  se cur ity\ro gram  into  a  welfare-tyoe  pro>^ram." 
pp.  F{9293“4  \  ^ 


8. 


SCEnlG  RIVERS.  Rep,  S^'^lor  ^fended  his  efforts'' 
Pa.  included  in  the  scenic/rivers  system,  pp,  H< 


.0  have  the  Clarion  River  in 

>2-3 


9.  ’'n^TIOilAL  GOALS,  Rep,  Glaser  outlined  a  set  of  national  goals  upon  which  to 

build  a  better  Ameri^ in  which  he  advocated  "a  propeX^balance  beti/een  p'overn- 
ment  of  the  lesser  a^d  intermediate  communities  and  th^-'ederal  Government," 
that  "agriculturay^rice  supports  should  be  abolished"  arid  a  "permanent  Hoover 
Commission  should/be  established."  pp.  H9288-91 


10,  APPROPHIATIONSy^  The  conferees  were  given  until  midnight,  Sep\  30,  to  file 
a  report  on  R.  18037,  the  Labor,  F!EW  appropriation  bill,  p\H9253 


11.  nEGISLATr^PRaiRAFl,  Under  a  unanimous  consent  agreement  the  Hou^may  consider 


zcihorroy/’or  any  day  this  week,  H.  R,  19Ul8,  to  expedite  the  retirem^t  of 
./overyfent  capital  from  the  Federal  intermediate  credit  banks,  and  H\R,  197li7, 
to  irtiprove  the  Older  Americans  Act,  p.  H9276  ^ 


/ 


/ 
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INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERATION  ACT  OF  1968 


September  30,  1968. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Holifield,  from  the  committee  of  conference, 

^  submitted  the  following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  698] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  _(S.  698)  to  achieve 
the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities  among  the 
levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the  operation  of  our  Federal 
system  in  an  increasingly  complex  society,  to  improve  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States,  to  provide  for  periodic  congres¬ 
sional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid,  to  permit  provision  of  reim- 
bumable  technical  services  to  State  and  local  government,  to  estab¬ 
lish  coordinated  intergovernmental  poUcy  _  and  administration  of 
development  assistance  programs,  to  provide  for  the  acquisition, 
use,  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies 
in  conformity  with  local  government  progi*ams,  to  estabhsh  a  uniform 
I  relocation  assistance  policy,  to  establish  a  uniform  land  acquisition 
policy  for  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recom- 
-  mend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 
i  That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment 
i  of  the  House  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows, 
j  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following: 

1  That  this  Act  be  cited  as  the  “Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of 
j  ■  TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 

]  When  used  in  this  Act — 

FEDERAL  AOENOY 

;  Sec.  101.  The  term  “Federal  agency”  means  any  department,  agency, 
j  or  instrumentality  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  and  any 
i  wholly  owned  Government  corporation. 
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STATE 

Sec.  102.  The  term  “State”  means  any  of  the  several  States  of  the 
United  Suites,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  any  territory  or 
possession  of  the  United  States,  or  any  agency  or  instrumentality  of  a 
State,  but  does  not  include  the  governments  of  the  political  subdivisions  of 
the  State. 

POLITICAL  SUBDIVISION  OB  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  103.  The  term  “political  subdivision”  or  “local  government” 
means  a  local  unit  of  government,  including  specifically  a  county,  munic¬ 
ipality,  city,  town,  township,  or  a  school  or  other  special  district  created 
by  or  pursuant  to  State  law. 

UNIT  OF  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  lOf.  “Unit  of  general  local  government”  means  any  city,  county, 
town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general  purpose  political  subdivision  of  a 
State. 

SPECIAL-PURPOSE  UNIT  OP  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  105.  “Special-purpose  unit  of  local  government”  means  any 
special  district,  public-purpose  corporation,  or  other  strictly  limited- 
purpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  but  shall  not  include  a  school 
district. 

GRANT  OR  GRANT-IN-AID 

Sec.  106.  The  term  “grant”  or  “grant-in-aid”  means  money,  or 
property  provided  in  lieu  of  money,  paid  or  furnished  by  the  United 
States  under  a  fixed  annual  or  aggregate  authorization — 

(A)  to  a  State;  or 

(B)  to  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State;  or 

(C)  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  plan  or  program,  administered  by  a 
State  or  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  which  is  subject  to  approval 
by  a  Federal  agency; 

if  such  authorization  either  (i)  requires  the  States  or  political  subdivisions 
to  expend  non-Federal  funds  as  a  condition  for  the  reciept  of  money  or 
property  from  the  United  States;  or  {ii)  specifies  directly,  or  establishes 
by  means  of  cl  formula,  the  amounts  which  may  be  paid  or  furnished  to 
States  or  political  subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be  allotted  for  use  in 
each  of  the  States  by  the  States,  political  subdivisions,  or  other  benefici¬ 
aries.  The  term  also  includes  money,  or  property  provided  in  lieu  of 
money,  paid  and  furnished  by  the  United  States  to  any  community 
action  agency  under  the  Economic  Opportunity  Act  of  1964,  cls  amended. 
The  term  does  not  include  {!)  shared  revenues;  (2)  payments  of  taxes; 
(3)  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes;  (4)  loans  or  repayable  advances;  (5)  surplus 
property  or  surplus  agricultural  commodities  f  urnished  as  such;  (6) 
payments  under  research  and  development  contracts  or  grants  which 
are  awarded  directly  and  on  similar  terms  to  all  qualifying  organizations, 
whether  public  or  private;  or  (7)  payments  to  States  or  political  sub¬ 
divisions  as  full  reimbursement  for  the  costs  incurred  in  paying  benefits 
or  furnishing  services  to  persons  entitled  thereto  under  Federal  laws. 

FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE,  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE,  FEDERAL  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  PROGRAMS,  OR  FEDERALLY  ASSISTED  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  107.  The  term  “Federal  assistance”,  “Federal  financial  assist¬ 
ance”,  “Federal  assistance  programs” ,  or  “federally  assisted  programs” , 
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means  programs  that  provide  assistance  through  grant  or  contractual 
arrangements ,  and  includes  technical  assistance  programs  or  programs 
providing  assistance  in  thejorm  oj  loans,  loan  guarantees,  or  insurance. 
The  term  does  not  include  any  annual  payment  by  the  United  States  to 
the  District  oj  Columbia  authorized  by  article  VI  oj  the  District  oj  Colum¬ 
bia  Revenue  Act  oj  1947  (D.C.  Code  secs.  47-2501a  and  47-256lb). 


SPECIALIZED  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES 

Sec.  108.  “Specialized  or  technical  services”  means  statistical  and 
other  studies  and  compilations,  development  projects,  technical  tests 
and  evaluations,  technical  injormation,  training  activities,  surveys, 
reports,  documents,  and.  any  other  similar  service  junctions  which  any 
department  or  agency  oj  the  executive  branch  oj  the  Federal  Government 
is  especially  equipped  and  authorized  by  law  to  perjorm. 

COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING 


Sec.  109.  “Comprehensive  planning”  includes  the  jollowing,  to  the 
extent  directly  related  to  area  needs  or  needs  oj  a  unit  oj  general  local 
government:  {A)  preparation,  as  a  guide  jor  governmental  policies  and 
action,  oj  general  plans  with  respect  to  {%)  the  pattern  and  intensity  oj 
land  use,  (ii)  the  provision  oj  public  jacilities  {including  transportation 
jacilities)  and  other  government  services,  and  {Hi)  the  effective  develop¬ 
ment  and  utilization  oj  human  and  natural  resources;  (B)  long-range 
physical  and  fiscal  plans  jor  such  action;  {C)  programing  oj  capital 
improvements  and  other  major  expenditures,  based  on  a  determination 
oj  relative  urgency,  together  with  definitive  financing  plans  jor  such 
expenditures  in  the  earlier  years  oj  the  program;  {D)  coordination  oj  all 
related  plans  and  activities  oj  the  State  and  local  governments  and  agencies 
concerned;  and  {E)  preparation  oj  regulatory  and  administrative  meas¬ 
ures  in  support  oj  the  joregoing. 

HEAD  OF  AOENOT 


Sec.  no.  The  term  “head  oj  a  Federal  agency”  or  “head  oj  a  State 
agency”  includes  a  duly  designated  delegate  oj  such  agency  head. 

TITLE  II— IMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION  OF 
GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

FULL  INFORMATION  ON  FUNDS  RECEIVED 


Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  oj  the  United  States  Government 
which  administers  a  program  oj  grants-in-aid  to  any  oj  the  St(de  govern¬ 
ments  oj  the  United  States  or  to  their  political  subdivisions  shall,  up^ 
request,  notijy  in  writing  the  Governor,  the  State  legislature,  or  other 
official  designated  by  either,  oj  the  purpose  and  amounts  oj  actual  grants- 
in-aid  to  the  State  or  to  its  political  subdivisions.  In  each  instance,  a  copy 
oj  requested  injormation  shall  be  jurnished  the  State  hgislature  or  the 
Govevnor  depeudiug  upon  the  ovigiudl  veguest  for  such  data. 

deposit  of  GRANTS-IN-AID 


Sec.  202.  No  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall  be  required  by  Federal  law 
or  administrative  regulation  to  be  deposited  in  a  separate  bank  Mcount 
ipartjrom  other  junds  administered  by  the  State.  All  Federal grant-xn-aid 
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funds  made  available  to  the  States  shall  be  'properly  accownted  for  as 
Federal  funds  in  the  accounts  of  the  State.  In  each  case  the  State  agency 
concerned  shall  render  regular  authenticated  reports  to  the  appropriate 
Federal  agency  covering  the  status  and  the  application  of  the  fxinds,  the 
liabilities  and  obligations  on  hand,  and  such  other  facts  as  may  be  required 
by  said  Federal  agency.  The  head  of  the  Federal  agency  and  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  of  the  United  States  or  any  of  their  duly  authorized  repre¬ 
sentatives  shall  have  access  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and  examination  to 
any  books,  documents,  papers,  and  records  that  are  pertinent  to  the 
grant-in-aid  received  by  the  States. 

SCHEDULING  OF  FEDERAL  TRANSFERS  TO  THE  STATES 

Sec.  203.  Heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies  responsible  for 
administering  grant-in-aid  programs  shall  schedule  the  transfer  of 
grant-in-aid  funds  consistent  with  program  purposes  and  applicable 
Treasury  regulations,  so  as  to  minimize  the  time  elapsing  between  the 
transfer  of  such  funds  from  the  United  States  Treasury  and  the  disburse¬ 
ment  thereof  by  a  State,  whether  such  disbursement  occurs  prior  to  or  ^ 
subsequent  to  such  transfer  of  funds,  or  subsequent  to  such  transfer  of 
funds.  States  shall  not  be  held  accountable  for  interest  earned  on  grant-in- 
aid  funds,  pending  their  disbursement  for  program  purposes. 

ELIGIBLE  STATE  AGENCY 

Sec.  204-  Notwithstanding  any  other  Federal  law  which  provides  that  a 
single  State  agency  or  multimember  board  or  commission  must  be  established 
or  designated  to  administer  or  supervise  the  administration  of  any  grant- 
in-aid  program,  the  head  of  any  Federal  department  or  agency  adminis¬ 
tering  such  program  may,  upon  request  of  the  Governor  or  other  appro¬ 
priate  executive  or  legislative  authority  of  the  State  responsible  for 
determining  or  revising  the  organizational  structure  of  State  government, 
waive  the  single  State  agency  or  multimember  hoard  or  commission  pro¬ 
vision  upon  adequate  showing  that  such  provision  prevents  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  most  effective  and  efficient  organizational  arrangements  within 
the  State  government  and  approve  other  State  administrative  structure  or 
arrangements:  Provided,  That  the  head  of  the  Federal  department  or 
agency  determines  that  the  objectives  of  the  Federal  statute  authorizing  the 
grant-in-aid  program  will  not  he  endangered  by  the  use  of  such  other  i 
State  structure  or  arrangements.  " 

TITLE  III— PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DEPARTMENTS  AND 
AGENCIES  TO  PROVIDE  SPECIAL  OR  TECHNICAL 
SERVICES  TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  UNITS  OF  GOV¬ 
ERNMENT 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  301.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  encourage  intergovernmental 
cooperation  in  the  conduct  of  specialized  or  technical  services  and  pro¬ 
vision  of  facilities  essential  to  the  administration  of  State  or  local  govern¬ 
mental  activities,  many  of  which  are  nationwide  in  scope  and  financed 
in  part  by  Federal  funds;  to  enable  State  or  local  governments  to  avoid 
unnecessary  duplication  of  special  service  functions;  and  to  authorize 
all  departments  and  agencies  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal 
Government  which  do  not  have  such  authority  to  provide  reimbursable 
specialized  or  technical  services  to  State  and  local  governments. 
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AUTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 

Sec.  302.  The  head  oj  any  Federal  department  or  agency  is  authorized, 
within  his  discretion,  upon  written  request  from  a  State  or  political 
subdivision  thereof,  to  provide  specialized  or  technical  services,  upon 
payment,  to  the  department  or  agency  by  the  unit  oj  government  making 
the  request,  oj  salaries  and  all  other  identijiable  direct  or  indirect  costs 
oj  performing  such  services:  Provided,  however.  That  such  services  shall 
incluae  only  those  which  the  Director  oj  the  Bureau  oj  the  Budget 
through  rules  and  regulations  determines  Federal  departments  and 
agencies  have  special  competence  to  provide.  Such  rides  and 
regulations  shall  be  consistent  with  and  in  jurtherance  oj  the 
Government’s  policy  oj  relying  on  the  private  enterprise  system  to 
provide  those  services  which  are  reasonably  and  expeditiously  available 
through  ordinary  business  channels. 

REIMBURSEMENT  OF  APPROPRIATION 

Sec.  303.  All  moneys  received  by  any  department  or  agency  oj  the 
I  executive  branch  oj  the  Federal  Governm.ent,  or  any  b  ureau  or  other  admin¬ 
istrative  division  thereoj,  in  payment  jor  furnishing  specialized  or  technical 
services  as  authorized  under  section  302  shall  he  deposited  to  the  credit  oj 
the  principal  appropriation  jrom  which  the  cost  oj  providing  such  serv¬ 
ices  has  been  paid  or  is  to  be  charged. 

REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  oj  any  department  or  the  administrative  head 
oj  any  agency  oj  the  executive  branch  oj  the  Federal  Government  shall 
furnish  annually  to  the  respective  Committees  on  Government  Operations 
oj  the  Senate  and  House  oj  Bepresentatives  a  summary  report  on  the 
scope  oj  the  services  provided  under  the  administration  oj  this  title. 

RESERVATION  OF  EXISTING  AUTHORITY 

Sec.  305.  This  title  is  in  addition  to  and  does  not  supersede  any  exist¬ 
ing  authority  now  possessed  by  any  Federal  department  or  agency  with 
respect  to  furnishing  services,  whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimbur¬ 
sable  basu,  to  State  and  local  units  oj  government. 

)  TITLE  IV— COORDINATED  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  POLICY 

AND  ADMINISTRATION  OF DFA^ELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAMS 

DECLARATION  OF  DEVELOPMENT  ASSISTANCE  POLICY 

Sec.  401 .  (a)  The  economic  and  social  development  oj  the  Nation  and 
the  achievement  of  satisfactory  levels  of  living  depend  vpon  the  sound  and 
orderly  development  oj  all  areas,  both  urban  and  rural.  Moreover,  in  a 
time  oj  rapid  urbanization,  the  sound  and  orderly  development  oj  urban 
communities  depends  to  a  large  degree  upon  the  social  and  economic 
'  health  and  the  sound  development  oj  smaller  communities  and  ruial 
i  areas.  The  President  shall,  therejore,  establish  rules  and  regulations 
]  governing  the  jormulation,  evaluation,  and  review  oj  Federal  programs  and 
\  projects  having  a  signijicant  impact  on  area  and  community  development, 
i  including  programs  providing  Federal  assistance  to  the  States  and  lo¬ 
calities,  to  the  end  that  they  shall  most  ejfectively  serve  these  basic  objec- 


6 


tives.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall  provide  for  full  consideration  of 
the  concurrent  achievement  of  the  following  specific  objectives  and,  to  the 
extent  authorized  by  law,  reasoned  choices  shall  be  made  between  such 
objectives  when  they  conflict: 

(1)  Appropriate  land  uses  for  housing,  commercial,  industrial, 
governmental,  institutional,  and  other  purposes; 

{2)  Wise  development  and  conservation  of  natural  resources, 
including  land,  water,  minerals,  wildlife,  and  others; 

(S)  Balanced  transportation  systems,  including  highway,  air, 
water,  pedestrian,  mass  transit,  and  other  modes  for  the  movement  of 
people  and,  goods; 

(4)  Adequate  outdoor  recreation  and  open  space; 

(5)  Protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural  beauty,  historical  and 
scientific  interest; 

(6)  Properly  planned  community  facilities,  including  utilities 
for  the  supply  of  power,  water,  and  communications,  for  the  safe 
disposal  of  wastes,  and  for  other  purposes;  and 

(7)  Concern  for  high  standards  of  design. 

(b)  All  viewpoints — national,  regional.  State,  and  local — shall,  to  the 
extent  possible,  be  fully  considered  and  taken  into  account  in  planning 
Federal  or  federally  assisted  development  programs  and  projects.  State 
and  local  government  objectives,  together  with  the  objectives  of  regional 
organizations  shall  be  considered  and  evaluated  within  a  framework 
of  national  public  objectives,  as  expressed  in  Federal  law,  and  available 
projections  of  future  national  conditions  and  needs  of  regions.  States, 
and  localities  shall  be  considered  in  plan  formulation,  evaluation, 
and  review. 

(c)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  consistent  with  national  objectives, 
all  Federal  aid  for  development  purposes  shall  be  consistent  with  and 
further  the  objectives  of  State,  regional,  and  local  comprehensive  planning. 
Consideration  shall  be  given  to  all  developmental  aspects  of  our  total 
national  community,  including  but  not  limited  to  housing,  transportation, 
economic  development,  natural  and  human  resources  development,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  the  general  improvement  of  living  environments. 

id)  Each  Federal  department  and  agency  administering  a  development 
assistance  program  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  proLcticable,  consult 
with  and  seek  advice  from  all  other  significantly  affected  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  in  an  e^ort  to  assure  fully  coordinated  programs. 

(e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  planning  required  by  individual 
Federal  programs  {such  as  highway  construction,  urban  renewal,  and 
open  space)  shall  be  coordinated  with  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by 
law,  made  part  of  comprehensive  local  and  areawide  development  planning. 

FAVORina  UNITS  OF  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  402.  Where  Federal  law  provides  that  both  special-purpose  units 
of  local  government  and  units  of  general  local  government  are  eligible 
to  receive  loans  or  grants-in  aid,  heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
shall,  in  the  absence  of  substantial  reasons  to  the  contrary,  make  such 
loans  or  grants-in-aid  to  units  of  general  local  government  rather  than  to 
special-purpose  units  of  local  government. 

RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 

Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or  such  other  agency  as  may  be 
designated  by  the  President  is  hereby  authorized  to  prescribe  such  rules 
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ami  regulations  as  are  deemed  appropriate  jur  the  effective  administration 
of  this  title. 

TITLE  V— ACQUISITION  USE,  AND  DISPOSITION  OF  LAND 
WITHIN  URBAN  AREAS  BY  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  IN 
CONFORMITY  WITH  LAND  UTILIZATION  PROGRAMS 
OF  AFFECTED  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

AMENDMENT  OF  FEDERAL  PROPERTY  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  SERVICES  ACT 

Sec.  501.  The  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949,  as  amended  {40  U.S.C.  4II  seg.),  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
encl  thereof  a  new  title  as  follows: 

“TITLE  VIII— URBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 

“SHORT  TITLE 

I  “Sec.  SOI.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  ^Federal  Urban  Land-Use 
AcV. 

“DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE  AND  POLICY 

“Sec.  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  promote  more  harmonious 
intergovernmental  relations  and  to  encourage  sound  planning,  zoning, 
and  land  use  practices  by  prescribing  uniform  policies  and  procedures 
whereby  the  Administrator  shall  acquire,  use,  and  dispose  of  land  in 
urban  areas  in  order  that  urban  land  transactions  entered  into  for  the 
General  Services  Administration  or  on  behalf  of  other  Federal  agencies 
shall,  to  the  greatest  extent  iiracticable,  be  consistent  with  zoning  and  land- 
use  practices  and  shall  be  made  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  planning  and  development  objectives  of  the  local  governments 
and  local  planning  agencies  concerned. 

“DISPOSAL  OF  URBAN  LANDS 

“Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administrator  contemplates  the  disposal 
for  or  on  behalf  of  any  Federal  agency  of  any  real  property  situated 
within  an  urban  area,  he  shall,  prior  to  offering  such  land  for  sale, 
give  reasonable  notice  to  the  head  of  the  governing  body  of  the  unit  of 
I  general  local  government  having  jurisdiction  oyer  zoning  and  land-use 
'  regulation  in  the  geographical  area  within  which  the  land  or  lands  are 
located  in  order  to  aford  the  governrnent  the  opportunity  of  zoning  for 
the  use  of  such  land  in  accordance  with  local  comprehensive  planning, 
“(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest  practicable  extent,  shall  furnish 
i  to  all  prospective  purchasers  of  such  real  property,  full  and  complete 

information  concerning —  ... 

■  **(■?)  current  zoning  regulations  and  prospective  zoning  require¬ 

ments  and  objectives  for  such  property  when  it  is  unzoned;  and 
'  “(3)  current  availability  to  such  property  of  streets,  sidewalks, 

'  sewers,  water,  street  lights,  and  other  service  facilities  and  pro¬ 

spective  availability  of  such  services  if  such  property  is  included 
in  comprehensive  planning. 

I  “ACQUISITION  OR  CHANGE  OF  USE  OF  REAL  PROPERTY 

“Sec.  80 4.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable,  prior  to  a  commitment  to 
acquire  any  real  property  situated  in  an  urban  area,  the  Administrator 


shall  notify  the  unit  of  general  local  government  exercising  zoning  and  land- 
use  jurisdiction  over  the  land  proposed  to  he  purchased  of  his  intent  to 
acquire  such  land  and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property.  In  the  event  that 
the  Administrator  determines  that  such  advance  notice  would  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  the  proposed  purchase,  he  shall,  upon  conclusion  of  the 
acquisition,  immediately  notify  such  local  government  of  the  acquisition 
and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property. 

“(b)  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  any  real  property  situated  in 
an  urban  area  as  a  site  for  public  building,  the  Administrator  shall,  to  the 
extent  he  determines  practicable — 

“(1)  consider  all  objections  made  to  any  such  acquisition  or  change 
of  use  by  such  unit  of  government  upon  the  ground  that  the  proposed 
acquisition  or  change  of  use  conflicts  or  would  conflict  with  the 
zoning  regulations  or  planning  objectives  of  such  unit;  and 

“(2)  comply  with  and  conform  to  such  regulations  of  the  unit  of 
general  local  government  having  jurisdiction  with  respect  to  the  area 
within  which  such  property  is  situated  and  the  planning  and  develop¬ 
ment  objectives  of  such  local  government. 

“Sec.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in  sections  803  and  804  may  be 
waived  during  any  period  of  national  emergency  proclaimed  by  the 
President. 

“DEFINITIONS 

“Sec.  806.  used  in  this  title — 

“(a)  ‘Unit  of  general  local  government’  means  any  city,  county,  town, 
parish,  village,  or  other  general-purpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State. 

“(b)  ‘Urban  area’  means — 

“(1)  any  geographical  area  within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  in¬ 
corporated  city,  town,  borough,  village,  or  other  unit  of  general  local 
government,  except  county  or  parish,  having  a  population  of  ten 
thousand  or  more  inhabitants; 

“(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  any  county,  town,  township,  or  similar  governmental  entity  which 
contains  no  incorporated  unit  of  general  local  government  but  has  a 
population  density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred 
inhabitants  per  square  mile;  and 

“(3)  that  portion  of  any  geographical  area  having  a  population 
dens  ity  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred  inhab  itants 
per  square  mile  and  situated  adjacent  to  the  boundary  of  any  incor¬ 
porated  unit  of  general  local  government  which  has  a  population  of 
ten  thousand  or  more  inhabitants. 

“(c)  ‘Comprehensive  planning’  includes  the  following,  to  the  extent 
directly  related  to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  government: 

“(1)  Preparation,  as  a  guide  for  governmental  policies  and  action, 
of  general  plans  with  respect  to  (A)  the  pattern  and  intensity  of  land, 
use,  (B)  the  provision  of  public  facilities  (including  transportation 
facilities)  and  other  governmental  services,  and  (C)  the  elective 
development  and  utilization  of  human  and  natural  resources; 

“(2)  Long-range  physical  and  fiscal  plans  for  such  action; 

“(3)  Programing  of  capital  improvements  and  other  major  ex¬ 
penditures,  based  on  a  determination  of  relative  urgency,  together 
with  definitive  financing  plans  for  such  expenditures  in  the  earlier 
years  of  the  program; 

“(4)  Coordination  of  all  related  plans  and  activities  of  the  State 
and  local  governments  and  agencies  concerned;  and 
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“(5)  Preparation  of  regulatory  and  administrative  measures  in 
support  of  the  foregoing.” 

TITLE  VI— REVIEW  OF  FEDERAL  GRANT-IN-AID 

PROGRAMS 


CONGRESSIONAL  REVIEW  OF  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 


Sec.  601.  (a)  Where  any_  Act  of  Congress  authorizes  the  making  of 
grants-in-aid  and  no  expiration  date  for  such  authority  has  been  specified 
by  law,  then  prior  to  the  expiration  of  each  period  specified  in  sub¬ 
section  (b)  the  Committees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  hcbving  legislative 
.  jurisdiction  over  such  grants-in-aid  shall,  separately  or  jointly,  conduct 
studies  of  the  program  under  which  such  grants-in-aid  are  made  arid 
advise  their  respective  Houses  of  the  results  of  their  findings  with  special 

attention  to —  ,  .  ,  ,  ^ 

{1)  The  extent  to  which  the  purposes  for  which  the  grants-in-aia 

I  are  authorized  have  been  met; 

(£)  The  extent  to  which  the  objectives  of  such  programs  can  be 
carried  on  without  further  financial  assistance  from  the  United 

States;  .  j  •  • 

(3)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  purpose,  direction  or  admini¬ 
stration  of  the  original  program,  or  in  procedures  and  reguirements 
applicable  thereto,  shall  be  made;  and 

\V)  The  extent  to  which  such  grant-in-aicl  programs  are  adequate 
to  meet  the  growing  and  changing  needs  which  they  were  designed  to 


(bVD^^A  study  of  a  grant-in-aid  program  to  which  subsection  (a) 
applies  and  which  is  authorized  by  an  Act  of  Congress  enacted  bef  ore 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  shall' be  conducted  jirior  to  the  expiration 
of  the  fourth  calendar  year  beginning  after  the  date  of  enactrneni  of  this 
Act,  and  thereafter  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  fourth  calendar  year 
following^  the  year  during  which  a  study  of  such  program,  was  last  conducted 
under  this  paragraph. 

(3)  A  study  of  a  grant-in-aid  program  to  which  subsection  (a)  applies 
arid  which  is  authorized  by  an  Act  of  Congress  enacted  after  the  daU  OJ 
enactment  of  this  Act  shall  be  conducted  prior  to  the 
fouHh  calendar  year  following  the  year  of  enactment  of  such  Act,  and 
prior  to  the  expiration  of  each  fourth  calendar  year  thereafter. 

STUDIES  BY  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  OF  FEDERAL  GRANT-IN-AID  PRO¬ 
GRAMS 


Sec  602.  (a)  Upon  request  of  any  committee  having  jurisdiction  over 

a  grant-in-aid  program,  the  Comptroller 

such  program  to  determine  among  other  relevant  matters,  the  extent  to 
whwh—^^  program  conflicts  with  or  duplicates  other  grant-in-aid 

’^y&mdfifecAe,  efficient,  economical,  and.  uniform  adminicira- 
tion  of  such  program  can  be  achieved  by  changing  certain  require 
ments  and  procedures  applicable  thereto.  Pfinpral  <thatt 

(b)  In  reviewing  grant-in-aid  programs  m 

consider,  among  other  relevant  matters,  arul  f 

reporting  and  administrative  procedures  applicable  to  such  piogra  . 
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lieports  on  such  studies,  together  with  recommendations,  shall  he  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Comptroller  General  to  the  Congress.  Reports  on  expiring 
prograrns  should,  to  the  extent  practicable,  he  submitted  in  the  year  prior 
to  the  date  set  jor  their  expiration. 

STUDIES  BY  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

Sec.  603.  L  pon  request  oj  any  committee  having  jurisdiction  over  a 
grant-yn-aid  program,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  (established  by  Public  Law  86-380,  as  amended)  shall  con¬ 
duct  studus  of  the  intergovernmental  relations  aspects  oj  such  program 
including  (j)  the  impact  oj  such  program,  ij  any,  on  the  structural  orga¬ 
nization  of  State  and  local  governments  arid  on  Federal-State-local  fiscal 
relations,  and  (2)  the  coordination  oj  Federal  administration  oj  such 
rogram  with  State  and  local  administration  thereoj,  and  shall  report  its 
ndings  and  recommendations  to  such  committee  and  to  the  Congress. 

PRESERVATION  OF  HOUSE  AND  SENATE  COMMITTEE  JURISDICTION 

Sec.  60  j.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  affect  the  jurisdic- 
dwtion  oj  committees  under  the  rules  oj  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

Chet  Holipield, 

John  A.  Beatnik, 

Henry  S.  Keuss, 

Florence  P.  Dwyer, 

John  N.  Erlenborn, 
Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  House. 
Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Sam  J.  Ervin,  Jr., 

Lee  Metcalf, 

Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE 

HOUSE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  House 
to  the  bill  (S.  698)  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination 
of  activities  among  the  levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the 
operation  of  our  Federal  system  in  an  increasingly  complex  society, 
to  improve  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States,  to 
provide  for  periodic  congressional  review  of  Federal  grants-m-aid,  to 
iiermit  provision  of  reimbursable  technical  services  to  State  and  local 
government,  to  establish  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and 
administration  of  development  assistance  programs,  to  provide  lor 
the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas  by 
Federal  agencies  in  conformity  with  local  government  programs,  to 
establish  a  uniform  relocation  assistance  policy,  to  establish  a  unilorm 
land  acquisition  policy  for  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs,  and 
for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following  statement  m  explanation  ol 
the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and  recommended 

clause  and  inserted  a  new  text  which  is  a  substitute  for  both  the  ^senate 
bill  and  the  House  amendment.  Except  for  mnor,  technical,  and 
clarifying  changes,  this  statement  explains  the  differences  between  the 
House  amendment  and  the  conference  substitute. 

TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 

Section  106.  Grant  or  grant-in-aid  _  -j  ,,  tt  j  , 

This  section  defines  the  terms  “grant”  and  “grant-in-aid.  Under 
the  Senate,  these  terms  (subject  to  certain  exceptions)  meant  pay¬ 
ments — 

(A)  to  a  State;  .  c,  . 

fBl  to  a  political  subdivision  oi  a  btate;  or_ 

(C)  “to  a  beneficiary  under  a  State-administered  plan  or  pro¬ 
gram  which  is  subject  to  approval  by  a  Federal  agency, 

under  a  fixed  authorization  which  requires  was 

allotment  formula.  The  definition  in  the  House  amendment  vas 

Wentioal  except  that  under  clause  (C)  the  plan  or 

required  to  be  State  administered.  The  conference  substitate  makes 
two  changes  in  the  definition  contained 

mSistered  by“aStfte°  o”?  p'oliSrsubdivision  of  a  State.  Second, 
within  the  defined  terms. 


Section  107.  Federal  assistance,  etc. 

The  Senate  bill  provided  that  the  terms  “Federal  assistance,” 
“Federal  financial  assistance,”  “Federal  assistance  programs,”  and 
“federally  assisted  programs”  mean  programs  that  provide  assistance 
through  grant  or  contractual  arrangements  (including  technical 
assistance  and  assistance  in  the  form  of  loans,  loan  guarantees,  or 
insurance),  but  do  not  include  the  Federal  payment  to  the  District  of 
Columbia.  The  House  amendment  provided  only  that  the  term 
“Federal  assistance”  did  not  include  the  Federal  payment  to  the 
District  of  Columbia.  The  House  recedes. 

TITLE  11— IMPROVED  ADMINISTRATION  OF  GRANTS- 

IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

Section  201.  Full  information  on  funds  received 

The  Senate  bill  required  Federal  agencies  administering  programs 
of  grants-in-aid  to  States  or  their  political  subdivisions  to  notify,  on 
request,  the  Governor  (or  official  designated  by  him)  or  the  State 
legislature  of  the  purpose  pd_  amount  of  actual  grants-in-aid  to  the 
State  or  its  political  subdivisions.  The  House  amendment  required 
notification  to  the  Governor  (or  his  designee)  and  the  State  legislature. 
The  conference  substitute  requires  that,  on  request,  notification  be 
given  to  the  Governor,  State  legislature,  or  other  official  designated 
by  either,  and  that  a  copy  of  the  requested  information  be  furnished 
to  the  State  legislature  or  the  Governor  depending  upon  the  original 
request  for  such  data. 

Section  203.  Scheduling  of  Federal  transfers  to  the  States 

Both  the  Senate  bill  and  the  House  amendment  contained  a  section 
relating  to  scheduling  of  Federal  transfers  to  the  States.  The  House 
amendment,  however,  deleted  a  provision  of  this  section  of  the 
Senate  bill  which  directed  that  the  States  not  be  held  accountable  for 
interest  earned  on  grant-in-aid  funds,  pending  their  disbursement  for 
program  purposes.  The  conference  report  contains  this  provision  of 
the  Senate  bill. 

TITLE  III— PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DEPARTxMENTS  AND 
AGENCIES  TO  PROVIDE  SPECIAL  OR  TECHNICAL 
SERVICES  TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  UNITS  OF 
GOVERNMENT 

Section  303.  Reimbursement  of  appropriation 

The  Senate  bill  provided  that  funds  received  by  Federal  agencies 
as  payment  for  furnishing  specialized  or  technical  services  to  State 
and  local  governments  be  deposited  to  the  credit  of  the  princii)al 
appropriation  from  which  the  cost  of  providing  the  services  was  paid 
or  is  to  be  charged,  or  to  the  appropriation  currently  available  for 
the  cost  of  similar  services.  The  House  amendment  required  that 
these  funds  be  deposited  to  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury. 
The  conference  substitute  provides  that  these  funds  will  be  deposited 
to  the  credit  of  the  ])rincipal  appropriation  from  which  the  cost  of 
providing  the  services  was  paid  or  is  to  be  charged. 
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TITLE  IV— COORDINATED  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  POL¬ 
ICY  AND  ADMINISTRATION  OF  DEVELOPMENT  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  PROGRAMS 


Section  401.  Declaration  oj  development  assistance  policy 

The  Senate  bill  directed  the  President  to  establish  rules  aiid  regu¬ 
lations  for  uniform  application  in  the  formulation,  evaluation,  and 
review  of  Federal  programs  and  projects  having  a  significant  impact 
on  area  and  community  development,  for  the  purpose  of  assuring 
that  they  will  most  effectively  serve  the  objectives  of  title  IV  of  the 
bill.  The  House  amendment  authorized  him  to  establish  rules  and 
reo-ulations  governing  the  formulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of  such 
programs  and  projects  for  such  purpose.  The  conference  substitute 
directs  the  President  to  establish  rules  and  regulations  governing  the 
formulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of  such  programs  and  projects 
for  such  purpose. 


\  TITLE  V— ACQUISITION,  USE,  AND  DISPOSITION  OF  LAND 
WITHIN  URBAN  AREAS  BY  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  IN 
CONFORMITY  WITH  LAND  UTILIZATION  PROGRAMS 
OF  AFFECTED  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 


Section  802  oj  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949^Declaration  of  purpose  and  policy 
The  Senate  bill  and  House  amendment  both  contain  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949.  The  amendment  adds  a  new  title,  relating  to  urbaii  land 
utilization,  to  that  act.  Under  the  Senate  bill,  section  802  of  tbe  new 
title  which  contains  a  declaration  of  purpose  and  policy  for  the 
title’  provides  that  one  of  the  purposes  of  the  new  title  is  to  eimour- 
age  ’sound  planning,  zoning,  and  land  use  practices.  In  the  House 
amendment,  the  declaration  of  purpose  and  policy  for  the  new  title 
contains  no  comparable  provision.  The  House  recedes. 


TITLE  VI— CONGRESSIONAL  REVIEW  OF  FEDERAL 
GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  STATES  AND  TO  LOCAL  UNITS  OF 
^  GOVERNMENT 


Title  V  of  the  Senate  bill  related  to  congressional  review  of  Fecleral 
grants-in-aid  to  States  and  to  local  units  of  govemmenL  The  House 
amendment  contained  no  comparable  provision.  Title  VI  of  the  con 
ference  report  contains  a  substitute  for  title  V  of  the  Senate  bill.  T 
sStute  eliminates  sections  501,  502,  and  506  of  the  Senate  bill 
(which  contained  a  statement  of  purpose  and 
automatic  termination  of  future  grant-m-aid 

and  audits)  and  modifies  the  remaining  F;o visions  of  the  titie  m  the 
manner  discussed  below.  In  deleting  section  of  the  Senate  bill 
(automatic  termination),  the  conferees 
that  reasonable  termination  dates  be  placed  on  all  nen 
on  existing  programs  and  make  this  recommendation  to  the  appro¬ 
priate  committees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House. 
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Section  601 .  Congressional  review  of  grant-in-aid  programs 

This  section  is  based  on  section  503  of  the  Senate  bill,  which  pro¬ 
vided  for  Senate  and  House  review  of  all  future  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  which  have  authorizations  of  more  than  3  years.  Such  review 
would  consider  the  extent  to  which  the  purposes  of  the  })rograms 
have  been  met,  the  extent  they  can  be  carried  on  with  or  without 
further  financial  assistance,  whether  changes  are  needed  in  their 
direction,  administration,  or  purpose  in  light  of  recommendations  of 
the  Comptroller  General  and  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations,  and  the  adequacy  of  the  programs. 

The  conference  substitute  provides  for  review  at  4-year  intervals 
grant-in-aid  programs  for  which  no  expiration  date  has  been  specified 
by  law.  The  committees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  having  legisla¬ 
tive  jurisdiction  over  such  grant-in-aid  programs  are  dfiected,  sepa¬ 
rately  or  jointly,  to  conduct  studies  of  the  programs  and  to  advise 
their  respective  Houses  of  the  results  of  their  findings.  The  review 
would  consider  the  factors  listed  in  the  Senate  bill  (but  without  any 
specific  reference  to  the  recommendations  of  the  Comptroller  General 
or  the  Advisory  Committee) . 

Section  602.  Studies  by  Comptroller  General  of  Federal  grant-in-aid 
programs 

This  section  is  based  on  section  504  of  the  Senate  bill,  which  pro¬ 
vided  for  continuing  studies  of  Federal  grant  programs  to  be  made  by 
the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States.  The  conference  sub¬ 
stitute  authorizes  the  Comptroller  General  to  conduct  these  studies, 
but  only  on  request  of  a  committee  having  jurisdiction  over  the  grant- 
in-aid  program. 

Section  603.  Studies  by  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations 

This  section  of  the  conference  report,  which  is  not  substantially 
different  from  section  505  of  the  Senate  bill,  provides  that  upon 
request  of  any  committee  of  the  Senate  or  House  having  jurisdiction 
over  a  grant-in-aid  program,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  will  conduct  studies  of  the  intergovernmental 
relations  aspects  of  such  program  including  the  impact  of  such  pro¬ 
gram,  if  any,  on  the  structural  organization  of  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  and  on  Federal-State-local  fiscal  relations,  and  (2)  the  coordina¬ 
tion  of  Federal  administration  of  such  program  with  State  and  local 
administration  thereof.  The  Commission’s  findings  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  would  be  reported  to  the  requesting  committee  and  to  the 
Congress. 

Section  604 .  Preservation  of  House  or  Senate  committee  jurisdiction 

This  section  of  the  conference  report  provides  that  nothing  in  the 
bill  will  be  construed  to  affect  jurisdiction  of  committees  under  the 
rules  of  the  Senate  or  House. 

ADDITIONAL  TITLES  OF  SENATE  BILL 

The  House  amendment  deleted  titles  VII  and  VHI  of  the  Senate 
bill,  which  related  to  uniform  relocation  assistance  and  uniform  land 
acquisition  policy,  and  title  IX,  which  related  to  judicial  review  of 
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certain  administrative  actions  under  titles  VII  and  VIII.  The  con¬ 
ference  substitute  omits  these  three  titles. 

The  conferees  were  in  agreement  on  the  desirability  of  the  Congress 
enacting  a  uniform  relocation  policy  to  assist  those  displaced  from 
their  homes,  farms,  or  businesses  by  Federal  and  federally  assisted 
projects.  They  were  also  agreed  upon  the  desirability  of  a  uniform 
land  acquisition  policy  in  cases  where  Federal  or  federally  assisted 
programs  result  in  the  taking  of  the  land  of  private  owners.  They 
recommend  to  the  appropriate  committees  of  both  Houses  that  action 
be  taken  on  these  objectives  as  soon  as  possible. 

Chet  Holifield, 

John  A.  Bl.itnik, 

Harry  S.  Reuss, 

Florence  P.  Dwyer, 

John  N.  Erlenborn, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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entry  of  cellulosic  plastics  materials  im¬ 
ported  for  use  in  artificial  kidney 
^machines.” 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 

t^le. 

deves^^pment  companies  treat¬ 
ed  ^  REGULATED  INVESTMENT 
COM^NIES 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consen\for  the  immediate  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  15023)  to 
amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
to  provide  a  longer  period  of  time  for 
disposition  of  certana  assets  in  the  case  of 
regulated  investmenN^mpanies  furnish¬ 
ing  capital  to  development  companies, 
which  was  unanimousljNreported  to  the 
House  by  the  CommitteeSpn  Ways  and 
Means. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  ofSthe  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  o^ction  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlem^  from 
Arkansas? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  \  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  obje^  I 
shall  not  object,  but  I  reserve  the  rigi«,t 
in  order  to  yield  to  the  chairman  of  th( 
committee  for  an  explanation  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  (H.R.  15023)  re¬ 
lates  to  the  asset  diversification  require¬ 
ment  for  a  so-called  development  com¬ 
pany  which  qualifies  for  regulated  in¬ 
vestment  company  tax  treatment.  The 
advantage  of  this  tax  treatment  is  that 
the  company  only  pays  tax  on  the  income 
which  it  retains  and  does  not  pay  any 
tax  on  the  income  which  it  distributes 
to  shareholders.  This  bill  has  been  re¬ 
ported  unanimously  by  your  committee 
and  the  Treasury  has  indicated  that  it 
does  not  object  to  its  passage. 

Present  law  generally  requires  a  reg¬ 
ulated  investment  company  to  diversify 
its  investments  within  prescribed  limits. 
There  is  a  limited  exception,  however, 
for  a  development  company.  This  is  a 
company  which  is  principally  engaged  in 
furnishing  capital  to  new,  small  busi¬ 
nesses,  businesses  principally  engaged  in^ 
developing  or  exploiting  new  products. 

A  development  company  can  rely /in 
the  exception  to  the  general  asset  di^^si■ 
fication  requirement  only  if  no  mor^han 
25  percent  of  the  value  of  its  ass^s  rep¬ 
resents  securities  of  issuers  which, 
first,  the  company  has  held  ^  interest 
for  10  years  or  more,  and^/second,  the 
development  company’s  hidings  repre¬ 
sent  more  than  10  percenx  of  the  voting 
stock  of  each  issuer.  /Even  after  this 
10-year  period,  howewr,  a  development 
company  may  retaii^s  “excess  holdings’’ 
and  continue  to  qi:^ify  as  a  regulated  in¬ 
vestment  company.  It  can  do  so  by  rely¬ 
ing  on  a  saving^rovision  in  present  law 
which  -  appliesi^o  regulated  investment 
companies  gwierally. 

A  case  1^  come  to  the  attention  of  the 
committ^of  a  development  company  re¬ 
lying  on/xhe  savings  provision  I  have  just 
descrUi<M  to  continue  to  qualify  as  a  reg- 
ulat^  Investment  company.  The  com- 
pa^  continues  to  qualify  for  this  prefer- 
itial  tax  treatment  even  though  the 
Company  can  no  longer  make  “develop- 
'^ment  company’’  type  investments  in 


small,  new  businesses  principally  engag¬ 
ed  in  developing  or  exploiting  new  prod¬ 
ucts.  This  situation — that  of  a  former  de¬ 
velopment  company  qualifying  as  a  reg¬ 
ulated  investment  company  even  though 
it  is  not  making  investments  in  small, 
new  businesses — frustrates  the  purpose 
of  providing  the  present  exception  for  the 
development  company  and  making  pref¬ 
erential  tax  treatment  available  to  it. 
Your  committee  does  not  believe  this 
situation  should  be  permitted  to  con¬ 
tinue.  As  a  result,  the  committee  has  de¬ 
cided  to  limit  the  general  savings  provi¬ 
sion  so  that  a  development  company 
cannot  rely  on  it.  The  result  generally  is 
to  require  a  development  company,  if  it 
is  to  continue  to  qualify  for  regulated 
investment  company  tax  treatment,  to 
dispose  of  its  “excess  holdings.’’ 

The  sudden  withdrawal  of  the  right  of 
a  development  company  to  rely  on  the 
general  savings  provision  of  present  law 
would,  your  committee  believed,  be  un¬ 
fair  to  companies  which  in  good  faith 
are  relying  on  this  provision.  The  com¬ 
mittee’s  bill  therefore,  permits  a  develop; 
ment  company  a  20-year  period,  as  coy 
trasted  to  the  10-year  period  of  exisj^g 
vjaw,  in  which  to  dispose  of  its  ^cess 
voldings  so  as  to  continue  to  quaj«y  for 
re^;^ated  investment  company  tgik  treat¬ 
ment.  The  bill  requires  a  comply  to  evi¬ 
dence  its  intent  to  dispose  ^  its  excess 
holding,  however — if  the  company 
wants  retain  regula^  investment 
company  oax  treatment^^jy  disposing  of 
at  least  40  percent  of  its  excess  holdings 
not  later  thaX^the  close  of  the  15th  year. 
The  company  niust/Qispose  of  all  its  ex¬ 
cess  holdings  byytne  close  of  the  20th 
year  for  it  to  copAnue  to  qualify  for  reg¬ 
ulated  investipent\ompany  tax  treat¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  BYRNteS  of  Wisb<msin,  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  this  ]m\  (H.R.  150^  deals  with  a 
special  nroblem  which  hakarisen  on  ac¬ 
count  of  the  requirements  under  existing 
law  ior  qualification  as  a  r^ulated  in¬ 
vestment  company.  The  amen^ent  in 
question  is  based  on  experience.  When 
le  law  was  first  written,  we  hadNjo  ex- 
^perience  to  serve  as  a  guide. 

A  regulated  investment  company,  is 
treated  under  the  tax  laws  as  a  cop- 
duit,  being  taxed  only  on  the  income 
which  is  not  distributed  to  its  sharehold¬ 
ers.  This  enables  the  small  shareholder 
to  obtain  a  wide  diversity  of  investment 
through  the  purchase  of  stock  in  a  regu¬ 
lated  investment  company.  It  gives  the 
small  investor  a  spreading  of  risk  and 
diversity  which  he  could  not  otherwise 
obtain. 

Because  of  the  special  tax  treatment, 
the  qualifications  for  a  regulated  invest¬ 
ment  company  are  necessarily  restric¬ 
tive.  There  are  limits  to  the  proportion 
of  its  assets  which  such  a  company  can 
invest  in  a  single  stock.  Those  limits  are 
predicated  upon  the  value  of  the  stock 
rather  than  its  cost. 

In  the  case  brought  to  our  attention,  a 
regulated  investment  company — for 
which  special  rules  were  provided  as  a 
company  furnishing  capital  to  new  en¬ 
terprises — ^made  an  investment  which 
was  well  within  the  prescribed  limita¬ 
tions.  In  this  particular  case,  however, 
that  investment  increased  in  value  more 


than  hundredfold.  In  fact,  the  inve^- 
ment  increased  in  value  to  the  ej^nt 
that  its  value  overshadowed  all  otl^  in¬ 
vestments  of  regulated  in vestmeijt  com¬ 
pany. 

Under  existing  law,  the  company  is  re¬ 
quired  to  dispose  of  the  ei^ss  invest¬ 
ment  within  a  10-year  perira  in  order  to 
bring  the  ratio  of  that  ini^tment  within 
the  limitations  prescribed  for  an  invest¬ 
ment  company.  Until  -this  was  accom¬ 
plished,  the  investment  company  could  no 
longer  invest  in  neyr  and  developing  en¬ 
terprises.  It  coulyno  longer  serve  as  a 
development  company. 

The  bill  would  extend  the  period  for 
divestment,  requiring  at  the  same  time 
that  durin^he  extended  period — and  by 
the  close  ^  the  fifth  year  of  the  exten¬ 
sion — tl^investment  company  must  have 
taken  ^eps  to  divest  itself  of  the  excess 
stoclyin  order  to  be  in  a  position  again 
to  i^et  the  limitations  prescribed  by  law. 
If /the  company  has  so  acted  by  the  end 
the  fifth  year,  the  company  will  then 
lave  an  additional  5  years  to  complete 
the  transition. 

I  think  that  the  situation — as  it  was 
presented  to  the  committee — clearly 
demonstrated  the  need  for  remedial  ac¬ 
tion.  My  only  dissatisfaction  resulted 
from  the  fact  that  in  the  situation  in 
question,  the  regulated  investment  com¬ 
pany — or  development  company — had 
not  brought  the  matter  to  our  attention 
at  an  earlier  date.  I  did  not  like  the  idea 
of  having  the  company  wait  until  it  was 
“under  the  gun’’  before  seeking  a  solu¬ 
tion  of  the  problem.  The  requirement  that 
action  be  initiated  within  the  first  5  years 
of  the  extension  will,  I  hope,  avoid  any 
similar  emergency  in  the  future.  In  con¬ 
sideration  of  this,  I  support  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva¬ 
tion  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows  ; 

H.R.  15023 

Be  it  enacted  'by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  (a) 
section  851(c)(2)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  (relating  to  investment  com¬ 
panies  furnishing  capital  to  development 
corporations)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
‘\p  or  more  years”  and  Inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “20  or  more  years”. 

(N  Paragraph  (4)  of  section  851(e)  of 
such  \Code  (relating  to  definitions)  is 
amend^  to  read  as  follows : 

"(4)  Definitions.  The  terms  used  in  this 
subsectloN,shall  have  the  same  meaning  as 
in  subsecti^s  (b)  (4)  and  (c)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  but  in  applying  subsection  (b)(4)(A) 
to  an  Investi^nt  company  to  which  this 
subsection  applies  any  debt  obligation  issued 
with  a  maturity  date  of  not  more  than  five 
years  shall  be  trelkted  as  a  cash  item  if 
the  obligation  is  nor\convertlble  and  is  not 
associated  with  the  Iskyance  of  stock  rights 
or  warrants.” 

(c)  Section  851(d)  of  ^ch  Code  (relating 
to  determination  of  statuK.of  regulated  in¬ 
vestment  companies)  is  am»ded  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  follovitog  new  sen¬ 
tence:  "If  a  corporation  qualiflte  as  a  regu¬ 
lated  Investment  company  for  any  taxable 
year  without  the  application  of'ihls  sub¬ 
section  but  would  not  qualify  for  Nch  tax¬ 
able  year  without  the  application  Nf  the 
provisions  of  subsection  (e),  this  subsec- 
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tloh,  shall  not  be  applicable  to  such  corpora¬ 
tion  .for  any  subsequent  taxable  year  for 
which ’^he  Securities  and  Exchange  Commis¬ 
sion  fall^  to  make  the  determination  pro¬ 
vided  fof\in  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection 
(e)  or  foX  which  the  corporation  fails  to 
satisfy  the^-hmitation  set  forth  in  para¬ 
graph  (2)  of\ubsection  (e).” 

(d)  The  amehdments  made  by  subsections 
(a)  and  (b)  sh^U  be  applicable  to  taxable 
years  beginning  oXor  after  January  1,  1967. 
The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (c) 
shall  be  applicable  th  taxable  years-  begin¬ 
ning  after  the  date  oS  enactment  of  this 
Act. 

With  the  following  coii\mittee  amend¬ 
ment: 

strike  out  all  after  the  enacthjg  clause  and 
Insert : 

“That  (a)  section  851(e)  of  tile  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  th  Invest¬ 
ment  companies  furnishing  capital  tc^devel- 
opment  corporations)  is  amended — 

"(1)  by  striking  out  paragraph  (2)N^nd 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“‘(2)  Limitations. — 

“‘(A)  Excess  investigations  aiter  is' 

YEARS. - If - 

“‘(i)  at  the  close  of  any  taxable  year 
(whether  beginning  before,  on,  or  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subparagraph) , 
more  than  25  percent  of  the  value  of  the 
total  assets  of  an  investment  company  is 
represented  by  securities  of  issuers  with  re¬ 
spect  to  each  of  which  the  investment  com¬ 
pany  holds  more  than  10  percent  of  the  out¬ 
standing  voting  securities  of  such  issuer  and 
in  respect  of  each  of  which  or  any  predecessor 
thereof  the  investment  company  has  con¬ 
tinuously  held  nay  security  for  10  or  more 
years,  and 

“  ‘(ii)  at  the  close  of  the  fifth  taxable  year 
following  such  taxable  year  (but  only  if 
such  fifth  taxable  year  begins  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  subparagraph),  the 
Investment  company  has  not  reduced  by  at 
least  40  percent  its  holdings  of  each  issue  of 
securities  described  in  clause  (i)  which  repre¬ 
sented  the  excess  investment  in  such  securi¬ 
ties  (as  determined  under  paragraph  (5)), 
the  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  not 
apply  at  the  close  of  any  quarter  of  such  fifth 
taxable  year  to  such  Investment  company, 
unless  at  the  close  of  such  year  the  securities 
described  in  clause  (i)  represent  25  percent 
or  less  of  the  value  of  its  total  assets  (or  are 
reduced  to  25  percent  or  less  of  such  value 
within  30  days  thereafter). 

“‘(B)  Excess  investments  after  20 
TEARS. — The  provisions  of  this  subsection 
shall  not  apply  at  the  close  of  any  quarter  of 
a  taxable  year  to  an  investment  company  if 
at  the  close  of  such  quarter  more  than  25y 
percent  of  the  value  of  its  total  assets  i 
represented  by  securities  of  Issuers  with  Re¬ 
spect  to  each  of  which  the  investment  aoia- 
pancy  holds  more  than  10  percent  of  the  out¬ 
standing  voting  securities  of  such  is^er  and 
in  respect  of  each  of  which  or  any  pr^ecessor 
thereof  the  investment  compan^ has  can- 
tinuously  held  any  security  for/^O  or  more 
years  preceding  such  quarter  unless  the  value 
of  its  total  assets  so  representf'd  is  reduced  to 
25  percent  or  less  within  M  days  after  the 
close  of  such  quarter.’;  ^d 

“(2)  by  inserting  after  ^ragraph  (4)  there¬ 
of  the  following  new  paragraph: 

“‘(5)  Rules  for^^plication  op  para¬ 
graph  (2)  (A). —  / 

“  ‘(A)  Excess  investment. — ^Por  purposes  of 
paragraph  (2)  (A),  the  excess  Investment 
with  respect  tv  any  issue  of  securities  de¬ 
scribed  in  cla)fse  (i)  of  such  paragraph  held 
by  an  investment  company  is  an  amount 
equal  to  ^  amount  determined  by  multi¬ 
plying— 

*'  aggregate  value  of  the  securities 

descryfed  in  clause  (i)  of  such  paragraph, 
reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to  25  percent 


of  the  value  of  the  total  assets  of  the  invest¬ 
ment  company,  by 

“‘(ii)  a  fraction  the  numerator  of  which 
is  the  value  of  such  issue  of  securities  and 
the  denominator  of  which  is  the  aggregate 
value  of  all  securities  described  in  such 
clause  (i)  held  by  the  investment  company. 

“  ‘(B)  Substitution  for  less-appreciated 
SECURITIES. — If  the  percentage  appreciation 
in  value  per  share  of  any  issue  of  securities 
described  in  clause  (i)  of  paragraph  (2)  (A) 
is  less  than  the  average  percentage  appre¬ 
ciation  in  value  per  share  of  all  issues  of 
securities  described  in  such  clause,  the  re¬ 
duction,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  the  holdings 
of  such  issue  required  under  clause  (ii)  of 
paragraph  (2)  (A)  shall  be  treated  as  satis¬ 
fied  by  a  reduction  (in  addition  to  the  reduc¬ 
tion  required  under  such  clause)  of  a  dollar 
amount  of  the  holdings  of  any  other  issue  of 
securities  described  in  clause  (i)  of  such 
paragraph,  the  average  appreciation  in  value 
per  share  of  which  is  higher  than  the  average 
appreciation  in  value  per  share  of  all  issues 
of  securities  described  in  such  clause,  equal 
to  the  dollar  amount  of  such  issue  which 
would  have  to  be  disposed  of  to  effectuate 
such  reduction  or  such  part.  This  subpara¬ 
graph  shall  apply  only  if  the.  investment  com¬ 
pany  files  a  statement,  at  the  time  of  making 
its\return  for  the  taxable  year,  identifying 
the  transaction  or  transactions  in  which  its 
holdirkgs  of  such  other  issue  were  reduced  in 
substitotion  for  a  reduction  in  the  holding^ 
of  such  i^ue. 

“  ‘(C)  tWe  for  Making  Determination^ — 
For  purposaB  of  subparagraph  (A)  of Ahis 
paragraph  anfi  clause  (ii)  of  par^raph 
(2)  (A),  all  deaminations  shall  be^ade  as 
of  the  close  of  toe  applicable  taxable  year  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  claus\  (i)  of  paragraim  (2)  (A). 
For  purposes  of  ap^ying  subpai^agraph  (B) 
of  this  paragraph,  allxietermlinrtions  shall  be 
made  at  the  time  of  tisn  tra^actlon  identi¬ 
fied  by  the  investment  wjnjpany  under  such 
subparagraph.’ 

“(b)  Section  851(d)  o^iMi  Code  (relating 
to  determination  of  st;n;us  ^  regulated  in¬ 
vestment  companies) /Is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof Xhe  followi^  new  sen¬ 
tence:  ‘If  a  corpMation  meets  thP  require¬ 
ments  of  subsec^n  (b)  (4)  (A)  aXihe  close 
of  any  quarter  jM  any  taxable  year  ^whether  , 
beginning  bef^e,  on,  or  after  the  dat^f  the 
enactment  this  sentence)  by  reason  ^the 
applicatio^ of  the  provisions  of  subsection 
(e),  this^ubsection  shall  not  apply  to  siit 
corpor^on  for  any  subsequent  quarter  ol 
any  t^able  year  (beginning  after  the  date  of 
the  ^lactment  of  this  sentence)  for  which 
the'Securities  and  Exchange  Commission  fails 
ty  make  the  determination  provided  for  in 
Paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (e)  or  for  which 
’  the  corporation  fails  to  satisfy  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (2)  (A)  of  subsection 
(e)  or  the  limitation  set  forth  in  paragraph 
(2)  (B)  of  such  subsection.’ 

“(c)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  to  taxable  years  beginning- 
on  or  after  January  1,  1967.  The  amendment 
made  by  subsection  (b)  shall  apply  to  taxable 
years  beginning  after  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act.’’ 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  thhd  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


PERMISSION  TO  PILE  CONFERENCE 
REPORT  ON  S.  698 

Mr.  HOLIPIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  may  have  until 
midnight  tonight  to  file  a  conference  re¬ 
port  on  S.  698,  a  bill  to  achieve  the  full- 


September  30,  1968- 

est  cooperation  and  coordination  of  ac¬ 
tivities  among  the  levels  of  government 
in  order  to  improve  the  operation  of  our 
Federal  system  in  an  increasingly  com¬ 
plex  society,  to  improve  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States,  to 
provide  for  periodic  congressional  review 
of  Federal  grants-in-aid,  to  permit  pro¬ 
vision  of  reimbursable  technical  services 
to  State  and  local  government,  to  estab¬ 
lish  coordinated  intergovernmental  pol¬ 
icy  and  administration  of  development 
assistance  programs,  to  provide  for  the 
acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land 
within  urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies 
in  conformity  with  local  government  pro¬ 
grams,  to  establish  a  uniform  relocation 
assistance  policy,  to  establish  a  uniform 
land  acquisition  policy  for  Federal  and 
federally  aided  programs,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1934) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  -the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  698) 
to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  co¬ 
ordination  of  activities  among  the  levels  of 
government  in  order  to  improve  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  our  Federal  system  in  an  increasingly 
complex  society,  to  improve  the  administra- 
tration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States,  -to 
provide  for  periodic  congressional  review  of 
Federal  grants-in-aid,  -fo  permit  provision  of 
relmbiu-sable  technical  services  to  State  and 
local  government,  to  establish  coordinated 
intergovernmental  policy  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  development  assistance  programs,  to 
provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposi¬ 
tion  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Federal 
agencies  in  conformity  with  local  govern¬ 
ment  programs,  to  establish  a  uniform  relo¬ 
cation  assistance  policy,  to  establish  a  tml- 
form  land  acquisition  policy  for  Federal 
and  federally  aided  programs,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free 
conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and 
do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
follows : 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  House  amendment  insert 
the  following: 

“That  this  Act  be  cited  as  the  ‘Intergovern¬ 
mental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968.’ 

“TITLE  I — ^DEFINITIONS 

“When  used  in  this  Act — 

‘‘federal  agency 

“Sec.  101.  The  term  ‘Federal  agency’  means 
any  department,  agency,  or  instrumentality 
in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government 
and  any  wholly  owned  Government  corpo¬ 
ration. 

“state 

“Sec.  102.  ’The  term  ‘State’  means  any  of 
the  several  States  of  the  United  States,  the 
District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  any 
territory  or  possession  of  the  United  States, 
or  any  agency  or  Instnunentality  of  a  State, 
but  does  not  include  the  governments  of  the 
political  subdivisions  of  the  State. 

"political  subdivision  or  local  government 

“Sec.  103.  The  term  ‘political  subdivision’ 
or  ‘local  government’  means  a  local  unit  of 
government,  including  specifically  a  county, 
municipality,  city,  town,  township,  or  a 
school  or  other  special  district  created  by  or 
pursuant  to  State  law. 
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"unit  op  general  local  government 
“Sec.  104.  ‘Unit  of  general  local  govern¬ 
ment’  means  any  city,  county,  town,  parish, 
village,  or  other  general  purpose  political  sub¬ 
division  of  a  State. 

"special-purpose  unit  op  local  government 
“Sec.  105.  'Special-purpose  unit  of  local 
government’  means  any  special  district,  pub- 
llc-ptu’pose  corporation,  or  other  strictly 
limited-purpose  political  subdivision  of  a 
State,  but  shall  not  include  a  school  district. 
“grant  or  grant-in-aid 
“Sec.  106.  The  term  ‘grant’  or  ‘grant-ln-ald’ 
means  money,  or  property  provided  in  lieu  of 
money,  paid  or  furnished  by  the  United 
States  under  a  fixed  annual  or  aggregate  au¬ 
thorization — 

“(A)  to  a  State;  or 

“(B)  to  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State; 
or 

“(C)  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  plan  or  pro¬ 
gram,  administered  by  a  State  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  a  State,  which  is  subject  to  ap¬ 
proval  by  a  Federal  agency; 
if  such  authorization  either  (1)  requires  the 
States  or  political  subdivisions  to  expend 
non-Pederal  funds  as  a  condition  for  the 
receipt  of  money  or  property  from  the  United 
States;  or  (ii)  specifies  directly,  or  establishes 
by  means  of  a  formula,  the  amounts  which 
may  be  paid  or  furnished  to  States  or  political 
subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be  allotted 
for  use  in  each  of  the  States  by  the  States, 
political  subdivisions,  or  other  beneficiaries. 
The  term  also  includes  money,  or  property 
provided  in  lieu  of  money,  paid  and  furnished 
by  the  United  States  to  any  community  ac¬ 
tion  agency  under  the  Economic  Opportunity 
Act  of  1964,  as  amended.  The  term  does  not 
include  (1)  shared  revenues;  (2)  payments  of 
taxes;  (3)  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes;  (4) 
loans  or  repayable  advances;  (5)  surplus 
property  or  surplus  agricultural  commodities 
furnished  as  such;  (6)  payments  under  re¬ 
search  and  development  contracts  or  grants 
which  are  awarded  directly  and  on  similar 
terms  to  all  qualifying  organizations,  whether 
public  or  private;  or  (7)  payments  to  States 
or  political  subdivisions  as  full  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  the  costs  incurred  in  paying  bene¬ 
fits  or  furnishing  services  to  persons  entitled 
thereto  under  Federal  laws. 

“federal  assistance,  federal  financial  as¬ 
sistance,  FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS,  OR 
FEDERALLY  ASSISTED  PROGRAMS 

“Sec.  107.  The  term  ‘Federal  assistance’, 
‘Federal  financial  assistance’,  ‘Federal  as¬ 
sistance  programs’,  or  ‘federally  assisted  pro¬ 
grams’,  means  programs  that  provide  assist¬ 
ance  through  grant  or  contractual  arrange¬ 
ments,  and  includes  technical  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  or  programs  providing  assistance  in 
the  form  of  loans,  loan  guarantees,  or  insur¬ 
ance.  The  term  does  not  include  any  annual 
payment  by  the  United  States  to  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  authorized  by  article  VI  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  Revenue  Act  of  1947 
(D.C.  Code  secs.  47-2501a  and  47-2501b) . 
“specialized  or  technical  services 
“Sec.  108.  ‘Specialized  or  technical  serv¬ 
ices’  means  statistical  and  other  studies  and 
compilations,  development  projects,  technical 
tests  and  evaluations,  technical  information, 
training  activities,  surveys,  reports,  docu¬ 
ments,  and  any  other  similar  service  func¬ 
tions  which  any  department  or  agency  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government 
is  especially  equipped  and  authorized  by  law 
to  perform. 

“comprehensive  planning 
“Sec.  109.  ‘Comprehensive  planning’  in¬ 
cludes  the  following,  to  the  extent  directly  re¬ 
lated  to  area  needs  or  needs  of  a  unit  of  gen¬ 
eral  local  government;  (A)  preparation,  as  a 
guide  for  governmental  policies  and  action, 
of  general  plans  with  respect  to  (i)  the  pat¬ 


tern  and  intensity  of  land  use,  (ii)  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  public  facilities  (including  trans¬ 
portation  facilities)  and  other  government 
services,  and  (ill)  the  effective  development 
and  utilization  of  human  and  natural  re¬ 
sources;  (B)  long-range  physical  and  fiscal 
plans  for  such  action;  (C)  programing  of 
capital  improvements  and  other  major  ex¬ 
penditures,  based  on  a  determination  of  rela¬ 
tive  urgency,  together  with  definite  financing 
plans  for  such  expenditures  in  the  earlier 
years  of  the  program;  (D)  coordination  of  all 
related  plans  and  activities  of  the  State  and 
local  governments  and  agencies  concerned; 
and  (E)  preparation  of  regulatory  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  measures  in  support  of  the  fore¬ 
going. 

“head  op  agency 

“Sec.  110.  The  term  ‘head  of  a  Federal 
agency’  or  ‘head  of  a  State  agency’  Includes 
a  duly  designated  delegate  of  such  agency 
head. 

“TITLE  II — IMPROVED  ADMINIS’TRATION 

OF  GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

“FULL  INFORMATION  ON  FUNDS  RECEIVED 

“Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  of 
the  United  States  Government  which  admin¬ 
isters  a  program  of  grants-ln-aid  to  any  of 
the  State  governments  of  the  United  States 
or  to  their  political  subdivisions  shall,  upon 
request,  notify  in  writing  the  Governor,  the 
State  legislature,  or  other  official  designated 
by  either,  of  the  purpose  and  amounts  of 
actual  grants-in-ald  to  the  State  or  to  its 
political  subdivisions.  In  each  instance,  a 
copy  of  requested  Information  shall  be  fur¬ 
nished  the  State  legislature  or  the  Governor 
depending  upon  the  original  request  for 
such  data. 

“deposit  op  grants-in-aid 

“Sec.  202.  No  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall 
be  required  by  Federal  law  or  administrative 
regulation  to  be  dejiosited  in  a  sejiarate  bank 
account  apart  from  other  funds  adminis¬ 
tered  by  the  State.  All  Federal  grant-in-aid 
funds  made  available  to  the  States  shall  be 
properly  accounted  for  as  Federal  funds  in 
the  accounts  of  the  State.  In  each  case  the 
State  agency  concerned  shall  render  regular 
authenticated  reports  to  the  appropriate 
Federal  agency  covering  the  status  and  the 
application  of  the  funds,  the  liabilities  and 
obligations  on  hand,  and  such  other  facts 
as  may  be  required  by  said  Federal  agency. 
The  head  of  the  Federal  agency  and  the 
Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  or 
any  of  their  duly  authorized  representatives 
shall  have  access  for  the  purpose  of  audit 
and  examination  to  any  books,  documents, 
papers,  and  records  that  are  pertinent  to  the 
grant-in-aid  received  by  the  States. 
“scheduling  of  FEDERAL  TRANSFERS  TO  THE 
STATES 

“Sec.  203.  Heads  of  Federal  departments 
and  agencies  responsible  for  administering 
grant-in-aid  programs  shall  schedule  the 
transfer  of  grant-in-aid  funds  consistent 
with  program  purposes  and  applicable  Treas¬ 
ury  regulations,  so  as  to  minimize  the  time 
elapsing  between  the  transfer  of  such  funds 
from  the  United  States  Treasury  and  the  dis¬ 
bursement  thereof  by  a  State,  whether  such 
disbursement  occurs  prior  to  or  subsequent 
to  such  transfer  of  funds,  or  subsequent  to 
such  transfer  of  funds.  States  shall  not  be 
held  accountable  for  Interest  earned  on 
grant-in-aid  funds,  pending  their  disburse¬ 
ment  for  program  purposes. 

“eligible  state  agency 

“Sec.  204.  Notwithstanding  any  other  Fed¬ 
eral  law  which  provides  that  a  single  State 
agency  or  multimember  board  or  commission 
must  be  established  or  designated  to  admin¬ 
ister  or  supervise  the  administration  of  any 
grant-ln-ald  program,  the  head  of  any  Fed¬ 
eral  department  or  agency  administering 
such  program  may,  upon  request  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  or  other  appropriate  executive  or  legis- 
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latlve  authority  of  the  State  responsible  fcx* 
determining  or  revising  the  organizational 
structure  of  State  government,  waive  the 
single  State  agency  or  multimember  board 
or  commission  provision  upon  adequate 
showing  that  such  provision  prevents  the 
establishment  of  the  most  effective  and  effi¬ 
cient  organizational  arrangements  within 
the  State  government  and  approve  other 
State  administrative  structure  or  arrange¬ 
ments:  Provided,  ‘That  the  head  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  department  or  agency  determines  that 
the  objectives  of  the  Federal  statute  author¬ 
izing  the  grant-in-aid  program  will  not  be 
endangered  by  the  use  of  such  other  State 
structure  or  arrangements. 

‘“ITTLE  ni— PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DE¬ 
PARTMENTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO  PRO¬ 
VIDE  SPECIAL  OR  TECHNICAL  SERVICES 
TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  UNITS  OP 
GOVERNMEN'T 

“statement  op  purpose 
“Sec.  301.  It  Is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
encourage  Intergovernmental  cooperation  in 
the  conduct  of  specialized  or  technical  serv¬ 
ices  and  provision  of  facilities  essential  to 
the  administration  of  State  or  local  govern¬ 
mental  activities,  many  of  which  are  nation¬ 
wide  in  scope  and  financed  in  part  by  Federal 
funds;  to  enable  State  or  local  governments 
to  avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of  special 
service  functions;  and  to  authorize  all  de¬ 
partments  and  agencies  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  Federal  Government  which  do 
not  have  such  authority  to  provide  re¬ 
imbursable  specialized  or  technical  services 
to  State  and  local  governments. 

“AUTHORITY  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 

“Sec.  302.  ‘The  head  of  any  Federal  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  is  authorized  within  his 
discretion,  upon  written  request  from  a  State 
or  political  subdivision  thereof,  to  provide 
specialized  or  technical  services,  upon  pay¬ 
ment,  to  the  department  or  agency  by  the 
unit  of  government  making  the  request,  of 
salaries  and  all  other  identifiable  direct  or 
indirect  costs  of  performing  such  services: 
Provided,  however,  ‘That  such  services  shall 
include  only  those  which  the  Director  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  through  rules  and 
regulations  determines  Federal  departments 
and  agencies  have  special  competence  to 
provide.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall 
be  consistent  with  and  in  furtherance  of  the 
Government’s  policy  of  relying  on  the  private 
enterprise  system  to  provide  those  services 
which  are  reasonably  and  expeditiously  avail¬ 
ably  through  ordinary  business  channels. 
“reimbursement  of  APPROPRIATION 
“Sec.  303.  All  moneys  received  by  any  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government,  or  any  bureau  or 
other  administrative  division  thereof,  in 
payment  for  furnishing  specialized  or  tech¬ 
nical  services  as  authorized  under  section 
302  shall  be  deposited  to  the  credit  of  the 
principal  appropriation  from  which  the  cost 
of  providing  such  services  has  been  paid  or 
is  to  be  charged. 

“REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

“Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  any  department 
or  the  administrative  head  of  any  agency  of 
the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  shall  furnish  annually  to  the  respective 
Committees  on  Government  Operations  of 
the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  a 
summary  report  on  the  scope  of  the  services 
provided  under  the  administration  of  this 
title. 

“reservation  of  existing  AUTHORITY 
“Sec.  305.  ‘This  title  is  in  addition  to  and 
does  not  supersede  any  existing  authority 
now  possessed  by  any  Federal  department  or 
agency  with  respect  to  furnishing  services, 
whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  nonreimbursa¬ 
ble  basis,  to  State  and  local  units  of  govern¬ 
ment. 
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“TITLE  IV— COORDINATED  INTERGOV¬ 
ERNMENTAL  POLICY  AND  ADMINIS¬ 
TRATION  OP  DEVELOPMENT  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  PROGRAMS 

“declaration  of  development  assistance 
POLICY 

“Sec.  401.  (a)  The  economic  and  social  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Nation  and  the  achieve¬ 
ment  of  satisfactory  levels  of  living  depend 
upon  the  sound  and  orderly  development  of 
all  areas,  both  urban  and  rural.  Moreover,  in 
a  time  of  rapid  urbanization,  the  sound  and 
orderly  development  of  urban  communities 
depends  to  a  large  degree  upon  the  social 
and  economic  health  and  the  sound  develop¬ 
ment  of  smaller  communities  and  rural 
areas.  The  President  shall,  therefore,  estab¬ 
lish  rules  and  regulations  governing  the 
formulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of  Fed¬ 
eral  programs  and  projects  having  a  signifi¬ 
cant  impact  on  area  and  community  devel¬ 
opment,  including  programs  providing 
Federal  assistance  to  the  States  and  localities, 
to  the  end  that  they  shall  most  effectively 
serve  these  basic  objectives.  Such  rules  and 
regulations  shall  provide  for  full  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  concurrent  achievement  of  the 
following  specific  objectives  and,  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  authorized  by  law,  reasoned  choices 
shall  be  made  between  such  objectives  when 
they  confiict: 

“(1)  Appropriate  land  uses  for  housing, 
commercial,  industrial,  governmental,  in¬ 
stitutional,  and  other  purposes; 

“(2)  Wise  development  and  conservation  of 
natural  resources,  including  land,  water, 
minerals,  wildlife,  and  others; 

“(3)  Balanced  transportation  systems,  in¬ 
cluding  highway,  air,  water,  pedestrian,  mass 
transit,  and  other  modes  for  the  movement 
of  people  and  goods; 

“(4)  Adequate  outdoor  recreation  and 
open  space; 

“(5)  Protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural 
beauty,  historical  and  scientific  Interest; 

“(6)  Properly  planned  community  facili¬ 
ties,  including  utilities  for  the  supply  of 
power,  water,  and  communications,  for  the 
safe  disposal  of  wastes,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  and 

“(7)  Concern  for  high  standards  of  design. 
“(b)  All  viewpoints — national,  regional. 
State,  and  local — shall,  to  the  extent  possi¬ 
ble,  be  fully  considered  and  taken  into  ac¬ 
count  in  planning  Federal  or  federally  as¬ 
sisted  development  programs  and  projects. 
State  and  local  government  objectives,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  objectives  of  regional  or¬ 
ganizations  shall  be  considered  and  evaluated 
within  a  framework  of  national  public  ob¬ 
jectives,  as  expressed  in  Federal  law,  and 
available  projections  of  future  national  con¬ 
ditions  and  needs  of  regions.  States,  and 
localities  shall  be  considered  in  plan  formu¬ 
lation,  evaluation,  and  review. 

“(c)  To  the  maximum  extent  possible, 
consistent  with  national  objectives,  all  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  for  development  purposes  shall  be 
consistent  with  and  further  the  objectives 
of  State,  regional,  and  local  comprehensive 
planning.  Consideration  shall  be  given  to  all 
developmental  aspects  of  our  total  national 
community,  including  but  not  limited  to 
housing,  transportation,  economic  develop¬ 
ment,  natural  and  human  resources,  develop¬ 
ment,  community  facilities,  and  the  general 
improvement  of  living  environments. 

“  (d)  Each  Federal  department  and  agency 
administering  a  development  assistance  pro¬ 
gram  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  practica¬ 
ble,  consult  with  and  seek  advice  from  all 
other  significantly  affected  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  in  an  effort  to  assure 
fully  coordinated  programs. 

“(e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  plan¬ 
ning  required  by  Individual  Federal  programs 
(such  as  highway  construction,  urban  re¬ 
newal,  and  open  space)  shall  be  coordinated 
with  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by  law, 
made  part  of  comprehensive  local  and  area- 
wide  development  planning. 


“favoring  units  of  general  local 

GOVERNMENT 

“Sec.  402.  Where  Federal  law  provides  that 
both  special-purpose  units  of  locsal  govern¬ 
ment  and  units  of  general  local  government 
are  eligible  to  receive  loans  or  grants-in-aid, 
heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
shall,  in  the  absence  of  substantial  reasons 
to  the  contrary,  make  such  loans  or  grants- 
in-aid  to  units  of  general  local  government 
rather  than  to  special-purpose  units  of  local 
government. 

“RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 

“Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  or 
such  other  agency  as  may  be  designated  by 
the  President  is  hereby  authorized  to  pre¬ 
scribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are 
deemed  appropriate  for  the  effective  admin¬ 
istration  of  this  title. 

“TITLE  V— ACQUISITION  USE,  AND  DIS¬ 
POSITION  OP  LAND  WITHIN  URBAN 
AREAS  BY  FEDERAL  AGENCIES  IN  CON¬ 
FORMITY  WITH  LAND  UTILIZATION 
PROGRAMS  OP  AFFECTED  LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT 

“amendment  of  FEDERAL  PROPERTY  AND  ADMIN¬ 
ISTRATIVE  SERVICES  ACT 

“Sec.  501.  The  Federal  Property  and  Ad¬ 
ministrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended 
(40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.),  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  as  follows; 

“  ‘TITLE  Vm— URBAN  LAND 
UTILIZATION 
“  ‘SHORT  TITLE 

“  ‘Sec.  801.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
Federal  Urban  Land-Use  Act’. 

“  ‘DECLARATION  OP  PURPOSE  AND  POLICY 

“  ‘Sec.  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to 
promote  more  harmonious  intergovernmental 
relations  and  to  encourage  sound  planning, 
zoning,  and  land  use  practices  by  prescrib¬ 
ing  uniform  policies  and  procedures  whereby 
the  Administrator  shall  acquire,  use,  and 
dispose  of  land  in  urban  areas  in  order  that 
urban  land  transactions  entered  into  for  the 
General  Services  Administration  or  on  behalf 
of  other  Federal  agencies  shall,  to  the  greatest 
extent  practicable,  be  consistent  with  zoning 
and  land-use  practices  and  shall  be  made  to 
the  greatest  extent  practicable  in  accordance 
with  planning  and  development  objectives 
of  the  local  governments  and  local  planning 
agencies  concerned. 

“  ‘DISPOSAL  OF  URBAN  LANDS 

“  ‘Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  the  Administra¬ 
tor  contemplates  the  disposal  for  or  on  be¬ 
half  of  any  Federal  agency  of  any  real  prop¬ 
erty  situated  within  an  urban  area,  he  shall, 
prior  to  offering  such  land  for  sale,  give 
reasonable  notice  to  the  head  of  the  govern¬ 
ing  body  of  the  unit  of  general  local  govern¬ 
ment  having  jurisdiction  over  zoning  and 
land-use  regulation  in  the  geographical  area 
within  which  the  land  or  lands  are  located 
in  order  to  afford  the  government  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  zoning  for  the  use  of  such  land  in 
accordance  with  local  comprehensive  plan¬ 
ning. 

“‘(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest 
practicable  extent,  shall  furnish  to  all  pro¬ 
spective  purchasers  of  such  real  property,  full 
and  complete  information  concerning — 

“  ‘  ( 1 )  current  zoning  regulations  and  pro¬ 
spective  zoning  requirements  and  objectives 
for  such  property  when  it  is  unzoned;  and 
‘“(2)  cmrent  availability  to  such  property 
of  streets,  sidewalks,  sewers,  water,  street 
lights,  and  other  service  facilities  and  pro¬ 
spective  availability  of  such  services  if  such 
property  is  Included  in  comprehensive  plan¬ 
ning. 

“  ‘acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  real 

PROPERTY 

“  ‘Sec.  804.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable, 
prior  to  a  commitment  to  acquire  any  real 
property  situated  in  an  urban  area,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  shall  notify  the  imit  of  general 


local  government  exercising  zoning  and  land- 
use  jurisdiction  over  the  land  proposed  to  be 
purchased  of  his  Intent  to  acquire  such  land 
and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property.  In  the 
event  that  the  Administrator  determines  that 
such  advance  notice  would  have  an  adverse 
Impact  on  the  proposed  purchase,  he  shall, 
upon  conclusion  of  the  acquisition  immedi¬ 
ately  notify  such  local  government  of  the 
acquisition  and  the  proposed  use  of  the 
property. 

“‘(b)  In  the  acqusition  or  change  of  use 
of  any  real  property  situated  in  an  urban 
area  as  a  site  for  public  building,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  shall,  to  the  extent  he  deter¬ 
mines  practicable — 

“  ‘(1)  consider  all  objections  made  to  any 
such  acquisition  or  change  of  use  by  such 
unit  of  government  upon  the  ground  that 
the  proposed  acquisition  or  change  of  use 
conflicts  or  would  confiict  with  the  zoning 
regulations  or  planning  objectives  of  such 
unit;  and 

“  ‘(2)  comply  with  and  conform  to  such 
regulations  of  the  unit  of  general  local  gov¬ 
ernment  having  jurisdiction  with  respect  to 
the  area  within  which  such  property  is  situ¬ 
ated  and  the  planning  and  development  ob¬ 
jectives  of  such  local  government. 

“  ‘Sec.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in 
sections  803  and  804  may  be  waived  during 
any  period  of  national  emergency  proclaimed 
by  the  President. 

“  ‘definitions 

“  ‘Sec.  806.  As  used  in  this  title — 

“‘(a)  “Unit  of  general  local  government” 
means  any  city,  county,  town,  parish,  village, 
or  other  general-purpose  political  subdivi¬ 
sion  of  a  State. 

“‘(b)  “Urban  area”  means — 

“‘(1)  any  geographical  area  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  any  Incorporated  city,  town, 
borough,  village,  or  other  unit  of  general 
local  government,  except  county  or  parish, 
having  a  population  of  ten  thousand  or  more 
inhabitants; 

“  ‘(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  any  county,  town, 
township,  or  similar  governmental  entity 
which  contains  no  incorporated  unit  of  gen¬ 
eral  local  government  but  has  a  population 
density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand 
five  hundred  inhabitants  per  square  mile; 
and 

“‘(3)  that  portion  of  any  geographical 
area  having  a  population  density  equal  to  or 
exceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred  in¬ 
habitants  per  square  mile  and  situated  ad¬ 
jacent  to  the  boundary  of  any  incorporated 
unit  of  general  local  government  which  has  a 
population  of  ten  thousand  or  more  inhab¬ 
itants. 

“‘(c)  “Comprehensive  planning’’  Includes 
the  following,  to  the  extent  directly  related 
to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  gov¬ 
ernment  : 

“  ‘  ( 1 )  Preparation,  as  a  guide  for  govern¬ 
mental  policies  and  action,  of  general  plans 
with  respect  to  (A)  the  pattern  and  intensity 
of  land  use,  (B)  the  provision  of  public  fa¬ 
cilities  (including  transportation  facilities) 
and  other  governmental  services,  and  (C)  the 
effective  development  and  utilization  of  hu¬ 
man  and  natural  resources; 

“  ‘(2)  Long-range  physical  and  fiscal  plans 
for  such  action; 

“  ‘(3)  Programing  of  capital  improvements 
and  other  major  expenditures,  based  on  a 
determination  of  relative  urgency,  together 
with  definitive  financing  plans  for  such  ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  earlier  years  of  the  pro¬ 
gram;  • 

“  ‘(4)  Coordination  of  all  related  plans  and 
activities  of  the  State  and  local  governments 
and  agencies  concerned;  and 

“‘(5)  Preparation  of  regulatory  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  measures  in  support  of  the  fore¬ 
going.’ 
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•‘TITLE  VI— REVIEW  OP  FEDERAL  GRANT- 
IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

“CONGRESSIONAL  REVIEW  OF  GRANT-IN-AID 
PROGRAMS 

“Sec.  601.  (a)  Where  any  Act  of  Congress 
authorizes  the  niaking  of  grants-in-ald  and 
no  expiration  date  for  such  authority  has 
been  specified  by  law,  then  prior  to  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  each  period  specified  in  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  the  Committees  of  the  Senate  and 
the  House  having  legislative  Jurisdiction  over 
such  grants-in-aid  shall,  separately  or 
jointly,  conduct  studies  of  the  program  under 
which  such  grants-in-ald  are  made  and  ad¬ 
vise  their  respective  Houses  of  the  results  of 
their  findings  with  special  attention  to: 

“(1)  The  extent  to  which  the  purposes  for 
which  the  grants-in-aid  are  authorized  have 
been  met; 

“(2)  The  extent  to  which  the  objectives  of 
such  programs  can  be  carried  on  without 
further  financial  assistance  from  the  United 
States: 

“(3)  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in  pur¬ 
pose,  direction  or  administration  of  the 
original  program,  or  in  procedures  and  re¬ 
quirements  applicable  thereto,  shall  be  made; 
and 

“(4)  The  extent  to  which  such  grant-in- 
aid  programs  are  adequate  to  meet  the  grow¬ 
ing  and  changing  needs  which  they  were 
designed  to  support. 

“(b)(1)  A  study  of  a  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
gram  to  which  subsection  (a)  applies  and 
which  is  authorized  by  an  Act  of  Congress 
enacted  before  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act  shall  be  conducted  prior  to  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  the  fourth  calendar  year  be¬ 
ginning  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  and  thereafter  prior  to  the  expiration 
of  the  fourth  calendar  year  following  the 
year  during  which  a  study  of  such  program 
was  last  conducted  under  this  paragraph. 

“(2)  A  study  of  a  grant-ln-ald  program 
to  which  subsection  (a)  applies  and  which 
is  authorized  by  an  Act  of  Congress  enacted 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  shall 
be  conducted  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the 
fourth  calendar  year  following  the  year  of  en¬ 
actment  of  such  Act,  and  prior  to  the  ex¬ 
piration  of  each  fourth  calendar  year  there¬ 
after. 

“STUDIES  BY  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  OP  FED¬ 
ERAL  GRANT-IN-AID  PROGRAMS 

“Sec.  602.  (a)  Upon  request  of  any  com¬ 
mittee  having  jurisdiction  over  a  grant- 
in-aid  program,  the  Comptroller  General 
shall  make  a  study  of  such  program  to  deter¬ 
mine  among  other  relevant  matters,  the  ex¬ 
tent  to  which : 

“(1)  such  program  conflicts  with  or  dupli¬ 
cates  other  grant-in-aid  programs;  and 

“(2)  more  effective,  efficient,  economical, 
and  uniform  administration  of  such  program 
can  be  achieved  by  changing  certain  require¬ 
ments  and  procedures  applicable  thereto. 

“(b)  In  reviewing  grant-in-aid  programs 
the  Comptroller  General  shall  consider, 
among  other  relevant  matters,  and  the  budg¬ 
etary,  accounting,  reporting  and  administra¬ 
tive  procedures  applicable  to  such  programs. 
Reports  on  such  studies,  together  with  rec¬ 
ommendations,  shall  be  submitted  by  the 
Comptroller  General  to  the  Congress.  Re¬ 
ports  on  expiring  programs  should,  to  the 
extent  practicable,  be  submitted  in  the  year 
prior  to  the  date  set  for  their  expiration. 

“STUDIES  BY  ADVISORY  COMMISSION  ON 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

“Sec.  603.  Upon  request  of  any  committee 
having  jurisdiction  over  a  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
gram,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  (established  by  Pub¬ 
lic  Law  86-380,  as  amended)  shall  conduct 
studies  of  the  Intergovernmental  relations 
aspects  of  such  program  including  (1)  the 
impact  of  such  program,  if  any,  on  the 
structural  organization  of  State  arid  local 
governments  ani^on  Federal -State-local  fis¬ 


cal  relations,  and  (2)  the  coordination  of 
Federal  administration  of  such  program  with 
State  and  local  administration  thereof,  and 
shall  report  its  findings  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  such  committee  and  to  the  Congress. 
“preservation  of  house  and  SENATE 

COMMITTEE  JURISDICTION 

“Sec.  604.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  commit¬ 
tees  vmder  the  rules  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives.” 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

Chet  Holifield, 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Henry  S.  Reuss, 

Florence  P.  Dwyer, 

John  N.  Erlenborn, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Edmund  S.  Muskie, 

Sam  J.  Ervin,  Jr., 

Lee  Metcalf, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  698)  to  achieve  the  full¬ 
est  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities 
among  the  levels  of  government  in  order  to 
improve  the  operation  of  our  Federal  system 
in  an  increasingly  complex  society,  to  im¬ 
prove  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to 
the  States,  to  provide  for  periodic  congres¬ 
sional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid,  to 
permit  provision  of  reimbursable  technical 
services  to  State  and  local  government,  to 
establish  coordinated  intergovernmental  pol¬ 
icy  and  administration  of  development  as¬ 
sistance  programs,  to  provide  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within 
urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conform¬ 
ity  with  local  government  programs,  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  uniform  relocation  assistance  policy, 
to  estabUsh  a  uniform  land  acquisition  policy 
for  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs, 
and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following 
statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and 
recommended  in  the  accompanying  confer¬ 
ence  report: 

The  House  amendment  struck  all  of  the 
Senate  bUl  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
inserting  a  new  text  which  is  a  substitute  for 
both  the  Senate  bill  and  the  House  amend¬ 
ment.  Except  for  minor,  technical,  and  clar¬ 
ifying  changes,  this  statement  explains  the 
differences  between  the  House  amendment 
and  the  conference  substitute. 

title  I — definitions 
Section  106.  Grant  or  grant-in-aid 

This  section  defines  the  terms  “grant”  and 
“grant-in-aid”.  Under  the  Senate,  these 
terms  (subject  to  certain  exceptions)  meant 
payments — 

(A)  to  a  State, 

(B) to  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or 

(C)  “to  a  beneficiary  under  a  State-ad¬ 
ministered  plan  or  program  which  is  subject 
to  approval  by  ’a  Federal  agency”, 

under  a  fixed  authorization  which  requires 
matching  or  contains  an  allotment  formula. 
The  definition  in  the  House  amendment  was 
identical  except  that  imder  clause  (C)  the 
plan  or  program  was  not  required  to  be  State 
administered.  The  conference  substitute 
makes  two  changes  in  the  definition  con¬ 
tained  in  the  House  amendment:  First,  the 
plan  or  program  is  required  under  clause 
(C)  to  be  administered  by  a  State  or  a  po¬ 
litical  subdivision  of  a  State.  Second,  pay¬ 
ments  by  the  United  States  to  community 
action  agencies  under  the  Economic  Oppor¬ 
tunity  Act  of  1964  are  specifically  included 
within  the  defined  terms. 

Section  107.  Federal  assistance,  etc. 

The  Senate  bill  provided  that  the  terms 
“Federal  assistance”,  “Federal  financial  as¬ 


sistance”,  “Federal  assistance  programs”  and 
“federally  assisted  programs”  mean  programs 
that  provide  assistance  through  grant  or 
contractual  arrangements  (including  tech¬ 
nical  assistance  and  assistance  in  the  form 
of  loans,  loan  guarantees,  or  insurance),  but 
do  not  include  the  Federal  payment  to  the 
District  of  Columbia.  The  House  amendment 
provided  only  that  the  term  “Federal  assist¬ 
ance”  did  not  include  the  Federal  payment 
to  the  District  of  Columbia.  The  House 
recedes. 

TITLE  II - improved  ADMINISTRATION  OF  GRANTS- 

IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 

Section  201.  Full  information  on  funds 
received 

The  Senate  bill  required  Federal  agencies 
administering  programs  of  grants-in-aid  to 
States  or  their  political  subdivisions  to  noti¬ 
fy,  on  request,  the  Governor  (or  official  des¬ 
ignated  by  him)  or  the  State  legislature  of 
the  purpose  and  amount  of  actual  grants-in- 
aid  to  the  State  or  its  political  subdivisions. 
The  House  amendment  required  notification 
to  the  Governor  (or  his  designee)  and  the 
State  legislature.  The  conference  substitute 
requires  that,  on  request,  notification  be 
given  to  the  Governor,  State  legislature,  or 
other  official  designated  by  either,  and  that 
a  copy  of  the  requested  information  be  fur¬ 
nished  to  the  State  legislature  or  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  depending  upon  the  original  request  for 
such  data. 

Section.  203.  Scheduling  of  Federal  transfers 
to  the  States 

Both  the  Senate  bill  and  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  contained  a  section  relating  to  sched¬ 
uling  of  Federal  transfers  to  the  States.  The 
House  amendment,  however,  deleted  a  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  Section  of  the  Senate  bill  which 
directed  that  the  States  not  be  held  accounta¬ 
ble  for  interest  earned  on  grant-in-aid  funds, 
pending  their  disbursement  for  program  pur¬ 
poses.  The  conference  report  contains  this 
provision  of  the  Senate  bill. 

TITLE  III - permitting  FEDERAL  DEPARTMENTS 

AND  AGENCIES  TO  PROVIDE  SPECIAL  OR  TECHNI¬ 
CAL  SERVICES  TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  UNITS  OP 
GOVERNMENT 

Section  303.  Reimbursement  of  appropriation 
The  Senate  bill  provides  that  funds  re¬ 
ceived  by  Federal  agencies  as  payment  for 
furnishing  specialized  or  technical  services 
to  State  and  local  governments  be  deposited 
to  the  credit  of  the  principal  appropriation 
from  which  the  cost  of  providing  the  services 
was  paid  or  is  to  be  charged,  or  to  the  appro¬ 
priation  currently  available  for  the  cost  of 
similar  services.  The  House  amendment  re¬ 
quired  that  these  fimds  be  deposited  to  mis¬ 
cellaneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury.  The  con¬ 
ference  substitute  provides  that  these  funds 
will  be  deposited  to  the  credit  of  the  prin¬ 
cipal  appropriation  from  which  the  cost  of 
providing  the  services  was  paid  or  is  to  be 
charged. 

TITLE  IV - COORDINATED  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

POLICY  AND  ADMINISTRATION  OF  DEVELOPMENT 
ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

Section  401.  Declaration  of  development 
assistance  policy 

The  Senate  bill  directed  the  President  to 
establish  rules  and  regulations  for  uniform 
application  in  the  formulation,  evaluation, 
and  review  of  Federal  programs  and  projects 
having  a  significant  impact  on  area  and  com¬ 
munity  development,  for  the  purpose  of  as¬ 
suring  that  they  will  most  effectively  serve 
the  objectives  of  title  IV  of  the  bill.  The 
House  amendment  authorized  him  to  estab¬ 
lish  rules  and  regulations  governing  the  for¬ 
mulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of  such  pro¬ 
grams  and  projects  for  such  purpose.  The 
conference  substitute  directs  the  President  to 
establish  rules  and  regulations  governing  the 
formulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of  such 
programs  and  projects  for  such  purpose. 
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TITLE  V — -ACQUISITION,  USE,  AND  DISPOSITION  OP 
LAND  WITHIN  URBAN  AREAS  BY  FEDERAL  AGEN¬ 
CIES  IN  CONFORMITY  WITH  LAND  UTILIZATTON 
PROGRAMS  OP  AFFECTED  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Section  802  of  Federal  Property  and  Adminis¬ 
trative  Services  Act  of  1949 — Declaration  of 
purpose  and  policy. 

The  Senate  bill  and  House  amendment  both 
contain  an  amendment  to  the  Federal  Prop¬ 
erty  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949. 
The  amendment  adds  a  new  title,  relating  to 
urban  land  utilization,  to  that  Act.  Under  the 
Senate  bill,  section  802  of  the  new  title, 
which  contains  a  declaration  of  purpose  and 
policy  for  the  title,  provides  that  one  of  the 
purposes  of  the  new  title  is  to  encourage 
sound  planning,  zoning,  and  land  use  prac¬ 
tices.  In  the  House  amendment,  the  declara¬ 
tion  of  purpose  and  policy  for  the  new  title 
contains  no  comparable  provision.  The  House 
recedes. 

TITLE  VI - CONCESSIONAL  REVIEW  OP  FEDERAL 

GRANTS-IN-AID  TO  STATES  AND  TO  LOCAL  UNITS 
OP  GOVERNMENT 

Title  V  of  the  Senate  bill  related  to  con¬ 
gressional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-ald  to 
States  and  to  local  units  of  government.  The 
House  amendment  contained  no  comparable 
provision.  Title  VI  of  the  conference  report 
contains  a  substitute  for  title  V  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill.  The  substitute  eliminates  sections 
501,  502,  and  506  of  the  Senate  bill  (which 
contained  a  statement  of  purpose  and  provi¬ 
sions  relating  to  automatic  termination  of 
future  grant-in-aid  programs  and  to  records 
and  audits)  and  modifies  the  remaining  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  title  in  the  manner  discussed 
below.  In  deleting  section  502  of  the  Senate 
bill  (automatic  termination),  the  conferees 
agreed  upon  the  objective  that  reasonable 
termination  dates  be  placed  on  all  new  pro¬ 
grams  and  on  existing  programs  and  make 
this  recommendation  to  the  appropriate 
committees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House. 
Section  601.  Congressional  review  of  grant-in- 
aid  programs. 

This  section  is  based  on  section  503  of  the 
Senate  bill,  which  provided  for  Senate  and 
House  review  of  all  future  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  which  have  authorizations  of  morel 
than  3  years.  Such  review  would  consider 
the  extent  to  which  the  purposes  of  the  pro¬ 
grams  have  been  met,  the  extent  they  can 
be  carried  on  with  or  without  further  finan¬ 
cial  assistance,  whether  changes  are  needed 
in  their  direction,  administration,  or  purpose 
in  light  of  recommendations  of  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  and  the  Advisory  Committee 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  and  the 
adequacy  of  the  programs. 

The  conference  substitute  provides  for  re¬ 
view  at  four-year  intervals  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  for  which  no  expiration  date  has  been 
specified  by  law.  The  Committees  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  House  having  legislative  juris¬ 
diction  over  such  grant-in-aid  programs  are 
directed,  separately  or  jointly,  to  conduct 
studies  of  the  programs  and  to  advise  their 
respective  Houses  of  the  results  of  their 
findings.  The  review  would  consider  the  fac¬ 
tors  listed  in  the  Senate  bill  (but  without 
any  specific  reference  to  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Comptroller  General  or  the  Ad¬ 
visory  Committee). 

Section  602.  Studies  ty  Comptroller  General 
of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs 
This  section  is  based  on  section  504  of  the 
Senate  bill,  which  provided  for  continuing 
studies  of  Federal  grant  programs  to  be  made 
by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States.  The  conference  substitute  authorizes 
the  Comptroller  General  to  conduct  these 
studies,  but  only  on  request  of  a  committee 
having  jurisdiction  over  the  grant-in-ald 
program. 

Section  603.  Studies  by  Advisory  Commission 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
This  section  of  the  conference  report 
which  is  not  substantially  different  froir 
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section  505  of  the  Senate  blU,  provides  that 
upon  request  of  any  committee  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  or  House  having  jurisdiction  over  a  grant- 
in-aid  program,  the  Advisory  Commission  on 
Intergovernmental  Relations  will  conduct 
studies  of  the  intergovernmental  relations 
aspects  of  such  program  including  the  im¬ 
pact  of  such  program,  if  any,  on  the 
structural  organization  of  State  and  local 
governments  and  on  Federal-State-local  fiscal 
relations,  and  (2)  the  coordination  of  Fed¬ 
eral  administration  of  such  program  with 
State  and  local  administration  thereof.  The 
Commission’s  findings  and  recommendations 
would  be  reported  to  the  requesting  com¬ 
mittee  and  to  the  Congress. 

Section  604.  Preservation  of  House  or  Sen¬ 
ate  committee  jurisdiction 

This  section  of  the  conference  report  pro¬ 
vides  that  nothing  in  the  bill  will  be  con¬ 
strued  to  affect  jurisdictoin  of  committees 
under  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  House. 

ADDITIONAL  TITLES  OF  SENATE  BILL 

The  House  amendment  deleted  titles  VII 
and  VIII  of  the  Senate  bill,  which  related  to 
uniform  relocation  assistance  and  uniform 
land  acquisition  policy,  and  title  IX,  which 
related  to  judicial  review  of  certain  admin¬ 
istrative  actions  under  titles  VII  and  VIII. 
The  conference  substitute  omits  these  three 
titles. 

The  conferees  were  in  agreement  on  the 
desirability  of  the  Congress  enacting  a  uni¬ 
form  relocation  policy  to  assist  those  dis¬ 
placed  from  their  homes,  farms  or  businesses 
by  Federal  and  federally  assisted  projects. 
They  were  also  agreed  upon  the  desirability 
of  a  uniform  land  acquisition  policy  in  cases 
where  Federal  or  federally  assisted  programs 
result  in  the  taking  of  the  land  of  private 
owners.  They  recommend  to  the  appropriate 
committees  of  both  Houses  that  action  be 
taken  on  these  objectives  as  soon  as  possible. 
Chet  Holifield, 

John  A.  Blatnik, 

Henry  S.  Reuss, 

Florence  P.  Dwyer, 

John  N.  Erlenborn, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


REDEMPTION  OP  SAVINGS^NOTES 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  asKvunani- 
mous  consent  for  the  immediate  c^sid- 
eration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  15114)  to  ei^nd 
to  savings  notes  the  provisions  of  Che 
Second  Liberty  Bond  Act  relating  to  tire 
redemption  of  savings  bonds  and  the 
payment  of  losses  incurred  in  connection 
with  such  redemption. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
and  I  do  not  object  to  this  and  in  fact 
favor  the  legislation,  but  I  reserve  the 
right  in  order  that  the  chairman  might 
give  the  House  a  brief  explanation.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose 
of  H.R.  15114,  as  unanimously  reported 
by  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  is 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  to  utilize  private  financial  institu¬ 
tions  in  redeeming  savings  notes  in  the 
same  manner  as  they  are  presently  util¬ 
ized  in  the  redemption  of  savings  bonds. 

Mr.  Speaker,  an  essential  aspect  of  the 
efficient  operation  of  the  Department  of 
the  Treasury’s  U.S.  savings  bond  pro¬ 
gram  is  the  utilization  of  private  finan¬ 
cial  institutions  as  paying  agents  in  con¬ 


nection  with  the  redemption  of  such 
bonds.  These  institutions  are  generally 
local  banks,  trust  companies,  savings 
and  loan  associations,  credit  unions,  a-M 
similar  financial  organizations.  / 

Use  of  these  paying  agents,  throug^nout 
the  country  has  been  found  to  both 
economical  to  the  Government  and  con¬ 
venient  from  the  standpoint  oLroembers 
of  the  public  who  participate/m  the  sav¬ 
ings  bond  program.  Prior 1944,  the 
year  private  institutions  ^ere  first  au¬ 
thorized  to  make  redemptions,  savings 
bonds  could  be  redeerr^  only  at  Federal 
Reserve  Banks  and  Ranches.  This  ar¬ 
rangement  was  ver^nconvenient  to  the 
public,  and  I  am  awised  that  at  one  point 
late  in  the  war  Federal  Reserve  banks 
and  branches  were  running  some  10  or  11 
weeks  behind,^  handling  redemption  re¬ 
quests  fronvxhe  public. 

Today,  however,  there  are  about  16,500 
private  ^nancial  institutions  qualified 
as  pay^g  agents  for  savings  bonds,  and 
the  ^'vices  of  these  institutions  in  re¬ 
deeming  bonds  are  conveniently  avail- 
a^  to  the  general  public  at  some  30,000 
©cations  throughout  the  country.  Use  of 
these  paying  agents  since  1944  has  en¬ 
abled  the  Government  to  effect  redemp- 
tfdns  of  savings  bonds  at  the  very  eco¬ 
nomical  cost  of  approximately  12.9  cents 
per  bond. 

The  Department  of  the  Treasury  be¬ 
gan  the  issuance  of  savings  notes,  pop¬ 
ularly  referred  to  as  freedom  shares,  on 
May  1,  1967.  These  savings  notes  may  be 
purchased  only  by  buyers  of  savings 
bonds,  and  the  notes  now  being  issued 
bear  a  5-percent  interest  rate.  The  notes 
have  a  maturity  of  4  ^4  years  but  may  be 
redeemed  1  year  after  the  date  of  issue 
at  the  option  of  the  owner.  The  first  free¬ 
dom  shares  thus  became  eligible  for  re¬ 
demption  on  May  1,  1968. 

Freedom  shares  are  sold  through  the 
same  issuing  agencies  as  savings  bonds, 
and  it  is  desirable  both  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  convenience  to  the  public  and 
economy  to  the  Government  that  they 
be  redeemable  through  the  same  outlets 
as  savings  bonds.  H.R.  15114  would,  there¬ 
fore,  amend  the  Second  Liberty  Bond 
'^ct  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
weasury  to  use  the  same  financial  insti- 
tu^ns  to  make  payments  in  connection 
withyredemptions  of  these  savings  notes 
as  arevmresently  used  to  make  payments 
on  sav^gs  bonds. 

The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
also  believes  it  only  equitable  to  accord 
such  payingVagents  the  same  relief  from 
liability  for  ^sses  in  the  handling  of 
freedom  sharesW  is  provided  under  ex¬ 
isting  law  with  ^pect  to  savings  bonds. 
At  the  present  tini^  section  22  (i)  of  the 
Second  Liberty  Bonk  Act,  as  amended — 
31  United  States  Co^757c(i) — author¬ 
izes  the  relief  of  payink  agents  for  sav¬ 
ings  bonds  from  liabilitk  to  the  United 
States  in  cases  in  which  irscan  be  estab¬ 
lished  that  such  losses  resulted  from  no 
fault  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
paying  agent.  Section  2  of  thrill,  H.R. 
15114,  therefore,  would  extend  tkp  same 
relief  to  these  paying  agents  i^their 
services  with  respect  to  these  note^ 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  previously  indica^d, 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  w^ 
unanimous  in  recommending  enactment^ 
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HOUSE 

1.  APPROPRIATIOMS<  Received  the  coi^erence  report  on  H.  R.  18037 A^he  Labor,  HEW 

appropriatiim  bilV.^^%h^®8^hfe^eS  recommended  $25,811,000  for  tP^'^ses  necessary 
to  provid^^or  the  purchase  of  supplies  and  the  making  of  contracts  by  the^ 

United  S^tes,  including  reimbursements  to  State,  Federal,  and  loc^^  agencies 
and  th^-  employees  for  inspection  services  rendered;  $88,733,000  to\carry  out 
the  ^an  Air  Act;  $U2, 995,000  to  can-/  out  certain  sections  of  the  A^St  vn.th 
resfi4ct  to  occupational  health,  injury  control,  arctic  health,  milk,  fo\^,  and 
en^ronmental  sanitation,  and  interstate  quarantine  activities,  and  cerU^ 
>?tivities  under  the  VJater  Quality  Act,  Solid  VJaste  Disposal  Act,  and  IlamWbxe 
Tabrics  Act;  and  for  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Commission  on  Product 


xent 


Safety,  $500 j 000.  ;The  poiifareesi:  ri^ortie^  in ‘disagreement 'amendments 
Gch^l  assistance  in  Federally  affected  areasj  prohibiting  fxmds  to  be  U£ 
forceNbusing  of  students,  abolishment  of  any  school,  or  to  forae  anj*-  ^ti 
to  atteJM  a  particular  school  against  his  parents  wishes;  and  prohibit^g 
trie  v/ith^lding  of  funds  for  school  lunch  programs  or  money  receivedyirom 
national  Arrests,  to  be  expended  for  the-- benefit  of  public  schools,  ^  compli¬ 
ance  with  ti\Le  VI  of  trie  Civil  Rights  Act  of  196U«  pp»  PI9301-30li 


2.  INTERGOTORIIMEMTAL  COOPERATION.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  6?8,  the 
intergovernmental  cooperation  bill  (pp.  H9310-13).  Rep.  Holifield  surrmiarized 
the  provisions  of  the  conference  substitute  bill  as  follows:  Title  II  calls 
for  improved  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States.  Title  III  would 
permit  Federal  departments  and  agencies  to  provide  technical  and  specialized 
assistance  to  State  and  local  governments  on  a  reimbursable  basis  but  without 
competing  with  private  enterprise  or  rescinding  any  such  Federal  agency  vrith 
or  Without  reimbursement.  Title  IV  is  designed  to  provide  coordination  bn  the 
Federal  level  of  the  separate  assistance  programs  and  funds  which  may  be 
focused  on  a  given  urban  or  rural  community  by  various  Federal  agencies. 

Title  V  provides  that  in  order  to  promote  more  harmonious  intergovernmental 
relations.  Federal  land  within  urban  areas  will  be  acquired,  used,  and  disposer 
of  in  confomity  with  land  utilization  programs  of  the  affected  local  goverri- 
ments #  *  •  ,  . 


3.  HEALTH.  Agreed  to,  316-0,  the  conf ererW/^eport  on  H.  R.  15758,  to  amend  the 
Public  Health  Service  Act  so  as  to  exte)m  and  improve  the  provisions  relating 
to  regional  medical  programs,  to  ext^  ^  authorization  of  grants  for  health 
of  migratory  agricultural  workers,  /o  proVde  for  specialized  facilities 
for  alcoholics  and  narcotic  addict^ (pp.  H93^“9).  The  conference  substitute 
provides  "$9,000,000  each  for  tha/riscal  yeaj^nding  June  30,  1968,  and  the 
next  fiscal  year,  and  $15,000,0^0  for  the  fiscal  ye  r  ending  June  30,  1970" 


for  specif:  grants  for  the  heq^h  of  migratory  w^kers.  This  bill  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  President.  /  — ^ - 


PERSOhl'jEL.  Passed  with  ameni^ents  H.  R.  17682,  the  bivil  service  retirement 
financing  bill  (pp.  H9318^9).  Adopted  an  amendment\v  Rep.  Daniels  tc 
credit  unused  sick  leave/uo  the  length  of  service  in  computing  a  retiree's 
annuity  (pp.  H9326-7) ./Rejected  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Gri^s  to  strike  from 
the  bill  all  provisiojrfs  relating  to  the  crediting  of  unuse^  sick  leave  for 
retirement  purposes/(pp.  H9326-7)  and  an  amendment  by  Rep.  Scott  "to  provide 
that  the  Congress  /hall  continue  to  set  the  rates  of  the  dedrotions  that 
are  paid  by  the  ^ployee  and  by  the  members  as  well  as  by  the^vemment,  and 
all  the  contri^tions  would  be  set  by  the  Congress  rather  than  w  the  Civil 
Service  Comrajxj&on  as  is  provided  in  the  bill"  (pp.  H9327-28). 


5.  FP.m  CREDIT/  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3986,  to  amend  the  Federal  J^rm  Lean 
Act  and  the  Fam  Credit  Act  of  1933,  as  amended,  to  expedite  retireme^  of 
Governm^t  capital  from  Federal  intermediate  credit  banks,  production  c^dit 
assertions  and  banks  for  cooperatives.  H.  R.  19Ul8,  a  similar  bill,  w^ 
tabled.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to.  the  President,  pp.  H9330-1 


asr-  H.  CON.  RES.  838 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  HEPEESENTATIVES 

October  1, 1968 

Mr.  Holifield  submitted  the  following  concurrent  resolution ;  which  was  con¬ 
sidered  and  agreed  to 


CONCURRENT  RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives  (the  Senate 

2  concurring),  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Senate  in  the  enroll- 

3  ment  of  the  bill  (S.  698)  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation 

4  and  coordination  of  activities  amon^  the  levels  of  govern- 

5  ment  in  order  to  improve  the  operation  of  our  federal  system 

6  in  an  increasingly  complex  society,  to  improve  the  adminis- 

7  tration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States,  to  provide  for  periodic 

8  cono’ressional  review  of  Eederal  grants-in-aid,  to  peimit 

9  provision  of  reiml)ursable  technical  services  to  State  and 

10  local  o-overnment,  to  establish  coordinated  intergovernmental 

11  policy  and  administration  of  development  assistance  ])ro- 

12  grams,  to  provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition 
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of  land  within  nr))an  areas  l)y  Federal  agencies  in  conformity 
with  local  government  programs,  to  establish  a  uniform  relo¬ 
cation  assistance  policy,  to  establish  a  uniform  land  acquisi¬ 
tion  policy  for  Federal  and  federally  aided  programs,  and 
for  other  purposes,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  correct  the 
title  of  the  bill  so  as  to  read:  “An  Act  to  achieve  the  fullest 
cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities  among  the  levels 
of  government  in  order  to  improve  the  operation  of  our 
federal  system  in  an  increasingly  complex  society,  to  im¬ 
prove  the  administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States,  to 
permit  provision  of  reimbursable  technical  services  to  State 
and  local  government,  to  establish  coordinated  intergovern¬ 
mental  policy  and  administration  of  development  assistance 
programs,  to  provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  disposition 
of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conformity 
with  lo(*al  government  programs,  to  ])rovide  for  periodic 
congressional  review  of  Federal  grants-in~aid.  and  for  other 
purposes.” 
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Mr.  Hubert  with  Mr.  Smith  of  California. 

Mr.  Rooney  of  New  York  with  Mrs.  May. 

<^Mr.  Brademas  with  Mr.  Collier, 
p.  Leggett  with  Mr.  Pollock, 
r  Murphy  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Bob 
Wllsc 

Mr.  I^vans  of  Colorado  with  Mr.  Mlnshall. 
Mr.  li^lteunaga  with  Mr.  Belcher. 

Mr.  RoAenkowskl  with  Mr.  Morton. 

Mr.  Davl^f  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Talcott. 
Mr.  Hamllttai  with  Mr.  O’Konskl. 

Mr.  Fisher  w^  Mr.  Berry. 

Mr.  ParbstelnNrtth  Mr.  Keith. 

Mr.  Hays  with  Mr.  Utt. 

Mr.  Brooks  wlth>Mr.  Sandman. 

Mr.  Zablockl  wlth’Mr.  Relfel. 

Mr.  Gallagher  with  Mh.  Bell. 

Mr.  Hathaway  with  Nuk  Wyatt. 

Mr.  Olsen  with  Mr.  Rumefeld. 

Mr.  Moss  with  Mr.  Teagu^f  California, 

Mr.  Ashmore  with  Mr.  Brc 
Mr.  Puclnskl  with  Mr.  Pettis 
Mr.  Thompson  of  New  Jersey  ^th  Mr.  Taft. 
Mr.  St  Germain  with  Mr.  Relne^e. 

Mr.  Pickle  with  Mr.  Blackburn. 

Mr.  Podell  with  Mr.  Roudebush.^ 

Mr.  Wolff  with  Mr.  Skubitz. 

Mr.  O'Hara  of  Illinois  with  Mr.  Bro\n  of 
Ohio. 

Mr.  Rogers  of  Colorado  with  Mr.  SmithN^f 
OklaJaoma. 

Mr.  Satterfield  with  Mr.  Cowger. 

Mr.  Ryan  with  Mr.  Snyder. 

Mr.  Tenzer  with  Mr.  Brown  of  Michigan. 
Mr.  Stratton  with  Mr.  Stanton. 

Mr.  Passman  with  Mr.  Burke  of  Florida. 

Mr.  Macdonald  of  Massachusetts  with  Mr. 
Rupp>e, 

Mr.  Long  of  Liouisiana  with  Mr.  Halleck. 
Mr.  Brown  of  California  with  Mr.  Mathias 
of  Maryland. 

Mr.  Baring  with  Mr.  Gardner. 

Mr.  Kyros  with  Mr.  Gurney. 

Mr.  Tunney  with  Mr.  Hansen  of  Idaho. 
Mr.  Walker  with  Mr.  Kupferman. 

Mr.  Young  with  Mr.  Rees. 

Mr.  William  D.  Ford  with  Mr.  Helstoski. 
Mr.  Sisk  with  Mr.  Stephens. 

Mr.  Scheuer  with  Mr.  Conyers. 

Mr.  Colmer  with  Mr.  McMillan. 

Mr.  Edwards  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Resnick. 
Mr.  Ronan  with  Mr.  Rooney  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania, 

Mr.  Roush  with  Mr.  Van  Deerlin. 

Mr.  Jarman  with  Mr.  Jacobs. 

Mr.  Hungate  with  Mr.  Karsten. 

Mr.  Kee  with  Mr.  McCarthy. 

Mr.  Pulton  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Fraser, 
Mr.  Rarick  with  Mr.  Hardy. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

TO  INCREASE  NUMBER  ANIVfeALA- 
RIES  OP  JUDGES  OP  T^E  DIS¬ 
TRICT  OP  COLUMBIA  COURT  SYS¬ 
TEM 

Mr.  DOWDY.  Mr.  Speal^r,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  for  the  immediate  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill  (S>2439)  to  increase 
the  number  and  salaries  of  judges  of  the 
District  of  Colun^a  court  of  general 
sessions  and  the/juvenile  court  of  the 
District  of  Coliunbia,  the  salaries  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Appeals 
and  the  Dismct  of  Columbia  tax  court, 
and  for  othm  purposes. 

The  C^k  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  ^EAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert)  yls  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  toe  gentleman  from  Texas? 

fr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
tbffe  right  to  object — and  I  do  so  for  the 
mrpose  of  receiving  an  explanation  of 
Hihe  bill  and  I  shall  not  object — but,  I 


believe  we  should  have  an  explanation 
of  the  bill  at  this  point. 

Mr.  DOWDY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  DOWDY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  July  22 
the  House  passed  the  bill,  H.R.  15678,  a 
similar  bill,  to  increase  the  salaries  of 
the  judges  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
court  system.  My  intention  is  to  offer 
an  amendment  to  the  similar  Senate  bill 
which  I  have  just  called  up,  and  to 
amend  it  so  as  to  include  the  provisions 
of  the  House  bill,  which  will  add  these 
additional  judges  to  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  court  of  general  sessions. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  That  is  the  same  bill 
that  was  passed  by  the  House,  I  believe, 
by  a  vote  of  338  to  49,  as  I  recall.  And  it 
is  my  understanding  that  the  gentleman 
intends  to  offer  an  amendment  to  strike 
the  Senate  language  and  to  include  the 
provisions  of  the  House  bill  by  adding 
two  judges.  It  is  also  my  imderstanding 
that  the  Senate  bill  did  provide  for  clerks 
for  the  judges,  but  this  will  also  be  de¬ 
leted,  and  there  will  be  no  clerks  al- 
)wed  in  the  amendment  that  the  ge; 
lan  intends  to  offer? 

[r.  DOWDY.  That  is  correct. 

’  NELSEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wi^draw 
my  r^ervation  of  objection. 

The  \PE AKER  pro  temporals  there 
objectiOTk  to  the  request  of  >ne  gentle¬ 
man  fronrTexas? 

Mr.  GRCJ^S.  Mr.  Speal^,  further  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  this  bill  pro¬ 
vides  for  inerted  pa^or  the  judges  in 
the  District  of  Columbia.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DOWDY.  iM^identical  to  the  bill 
that  the  House  pa^^d  earlier  this  year. 
I  believe  it  was  i^ulj 

Mr.  GROSS/ And  fk  adds  two  addi¬ 
tional  judges^  that  coo^t? 

Mr.  DOWDY.  That  i\correct.  The 
Senate  bip' provided  for  ^e  additional 
judges. 

Mr.  /roSS.  When  was  tlite  last  bill 
appromi  that  increased  the  number  of 
juds^  in  the  District  of  Columbi^  Does 
th^gentleman  have  that  informatK^n  at 
ind? 

Mr.  DOWDY.  It  was  4  or  5  years  a| 
Mr.  GROSS.  Was  it  that  long  ago? 

Mr.  DOWDY.  I  believe  that  is  correct.' 

Mr.  GROSS.  When  was  the  pay  of  the 
judges  increased  last?  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  recall? 

Mr.  DOWDY.  I  will  see  if  I  can  get 
that  information  for  you  from  my  assis¬ 
tants  here.  I  think  it  was  some  years  ago. 

Mr.  GROSS.  It  seems  to  me  the  pay 
of  the  judges  was  increased  2  years  ago 
or  at  least  a  few  years  ago. 

Mr.  DOWDY.  I  do  not  recall  the  date. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Well,  the  pay  of  many- of 
the  judges  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
was  increased  less  than  10  years  ago,  I 
am  confident  of  that. 

Mr.  DOWDY.  The  President’s  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Crime  proposed  an  increase  in 
1966. 

I  have  the  date  now — the  last  increase 
was  in  1964. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes;  I  thought  there  was 
an  increase  as  recently  as  that. 

At  that  time  we  were  told  that  action 
was  necessary  to  discharge  the  business 
of  the  courts  because  of  the  caseload,  and 
so  forth. 


But  it  seems  that  increasing  the  pay 
and  increasing  the  number  of  judges  does 
not  accomplish  the  results  _that  we 
assured  would  take  place. 

Do  we  have  any  assurance  that  hiCreas- 
ing  the  salaries  now  and  addln^he  two 
additional  judges  that  the  cas^ad  is  go¬ 
ing  to  be  worked  out  or  are  wooing  to  be 
called  on  again  in  the  imn/diate  future 
to  provide  more  and  high^'pay  for  judges 
of  the  District  of  Colupmia  and  supply 
more  judges? 

Mr.  DOWDY.  Of  c^rse,  the  gentleman 
knows  that  I  cannq/ give  him  any  assur¬ 
ance  on  that. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

Mr.  GRO^.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ADif^S.  I  might  point  out  to  the 
gentlema/that  the  only  way  we  can  han¬ 
dle  the  /creasing  crime  rate  that  is  oc- 
currin/m  all  of  the  metropolitan  cities  is 
not  mst  by  having  an  increase  in  the 
"  ;e  force.  We  also  have  to  have  the 
courts  available  to  try  these  cases  and 
role  and  probation  facilities  to  provide 
^some  true  rehabilitation  for  them  who 
are  convicted. 

The  impact  of  crime  in  these  cities  is 
rising  rapidly  and  this  bill  will  do  no  more 
than  keep  us  even.  If  we  are  ever  to  roll 
crime  back,  we  are  going  to  need  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  number  of  judges  both  in 
the  District  of  Columbia  sessions  court 
and  the  Federal  district  courts.  There 
were  900  pending  felony  cases  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  district  court  in  March  and  it  was 
going  up  about  40  per  month. 

That  is  why  we  have  to  move  in  these 
areas  as  well  as  other  parts  of  the  crimi¬ 
nal  law  system  if  we  want,  and  I  know 
the  gentleman  does,  to  control  crime 
here.  I  assume  he  wants  to  see  that  hap¬ 
pen. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  happen  to  believe  that 
if  the  judges  would  mete  out  sentences 
commensurate  with  the  crimes  there 
would  not  be  so  much  crime  and  there¬ 
fore  fewer  cases. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  Well,  the  gentleman  is 
entitled  to  his  belief.  This  may  be  a  fac¬ 
tor  in  it,  but  you  also  have  the  fact  that 
if  you  wish  to  visit  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  sessions  court  any  day  of  the 
week  and  see  the  number  of  cases  being 
landled,  you  will  see  why  the  judges  are 
iiqt  able  to  handle  all  of  these  effectively. 
In  bail  cases  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
ses^ns  court  there  are  as  many  as  100 
casesSi  day  handled  by  one  judge  on  the 
assignment  calendar.  The  judge  simply 
cannot  make  accurate  judgments  under 
this  type  oS,a  caseload. 

That  is  wHy  we  need  more  judges  and 
that  is  why  ^s  bill  has  bipartisan  sup¬ 
port. 

Mr.  GROSS,  gentleman  is  saying 
inversely,  I  take  it,  that  with  the  in¬ 
crease  of  two  mor^udges  and  the  in¬ 
crease  in  pay  that  tl^  situation  will  be 
taken  care  of. 

Mr.  ADAMS.  No,  I  aii?l  to  the 

gentleman  that  we  will  bi  »  stay 

even.  If  we  get  additional  )eyond 

those  in  this  bill,  we  may  o  start 

rolling  crime  back.  If  yo  ing  to 

fight  crime  in  this  count]  .ave  to 

spend  the  money  and  have  the  dec 
people  to  do  it — and  not  just  talk  ^  out 
it. 
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r.  GUDE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  yield? 

MnjGROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  vUDE.  I  would  hke  to  say  that 
it  wouldS^  very  fortunate  if  we  do  stay 
even,  ev&  with  these  two  additional 
judges.  I  tl^ik  we  desperately  need  the 
five  judges  that  the  Senate  recommend¬ 
ed.  I  think  desperately  need  more 
juvenile  court  j\dges  which  the  Senate 
has  proposed. 

One  of  the  biggeV  factors  in  crime  is 
the  fact  that  70  pe^ent  of  the  adults 
defenders  have  juvenilkrecords.  We  have 
a  backlog  in  that  in  botiv^f  these  courts. 

So  I  am  most  disappointed  that  we  are 
not  going  further.  But  ceAainly  I  mUst 
agree  with  these  amendment 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  do  not  wanliuto  abuse 
the  privilege  of  reserving  the  ri^t  to  ob¬ 
ject,  but  I  do  want  to  say  this. 

There  are  some  people  around'^iere, 
and  the  District  of  Columbia  is  teemng 
with  them,  and  they  are  also  in  the  Cot 
gress,  who  think  every  problem  can 
solved  simply  by  spending  more  money' 
and  adding  more  employees.  I  do  not 
agree. 

I  say  again  that  if  the  judges  would 
mete  out  sentences  commensurate  with 
the  crimes  committed  in  the  District  and 
if  those  who  live  in  the  District  would 
display  some  civic  pride  and  help  restore 
morality  and  responsibility  it  would  not 
be  necessary  to  spend  so  much  money  on 
the  courts  and  law-enforcement  agen¬ 
cies.  I  do  not  agree  that  simply  adding 
more  judges  and  spending  more  money 
on  more  judges,  will  cure  the  situation  in 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

Mr.  GUDE.  What  I  am  trying  to  say 
to  the  gentleman  is  that  when  the  judges 
are  not  able  to  handle  the  cases  and  the 
men  are  released  on  the  streets  and  they 
stay  there  9  months  before  they  final¬ 
ly  get  to  trial,  it  is  no  wonder  that  we 
have  difficult  conditions  in  Washington, 
D.C. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  hope  we  do  not  have  an 
aggregation  of  confirmed  golfers  and 
other  recreationists  sitting  on  the 
benches  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  I 
hope  we  are  getting  a  days  work  out 
every  one  of  them. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert).  Is  there  objection  to  the  request 
of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows; 

S.  2439 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and /House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  Smtes  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  TTiat  (a) 
section  ll-902(a)  of  the  Dist:^  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“twenty”  and  Inserting  in  /lieu  thereof 
“twenty-five”.  / 

(b)  Section  11-902  (d)  o/ the  District  of 
Columbia  Code  is  amende  by  striking  out 
“$24,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$28,000”,  and  by  striludg  out  “$23,500”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$27,500”. 

Sec.  2.  Subchapter  II  of  chapter  9  of  title 
11  of  the  Distriot  of  Columbia  Code  is 
amended —  ' 

(1)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  se,ction: 

§  11-936.  Attorney  advisers;  compensation 

The  District  of  Columbia  Court  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Sessions  may  appoint  and  remove  at¬ 
torney  .'advisers  equal  to  the  niunber  of 
autoorized  to  serve  on  such  court, 
and.  shall  fix  their  compensation  in  accord¬ 


ance  with  the  provisions  of  chapter  61  and 
subchapter  III  of  chapter  53  of  title  5,  Unit¬ 
ed  States  Code,  relating  to  classification  and 
General  Schedule  pay  rates.”;  and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  analysis 
of  such  subchapter  the  following  new  item: 
"11-936.  Attorney  advisers;  compensation.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  11-702 (d)  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  Code  is  amended  by  striking 
out  “$25,000”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“$29,000”,  and  by  striking  out  "$24,500”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “$28,500”. 

Sec.  4.  The  first  sentence  of  the  second 
paragraph  of  section  2  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  Revenue  Act  of  1937,  as  amended 
(D.C.  Code,  sec.  47—2402) ,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  “$23,500”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “$27,500”. 

Sec.  5.  Section  11-1502  (a)  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  Code  is  amended  by  striking 
out  “two”  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“four”. 

amendment  oppeked  by  me.  dowdy 

Mr.  DOWDY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Dowdy:  Strike 
)ut  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  S.  2439 
Id  Insert: 

^hat  (a)  section  11-902  (a)  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out 
‘tweni^^’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘twenty- ) 
two’. 

“(b)  Ss^tlon  ll-902(d)  of  the  Dlstrlct/6f 
Columbi^^ode  is  amended  by  striking/nut 
‘$24,000’  ^d  Inserting  in  lieu  tj^reof 
‘$28,000’,  an^^y  striking  out  ‘$23,500’  jmd  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu'toereof  ‘$27,500’. 

“Sec.  2.  Section  ll-702(d)  of  th§  District 
of  Columbia  Cod^s  amended  by  Striking  out 
‘$25,000’  and  inerting  in  jneu  thereof 
‘$29,000’,  and  by  stilling  oi^ ‘$24,500’  and 
inserting  in  lieu  ther^  ‘$2^00’. 

“Sec.  3.  ‘The  first  seMence  of  the  second 
paragraph  of  section  2  oMhe  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  Revenue  Act  q;^1^37,  as  amended 
(D.C.  Code,  sec.  47-2&2)|Ms  amended  by 
striking  out  ‘$23,60^ and  i^rting  in  lieu 
thereof  ‘$27,500’. 

“Sec.  4.  The  arn^dments  madAJjy  this  Act 
shall  take  effect/fts  of  October  1,  1068. ’‘ 

Mr.  DOW^^.  Mr.  Speaker,  tSe  pur¬ 
pose  of  thfir  amendment  is  to  add  the 
Senate-i^sed  biU  provisions  for  two*^d- 
ditional/judges  to  be  added  to  the^O 
judge^f  the  District  of  Columbia  coui 
of  general  sessions. 

le  Senate  bill  provides  for  five  addi- 
^nal  judges  for  that  court,  to  be  added 
zo  the  20  judges  now  on  the  court. 

The  Senate  bill  also  provided  for  two 
additional  judges  to  be  added  to  the 
three  now  sitting  on  the  juvenile  court, 
and  for  an  attorney-adviser  or  law 
clerk — who  start  with  a  salary  of 
$10,000 — for  each  of  the  judges  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  court  of  general 
sessions. 

The  House  District  Committee  has  had 
no  hearings  on  these  proposals  for  in¬ 
creasing  the  judges  and  for  these  attor¬ 
ney-advisers. 

As  to  the  juvenile  court,  the  committee 
does  have  before  it  involved  and  techni¬ 
cal  proposals  to  establish  a  unified  court 
system  to  deal  with  family  problems, 
which  would  be  a  complete  overhaul  of 
the  court  of  general  sessions  and  the 
juvenile  court. 

Under  the  circumstances,  therefore, 
the  District  Committee  is  of  the  bHief 
that  an  increase  of  two  judges  is  sufficient 
until  the  next  Congress  can  review,  hear, 
and  resolve  the  whole  court  situation  in 
the  District  of  Columbia, 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  IMr.  Dowdy]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  pseSsed. 

TITLE  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  DOWDY.  Mr.  Speaker, 
amendment  to  the  title. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: . 

’Title  amendment  offered  By  Mr.  Dowdy; 
Amend  the  title  so  as  to  ^ad:  “A  bill  to 
increase  the  number  ancyfealaries  of  judges 
of  the  District  of  Colum^a  Court  of  General 
Sessions,  the  salaries  x  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  Court  of  Ai^als,  and  the  District 
of  Columbia  Tax  (^niit,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.” 

The  title  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  p6  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  S,  698,  IN¬ 
TERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERA¬ 
TION  ACT  OP  1968 

Mr.  HOLIPIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call 
up  the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (S. 
698)  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation 
and  coordination  of  activities  among  the 
levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve 
the  operation  of  our  federal  system  in 
an  increasingly  complex  society,  to  im¬ 
prove  the  administration  of  grants-in- 
aid  to  the  States,  to  provide  for  periodic 
congressional  review  of  Federal  grants- 
in-aid,  to  permit  provision  of  reimburs¬ 
able  technical  services  to  State  and  local 
government,  to  establish  coordinated  in¬ 
tergovernmental  policy  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  development  assistance  programs, 
to  provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and 
disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas 
by  Federal  agencies  in  conformity  with 
local  government  programs,  to  establish 
a  imiform  relocation  assistance  policy, 
to  establish  a  uniform  land  acquisition 
policy  for  Federal  and  federally  aided 
programs,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
ask  imanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Septem¬ 
ber  30,  1968.) 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
bill  is  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  of  1968,  which  was  passed  unani¬ 
mously  on  the  floor  of  the  House  a  week 
or  so  ago.  A  conference  has  been  had  with 
the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  other 
body,  and  we  have  retained  the  Senate 
language  in  most  instances. 

In  particiilar,  due  to  the  commitments 
that  were  made  in  the  House  by  the 
gentleman  from  Ulinois  [Mr.  Erlen- 
born]  and  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  Byrnes],  we  have  sustained  the 
House  position,  refusing  to  accept  the 
title  VII,  which  was  to  establish  a  uni¬ 
form  relocation  assistance  policy.  We 
have  also  refused  to  accept  the  title, 
which  would  have  established  a  uniform 
land  acquisition  policy  for  Federal  and 
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federally  aided  programs.  Two  other 
committees  of  the  House  have  jurisdic¬ 
tion  over  these  particular  areas. 

One  committee,  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  was  holding  hearings  on 
the  imiform  land  acquisition  subject 
matter.  There  we  acquiesced  to  the  re¬ 
quests  of  Members  on  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  and  sustained  the  House  position 
on  this. 

In  one  other  adjustment  that  was 
made,  to  which  I  invite  the  attention  of 
the  House,  the  House  changed  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  other  body,  which  provided 
for  a  mandatory  review  of  those  grant- 
in-aid  programs  which  are  on  the  books 
and  which  do  not  have  termination  dates. 
We  accepted  the  language  as  far  as 
studies  made  by  the  committees  of  juris¬ 
diction  that  they  will  report  back  to  the 
committees  of  the  House  in  4  years  on 
those  grant-in-aid  programs  which  do 
not  have  termination  dates.  As  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  know,  in  the  last  few 
years  practically  every  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
gram  that  has  been  passed  has  been 
passed  with  the  termination  dates  rim- 
ning  for  2  to  3  or  4  years.  We  feel  this 
is  in  line  with  the  practices  and  policies 
of  the  House. 

We  present  this  conference  report  with 
the  unanimous  approval  of  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle.  We  believe  we  have  done  a  good 
job  in  sustaining  the  will  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  bring  be¬ 
fore  you  the  conference  report  on  S.  698, 
the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act 
of  1968.  This  is  a  bipartisan  bill  spon¬ 
sored  by  many  Members  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House.  Its  purpose,  in  brief,  is  to 
strengthen  State  and  local  government 
and  Improve  the  relations  between  those 
governments  and  the  Federal  Giovem- 
ment  through  closer  cooperation  and  co- 
ordination  of  policies  and  activities 
particularly  in  the  administration  and 
review  of  Federal  grant  and  loan  pro¬ 
grams  for  development  assistance.  This 
bUl  was  passed  unanimously  by  the 
House  and  your  conferees  are  happy  to 
report  that  the  House  particulars  were 
upheld  in  nearly  all  instances. 

During  the  debate  on  the  floor,  a  ques¬ 
tion  was  raised .  about  provisions  of  the 
Senate  bill  which  vrould  provide  uni¬ 
form  relocation  and  land  acquisition  poli¬ 
cies  for  the  entire  Federal  Government 
and  federally  assisted  programs.  On 
these  points  the  Senate  receded.  Titles 
Vn,  Vm,  and  IX  of  the  Senate  bill  ha,ve 
been  eliminated  from  the  report.  The  cir¬ 
cumstances  surrounding  the  House  posi¬ 
tion  on  these  matters  are  familiar  to  all 
of  you.  There  was  a  question  of  juris¬ 
diction  and  another  committee  of  the 
House  was  holding  hearings  on  this  mat¬ 
ter.  I  would  like  to  make  it  very  clear, 
however,  that  the  conferees  on  S.  698 
were  in  full  agreement  that  uniform  re¬ 
location  and  land  acquisition  policies 
should  be  enacted  by  the  Congress  to 
meet  very  serious  difficulties  that  so 
many  families  and  businessmen  suffer 
when  they  are  displaced  by  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  Federal  and  federally  assisted 
programs.  We  urge  that  the  appropriate 
committees  of  both  the  Senate  and  the 
House  give  this  matter  the  highest  pri¬ 
ority  and  report  effective  legislation. 


The  conferees  did  agree  to  a  Senate 
provision  calling  for  congressional  review 
of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs.  This 
was  considered  during  hearings  in  the 
House,  but  our  committee  thought  it  bet¬ 
ter  not  to  legislate  in  this  area  at  that 
time.  A  strong  case  was  made  in  the  con¬ 
ference,  however,  for  this  study.  We  were 
informed  that  there  are  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  on  the  statute  books  which  have 
not  been  properly  reviewed  for  a  long 
period  of  time  and  we  agreed  that  the 
adoption  of  a  policy  of  congressional  re¬ 
view  for  programs  that  are  4  years  or 
more  in  duration  and  do  not  have  an  ex¬ 
piration  date  would  be  wise.  The  Senate 
version  provided  for  a  fiat  cutoff  after  5 
years  for  such  programs  enacted  in  the 
91st  and  subsequent  Congresses.  We 
could  not  agree  to  this,  but  all  conferees 
supported  the  objective  that  reasonable 
termination  dates  be  placed  on  all  new 
programs  and  on  existing  programs  and 
recommend  this  to  the  appropriate  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House.  Om' 
substitute  calls  for  studies  after  4  years 
and  reports  to  the  Congress.  These  stu¬ 
dies  are  to  be  made  by  the  committee 
which  has  jurisdiction  over  the  grant-in- 
aid  authorization  and  will  give  special 
attention  to: 

First.  The  extent  to  which  the  pui’poses 
for  which  the  grants-in-aid  are  author¬ 
ized  have  been  met; 

Second.  The  extent  to  which  the  objec¬ 
tives  of  such  programs  can  be  carried  on 
without  further  financial  assistance  from 
the  United  States; 

Third.  Whether  or  not  any  changes  in 
purpose,  direction  or  administration  of 
the  original  program,  or  in  procedures 
and  requirements  applicable  thereto, 
shall  be  made;  and 

Fourth.  The  extent  to  which  such 
grant-in-aid  programs  are  adequate  to 
meet  the  growing  and  changing  needs 
which  they  were  designed  to  support. 

The  Senate  bill  also  directed  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  to  make  continuing 
studies  of  grant-in-aid  programs.  It  was 
our  view  that  this  was  a  greater  burden 
than  v;e  should  put  on  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  at  this  time  and  the  sub¬ 
stitute  calls  for  the  Comptroller  General 
to  make  studies  upon  the  request  of  any 
committee  having  jurisdiction  over  the 
grant-in-aid  program.  This  language,  of 
course,  does  not  at  all  affect  the  present 
jurisdiction  and  authority  of  the  Comp¬ 
troller  who  can  investigate  and  audit  all 
Government  programs. 

The  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations,  which  proposed 
this  legislation  to  the  Congress,  has 
among  its  membership  our  colleagues, 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina,  L.  H. 
Fountain,  the  gentleman  from  Oregon, 
Al  Ullman,  and  my  fellow  conferee,  the 
distinguished  gentlelady  from  New  Jer¬ 
sey,  Mrs.  Florence  P.  Dwyer.  The  Com¬ 
mission  is  authorized  to  make  studies  of 
these  programs  at  the  request  of  com¬ 
mittees  of  jurisdiction. 

The  conference  report  clearly  states 
that  nothing  in  this  bill  will  be  construed 
to  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  committees 
imder  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  the 
House.  * 

With  regard  to  those  titles  of  the 
House-passed  bill  that  were  also  in  the 


Senate  bill,  the  changes  agreed  upon  were 
mostly  of  a  clarifying  nature.  There  were 
several  which  may  be  classed  as  substan¬ 
tive. 

We  broadened  the  definition  of  “grant” 
or  “grant-in-aid”  to  include  a  beneficiary 
under  a  plan  or  program  administered 
by  a  State  or  a  political  subdivision  of  a 
State  which  is  subject  to  approval  by  a 
Federal  agency,  and  to  include  commu¬ 
nity  action  programs  under  the  Office  of 
Economic  Opportimity. 


The  House  bill  held  that  States  should 
be  accountable  for  interest  earned  on 
deposited  grant-in-aid  funds  pending 
their  disbursement  for  program  purposes. 
We  were  persuaded  that  under  the  new 
letter-of -credit  procedure  interest  ac¬ 
cumulated  would  be  so  small  that  it 
would  make  the  accoimting  for  this  in¬ 
terest  an  unnecessary  burden  and  agreed 
with  the  Senate  to  waive  this  require¬ 
ment. 

In  the  section  on  the  provision  of  tech¬ 
nical  services  to  States  and  local  govern¬ 
ments,  the  House  bill  required  that  re- 
imbm’sements  to  the  Federal  agency  pro¬ 
viding  the  service  be  deposited  to  miscel¬ 
laneous  receipts  of  the  Treasury.  We  were 
persuaded  by  the  Senate  that  the  purpose 
of  this  section  might  be  defeated  if  the 
reimbursements  could  not  be  applied  to 
the  principal  appropriation  of  that 
agency  and  we  agreed  to  permit  this  so 
long  as  the  moneys  would  go  into  the 
appropriation  accoimt  for  the  cun’ent 
year. 


Now  let  me  briefly  summarize  thej^ro-^ 
visions  of  the  bill. 

The  first  substantive  title — title  II- 
calls  for  improved  administration  of 
grants-in-aid  to  the  States.  It  directs 
Federal  agencies,  upon  request,  to  give 
full  information  to  the  Governors  and 
State  legislators  on  grants  to  their  States 
and  political  subdivisions,  thereby  pro¬ 
viding  necessary  data  upon  which  to  fi¬ 
nance  and  administer  cooperative  pro¬ 
grams  under  Federal  grants-in-aid.  It 
would  improve  the  scheduling  of  Federal 
fimd  transfers  to  the  States  and  permit 
the  States  to  budget  Federal  grant  funds 
in  much  the  same  manner  as  they  budget 
other  revenues.  This  would  assure  the 
expeditious  furnishing  of  Federal  grant 
funds  through  the  letter-of-credit  pro¬ 
cedure.  In  addition,  it  would  relieve  the 
States  from  unnecessary  and  outmoded 
accoimting  procedures  and  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  separate  bank  accounts  while 
protecting  the  right  of  the  executive 
branch  and  the  Comptroller  General  to 
audit  these  accounts.  Finally,  title  n 
would  permit  the  head  of  a  Federal 
agency  to  waive  the  single  State  agency 
requirement  now  in  many  Federal  grant 
programs  so  that  the  organization  and 
modernization  of  State  government 
structures  may  be  facilitated. 

Title  III  would  permit  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencise  to  provide  technical 
and  specialized  assistance  to  State  and 
local  governments  on  a  reimbursable 
basis  but  without  competing  with  private 
enterprise  or  rescinding  any  such  au¬ 
thority  now  possessed  by  any  Federal 
agency  with  or  without  reimbursement. 
This  title  recognizes  that  certain  cate¬ 
gories  of  specialized  personnel  and  equip- 
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ment  are  in  short  supply  at  the  State 
and  local  levels  and  that  direct  efforts  to 
procure  them  can  be  costly  and  duplica¬ 
tive.  Under  this  title,  the  head  of  any 
Federal  agency  providing  such  services 
would  be  required  to  report  annually  on 
the  scope  of  the  services  rendered  to  the 
Committees  on  Government  Operations 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives. 

Title  rv  is  designed  to  provide  coordi¬ 
nation  on  the  Federal  level  of  the  some¬ 
time  numerous  separate  assistance  pro¬ 
grams  and  fimds  which  may  be  focused 
on  a  given  urban  or  rural  commimity  by 
various  Federal  agencies.  These  pro¬ 
grams,  though  beneficial  to  the  areas 
they  serve,  are  frequently  duplicating, 
overlapping,  and  sometimes  in  conflict 
with  each  other.  Such  administration 
can  create  severe  confusion  and  have  an 
ill  effect  on  the  recipient  local  govern¬ 
ment  and  its  future  development.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  the  President  is  directed  to  es¬ 
tablish  rules  and  regulations  governing 
Federal  programs  and  projects  to  the  end 
that  they  most  effectively  serve  certain 
stated  objectives  considered  important 
to  healthful  living  and  orderly  com¬ 
munity  development.  The  title  further 
requires  that  all  Adewpoints  and  objec¬ 
tives — ^national,  regional.  State,  and 
local — to  the  extent  possible,  be  consid¬ 
ered  when  Federal  development  projects 
are  being  planned.  Federal  aid,  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  shall  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  objectives  of  State,  re¬ 
gional,  and  local  comprehensive  plan¬ 
ning.  Each  Federal  department  and 
agency  administering  a  development  as¬ 
sistance  program  must  consult  with  and 
seek  advice  from  other  significantly 
affected  Federal  agencies  in  an  effort  to 
assure  fully  coordinated  programs.  In¬ 
sofar  as  possible,  Federal  planning  shall 
be  coordinated  with  and  made  a  part  of 
local  and  areawide  development  plan¬ 
ning.  Furthermore,  in  order  to  strengthen 
general  local  government.  Federal  agen¬ 
cies  in  making  loans  or  grants  should 
give  preference  to  cities,  counties,  and 
townships  over  special-purpose  imits. 
This  title  originally  applied  only  to  Fed¬ 
eral  programs  in  urban  areas  but  was 
expanded  by  the  committee  to  include 
rural  areas  where  many  of  the  same 
problems  in  administration  of  Federal 
assistance  exist. 

Title  V  provides  that  in  order  to  pro¬ 
mote  more  harmonious  intergovernmen¬ 
tal  relations.  Federal  land  within  urban 
areas  will  be  acquired,  used,  and  disposed 
of  in  conformity  with  land  utilization 
programs  of  the  affected  local  govei'n- 
rnents.  The  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion,  prior  to  the  disposal  of  land  in 
urban  areas,  will  give  notice  to  the  local 
zoning  authority  so  that  the  land  may  be 
zoned  in  accordance  with  local  compre¬ 
hensive  planning  objectives,  unless  GSA 
deems  such  advance  notice  will  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  the  proposed  transac¬ 
tion.  The  GSA  is  to  consider  objections 
made  by  local  governments  and,  to  the 
extent  practicable,  comply  with  local 
zoning  regulations  and  planning  objec¬ 
tives. 

Ml-.  Speaker,  the  passage  of  S.  698  pro¬ 
vides  an  important  step  in  intergovern¬ 
mental  relations  in  our  country.  I  hope 
that  this  report  will  be  overwhelmingly 
approved. 


(Mr.  HOLIFIELD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
now  to  my  colleague,  the  leading  minority 
member  of  the  subcommittee,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ulinois  [Mr.  Erlenborn]  for 
such  time  as  the  gentleman  may  consume. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

The  gentleman  from  California  has 
quite  ably  explained  the  results  of  this 
conference  committee.  I  reiterate  that 
the  most  important  thing,  I  believe,  for 
the  Members  to  consider  is  the  fact  that 
we  did  sustain  the  position  of  the  House 
in  not  including  in  the  bill  as  a  result  of 
the  conference  any  reference  to  uniform 
land  acquisition  or  uniform  payments  for 
relocation.  This  commitment  was  made 
on  the  floor,  that  the  conferees  would 
strive  to  keep  these  two  sections  or  titles 
out  of  the  bill. 

I  think  also  the  provision  of  title  V  for 
renewal  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  is  important.  The  Senate  provision 
would  have  provided  for  periodic  review 
for  new  programs  enacted  in  the  91st  and 
subsequent  Congresses  on  a  5-year  basis 
in  the  event  the  new  program  did  not 
have  a  termination  date  in  the  authoriza¬ 
tion.  The  result  of  the  conference  is  that 
all  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs  that 
do  not  have  automatic  termination  in 
their  authorization  will  be  reviewed  with¬ 
in  the  next  4  years  and  every  4  years 
thereafter,  so  we  will  have  continuous 
oversight  by  the  committees  of  jurisdic¬ 
tion. 

Other  minor  adjustments  of  differences 
between  the  House  language  and  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  other  body  were  made.  In 
most  instances  the  intent  of  the  House 
bill  was  sustained  with  minor  editorial 
adjustments.  I  feel  the  conference  was 
quite  successful  from  the  viewpoint  of  the 
House,  and  the  bill,  as  reported  by  the 
conference  committee  and  as  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House,  should  receive  the  imanimous 
support  of  the  Members  of  the  House. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  not  only  as  a  former  member  and 
alumnus  of  the  Government  Operations 
Committee,  but  as  a  Member  of  the 
House,  I  want  to  express  my  apprecia¬ 
tion  and  gratitude  for  the  distinguished 
ranking  majority  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
for  the  work  they  were  able  to  do  in  the 
conference  in  improving  the  language  in 
title  VI. 

I  remember  reading  an  article  in  the 
newspaper,  I  think,  a  few  days  ago,  that 
referred  to  certain  “sleeper”  bills  that 
ought  to  be  watched  in  the  period  be¬ 
tween  now  and  the  sine  die  adjournment 
of  this  Congress.  That  list  did  not  in¬ 
clude  this  particular  bffl,  but  I  think  it 
should  have.  The  language  in  title  VI 
refers  to  a  quadrennial  review  of  certain 
grant-in-aid  programs — not  only  those 
enacted  by  the  91st  and  subsequent  Con¬ 
gresses,  but  by  previous  Congresses,  and 
I  am  told  there  are  literally  scores  of 
those  programs  enacted  in  prior  years 
that  do  not  have  an  expiration  date. 


Under  the  language  of  the  conference 
report,  which  I  understand  was  supplied 
because  of  the  initiative  taken  by  the 
House  Members  of  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee,  we  have  some  guarantee  that 
there  will  be  a  periodic  review  of  these 
grant-in-aid  programs,  and  that  would  I 
think  result  in  a  savings  to  the  taxpayers 
of  this  country. 

So  I  congratulate  the  members  of  the 
conference  committee  for  a  job  well 
done,  particularly  on  title  VI  of  this 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act. 

Mr.  ERLENBORN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  contribution. 

(Mr.  EIRLENBORN  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mrs.  DWYER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe 
the  conferees  on  S.  698,  the  Intergovern¬ 
mental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968,  have 
brought  back  to  the  House  a  bill  which, 
in  the  first  instance,  corresponds  with 
the  wishes  of  the  House  as  expressed  dur¬ 
ing  debate  on  the  bill  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 
and,  second,  which  has  been  substantially 
improved  by  the  compromise  provision 
in  title  VI,  providing  for  periodic  review 
of  grant-in-aid  programs  by  the  appro¬ 
priate  congressional  committees. 

As  our  colleagues  will  recall,  only  the 
Senate  bill  included  such  a  provision,  al¬ 
though  in  recent  years  there  has  been 
considerable  support  among  colleagues 
on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  for  such  peri¬ 
odic  review. 

The  compromise  language,  which  was 
proposed  to  the  conference  by  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  minority  colleague  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Erlenborn], 
and  I,  does,  I  believe,  significantly  im¬ 
prove  on  the  language  in  the  Senate  bill 
and  in  the  earlier  versions  of  similar 
legislation  introduced  by  several  of  us. 
The  compromise  provision  eliminates  the 
automatic  termination  feature  under 
which  grant-in-aid  programs  would  be 
ended  after  5  years  imless  the  Congress 
extended  them  or  enacted  them  with 
specific  termination  dates. 

This  feature,  which  was  originally  in¬ 
tended  to  encourage  meaningful  com¬ 
mittee  review  of  grant  programs,  was 
the  cause  of  concern  on  the  part  of  sev¬ 
eral  of  our  colleagues.  It  had  also  be¬ 
come  less  significant  in  recent  years  in 
light  of  the  fact  that  most  grant-in-aid 
programs  now  carry  specific  termination 
dates. 

As  a  substitute  for  this  feature  of  the 
program  review  provision,  the  conferees 
agreed  to  broaden  the  review  require¬ 
ment  to  include  most  existing  grant  pro¬ 
grams  as  well  as  future  programs  where 
termination  dates  have  not  been  speci¬ 
fied.  The  benefits  of  meaningful  con¬ 
gressional  review,  therefore,  will  be 
much  more  broadly  applied. 

Having  m-ged  the  requirement  of  pe¬ 
riodic  congressional  review  of  grant-in- 
aid  programs  for  the  past  7  years,  both 
as  a  member  of  the  Advisory  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Intergovernmental  Relations 
and  as  a  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Govei-nment  Operations,  I  should  like  to 
thank  my  colleagues  for  their  support  of 
the  compormise  provision,  and  express 
the  hope  that  this  will  be  another  step 
in  the  direction  of  establishing  more  ef¬ 
fective  control  and  oversight  of  grant 
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programs.  The  proliferation  of  such  pro¬ 
grams  in  recent  years  has  imposed  on 
Congress  a  heavy  responsibility  to  as¬ 
sure  the  Nation  that  Federal  assistance 
efforts  are,  in  fact,  accomplishing  de¬ 
sirable  results  in  as  efficient  and  eco¬ 
nomical  manner  as  possible. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Blat- 
nik]  ,  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee. 

(Mr.  BLATNIK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  should 
like  the  Record  to  show  the  deep  in¬ 
debtedness  all  of  us  on  the  subcommittee 
and  on  the  full  committee  owe  to  our 
senior  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Holifield],  for  his  lead¬ 
ership  and  for  the  additional  burden  of 
work  he  was  called  upon  to  exert,  far 
beyond  the  call  of  reasonable  duty  in 
these  difficult  closing  weeks  of  the  session. 

We  also  are  indebted  to  our  colleague, 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Henry 
Reuss],  and  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Erlenborn],  and  the  gentlewoman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mrs.  Dwyer],  not  only 
for  their  participation  but  likewise  for 
the  splendid  cooperation  received. 

We  express  our  appreciation  concern¬ 
ing  the  contribution  they  all  have  made. 
Without  their  leadership  and  the  co¬ 
operative,  positive,  and  constructive  atti¬ 
tude  taken,  this  conference  report 
would  not  have  been  possible. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Reuss]  . 

Mr.  REUSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
add  my  voice  of  commendation  for  the 
serviceable  and  workmanlike  job  done 
on  this  bill  by  the  leadership  participat¬ 
ing  in  it,  notably  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Holifield]  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Blatnik]  ; 
and  those  on  the  minority  side,  notably 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Erlenborn]  . 

When  the  bill  cleared  this  House  some 
days  ago  the  point  was  made  by  various 
Members,  mainly  members  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  that  the 
conference  committee  should  do  what  it 
could  to  preserve  the  House  version.  I 
believe  we  have  faithfully  followed  the 
instincts  of  the  House  in  that  matter, 
and  I  believe  the  conference  report  pre¬ 
sented  here  today  is  in  the  public  interest 
and  deserves  overwhelming  support. 

Mr.  FOUNTAIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives 
me  great  pleasmu  to  rise  in  support  of 
the  conference  report  on  the  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968.  The 
conferees  are  to  be  commended  for  bring¬ 
ing  back  an  improved  bill  and  particu¬ 
larly  for  the  inclusion  of  title  VI  provid¬ 
ing  for  periodic  congressional  review  of 
grant-in-aid  programs. 

The  bill  as  amended  in  conference  is 
now  essentially  the  same  as  the  legisla¬ 
tion  which  I  sponsored  in  the  89th  Con¬ 
gress  and  includes  most  of  the  titles  con¬ 
tained  in  H.R.  5522  which  I  introduced 
in  the  90th  Congress.  I  am  pleased  to 
note  that  the  conferees  endorsed  the  re¬ 
maining  titles  contained  in  both  my  bill 
and  the  companion  Senate  bill,  and  rec¬ 
ommended  favorable  action  on  these  ad¬ 
ditional  titles  by  the  appropriate  com¬ 
mittees  of  both  Houses. 


The  adoption  of  title  VI  relating  to 
congressional  review  of  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  is,  Ui  my  judgment,  a  real  con¬ 
tribution  toward  strengthening  the  pro¬ 
cedures  of  the  Congress  for  periodically 
reevaluating  grant  legislation.  I  have  ad¬ 
vocated  the  more  systematic  approach 
embodied  in  this  title  since  the  88th  Con¬ 
gress  when  I  introduced  a  bill  specifically 
for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  need  for  regular  and 
systematic  review  of  grant-in-aid  pro- 
gi-ams  is  especially  great  today.  We  are 
living  in  a  dynamic  age,  and  we  cannot 
continue  indefinitely  to  deal  with  new 
public  problems  by  enacting  additional 
grant  programs  without  facing  up  to  the 
necessity  of  giving  serious  consideration 
to  phasing  out  some  of  the  older  pro¬ 
grams  aimed  at  problems  of  another 
time.  Tlie  xmiform  policy  and  procedure 
for  grant  review  provided  by  this  legis¬ 
lation  is  a  practical  method  for  enabling 
the  Congress  to  accomplish  this  objective 
in  a  consistent  and  timely  manner. 

I  want  to  express  my  sincere  apprecia¬ 
tion  to  my  colleagues  on  the  committee 
who  helped  in  bringing  this  legislation  to 
fruition.  I  believe  that  history  will  view 
the  Litergovemmental  Cooperation  Act 
of  1968  as  a  very  constructive  and  im¬ 
portant  stage  in  the  improvement  of  re¬ 
lations  between  the  Federal  Government 
and  the  States  and  their  political  sub¬ 
divisions. 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  there 
are  no  further  requests  for  time,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

Tlie  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


CORRECTION  OF  TITLE  OF  THE  BILL 

S.  698,  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  CO¬ 
OPERATION  ACT  OF  1968 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  concmTent  resolution  (H.  Con.  Res. 
838)  and  ask  unanimous  consent  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion  as  follows: 

Resolved  'by  the  House  of  Representatives 
{the  Senate  concurring),  Tliat  the  Secretary 
of  the  Senate  In  the  enrollment  of  the  bill 
(S.  698)  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation 
and  coordination  of  activities  among  the 
levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the 
operation  of  our  federal  system  in  an  in¬ 
creasingly  complex  society,  to  improve  the 
administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States, 
to  provide  for  periodic  congressional  review 
of  Federal  grants-in-ald,  to  permit  provision 
of  reimbursable  technical  services  to  State 
and  local  government,  to  establish  coordi¬ 
nated  Intergovernmental  policy  and  adminis¬ 
tration  of  development  assistance  programs, 
to  provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  dis¬ 
position  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  In  conformity  with  local  gov¬ 
ernment  programs,  to  establish  a  uniform 
relocation  assistance  policy,  to  establish  a 
uniform  land  acquisition  policy  for  Federal 
and  federally  aided  programs,  and  for  other 
purposes,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  cor¬ 
rect  the  title  of  the  bill  so  as  to  read:  “An 
Act  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and 
coordination  of  activities  among  the  levels 
of  government  In  order  to  Improve  the  op¬ 
eration  of  our  federal  system  in  an  increas¬ 
ingly  complex  society,  to  Improve  the 
administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States, 
to  permit  provision  of  reimbursable  techni¬ 
cal  services  to  State  and  local  government. 


to  establish  coordinated  Intergovernmental 
policy  and  administration  of  development  as¬ 
sistance  programs,  to  provide  for  the  acquisi¬ 
tion,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within 
urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conform¬ 
ity  with  local  government  programs,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  periodic  congressional  review  of 
Federal  grants-in-aid,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.” 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  concun'ent  resolution  was  agreed 
to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


GENERAL  Leave  i'd  exi'end — 

Mr.  HOLIFIELD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members  may 
have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to  revise 
and  extend  their  remarks  in  the  Record 
on  the  conference  report  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  California? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CONFERENCE  REPORT  ON  H.R.  14935, 
MAILING  OP  MOTOR  VEHICLE 
MASTER  KEYS,  WAGE  BOARD  SUR¬ 
VEYS,  AND  POWERS  OP  POSTAL 
INSPECTORS 

Mr.  DULSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
14935)  to  amend  title  39,  United  States 
Code,  to  regulate  the  mailing  of  master 
keys  for  motor  vehicle  ignition  switches, 
and  for  other  purposes,  and  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  statement  of  the 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  be 
read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Septem¬ 
ber  24,  1968.) 

Mr.  DULSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

The  House-passed  bill  related  only  to 
^he  mailing  of  motor  vehicle  master  keys. 
\The  Senate  amendment  struck  out  all 
af^r  the  enacting  clause  and  substituted 
a  nw  text  which  includes  provisions  on 
threeSmajor  subjects — 

Mailing  of  motor  vehicles  master  keys; 
Wagei^ard  rate  surveys;  and 
Postal  ^spectors’  authority  to  serve 
warrants  ^d  subpenas  and  to  make 
arrests  withoiff  warrants. 

The  comniit^e  of  conference  recom¬ 
mends  that  the\House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate,  with  an  amendment  which  is  a 
substitute  for  both  ^e  House  bill  and 
the  Senate  amendmeM,  and  that  the 
Senate  agree  to  the  samX 
The  conference  substitute  covers  the 
three  major  subjects  covered  by  the 
Senate  amendment.  \ 

MAILING  OF  MASTER  KETs\ 

The  purpose  of  the  House  bill  and  the 
first  three  sections  of  the  confere^nce 
substitute  is  to  prohibit,  with  certain 
exceptions,  the  mailing  of  motor  vehiWe 
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master  keys  designed  or  adapted  to  op¬ 
erate  the  ignition  switches,  door  locks, 
and  trunk  locks  of  two  or  more  motor 
vehicles.' 

The  House  bill  applied  only  to  the 
master  ke^^  and  other  manipulation- 
type  devices.'The  conference  substitute, 
in  addition  toWohibiting  the  mailing  of 
such  items,  also,  prohibits  the  mailing 
of  any  advertisem’bnt  for  the  sale  of  such 
items. 

The  House  bill  specifically  exempted 
from  the  prohibition  '^uch  items  when 
mailed  in  accordance  wjth  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  postihaster  general 
to  locksmiths,  motor  vehicl^ealers,  em¬ 
ployees  of  parking  faciliti^  common 
carriers,  motor  vehicle  rental  businesses, 
automobile  clubs,  and  Government  sup¬ 
ply  or  procurement  personnel.  \ 

The  conference  substitute  doeXnot 
contain  specific  exemptions,  but  author 
izes  the  Postmaster  General  to  make  su 
exemptions  from  the  prohibition  as  h 
deems  necessary. 

The  House  bill  authorizes  the  Post¬ 
master  General  to  require,  as  a  condition 
for  the  transmission  of  such  items  in  the 
mail,  that  the  mailer  file  with  the  post¬ 
master  at  the  time  of  mailing  a  certi¬ 
fication  of  the  addressee  that  the 
addressee  is  qualified  to  receive  the  items 
through  the  mail  under  one  of  the  ex¬ 
ceptions,  and  a  certification  of  the 
mailer  that,  according  to  the  informa¬ 
tion  and  belief  of  the  mailer,  the 
addressee  is  so  qualified. 

The  conference  substitute  does  not 
contain  a  specific  provision  as  to  the  cer¬ 
tification  process.  However,  the  Post¬ 
master  General,  if  he  felt  it  necessary, 
could  require  such  a  certification  as  a 
part  of  any  regulations  he  may  issue  to 
control  the  mailing  of  such  items  to  the 
addressees  whom  he  exempts  from  the 
prohibition. 

The  House  bill  contained  no  provisions 
describing  a  criminal  penalty.  Section  2 
of  the  conference  substitute  amends  title 
18,  United  States  Code,  by  adding  a  new 
section  1716A,  which  prescribes  a  crim¬ 
inal  penalty  consisting  of  a  fine  of  not 
more  than  $1,000,  or  imprisonment  of  not 
more  than  1  year,  or  both,  for  any  person 
who  knowingly  violates  the  nonmailable 
provisions. 

Both  the  House  bill  and  the  conference 
substitute  provide  an  effective  date  fov 
these  provisions  of  60  days  after  da^e 
of  enactment. 

WAGE  BOARD  EMPLOYEES 

The  House  bill  contained  no  p^^ision 
relating  to  wage  board  emplc^es. 

Section  4  of  the  conferenc^ubstitute 
adds  a  new  subsection  (c)  to>fection  5341 
of  title  5,  United  States  Gfede,  relating 
to  wage  board  employee^ 

It  is  the  intention  of/toe  new  subsec- 
tion  (c)  to  authorize  a  procedure 
whereby  special  skiJJs  for  unusual  job 
requirements  appli^ble  to  Federal  wage 
board  employees/in  a  particular  wage 
suiwey  area  whieh  are  not  found  in  locll 

^  t^at  area,  can  be 
adequately  evaluated  or  equated  with 

private  enter- 
Wo?  survey  areas  outside  the 

local  w^e  survey  area. 

asr^ev  I’eQuires  an 

age^y  making  a  wage  survey,  to  deter¬ 


mine  whether  there  exists  in  the  wage 
sui'vey  area  a  sufficient  number  of  com¬ 
parable  positions  in  private  industry  to 
establish  the  wage  schedules  for  the 
principal  types  of  Federal  positions  in¬ 
volved.  The  determination  is  required  to 
be  in  writing  and  must  give  consideration 
to  all  relevant  evidence,  including  evi¬ 
dence  submitted  by  employee  organiza¬ 
tions  recognized  as  representative  of  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  wage  survey  area. 

When  it  is  determined  that  there  is 
an  insufficient  number  of  comparable 
positions,  the  agency  making  the  survey 
shall  establish  rates  for  such  positions  in 
accordance  with  rates  paid  for  positions 
in  private  industry  in  the  nearest  wage 
area  which  the  agency  determines  to  be 
most  similar  in  nature  to  the  population, 
employment,  manpower,  and  industry,  to 
the  wage  area  for  which  the  survey  is 
being  made. 

EMPOWERING  POSTAL  INSPECTORS  TO  SERVE 
WARRANTS  AND  SUBPOENAS  AND  TO  MAKE 
ARRESTS  WITHOUT  WARRANTS 

The  House  bill  contained  no  provision 
rating  to  the  authority  of  postal  inspec- 
tor^o  serve  warrants  and  subpenas,  and 
to  m^e  arrests  without  warrants  for  cer¬ 
tain  offenses  against  the  United  States. 

The  conference  substitute  adds  a  ne 
section  3^1  to  title  18,  United  Sta^s 
Code,  authm-izing  postal  inspectors/  to 
the  extent  autoorized  by  the  Posti^ster 
General,  to  sen^  warrants  and  si^enas 
issued  under  th^uthority  of  t^United 
States,  to  make  aWests  withoi^^arrants 
for  certain  offens^against/uie  United 
States  committed  iirstheir  presence,  and 
to  make  arrests  witNjut/warrants  for 
felonies  cognizable  und^the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  if  they/n^ye  reasonable 
grounds  to  believe  thgH  thdN^rson  to  be 
arrested  has  committed  or  ii^ommitting 
such  a  felony.  Th/ authority\ranted  is 
to  be  exercised  only  in  the  enforcement 
of  laws  regardnlg  property  of  th^nlted 
States  in  the  rastody  of  the  postal  sVvice, 
the  use  of  the  mails,  and  other  post^of- 
fenses.  /  \ 

These Revisions  of  the  conference  sub^ 
stitutByare  based  on  an  official  recom- 
men(Mion  of  the  Postmaster  General, 
and^re  similar  to  provisions  contained 
in^.R.  18100,  which  passed  the  House  by 
animous  vote  on  September  16,  1968. 
le  enactment  of  these  provisions  is  rec¬ 
ommended  also  by  the  Department  of 
Justice. 

Mr.  NIX.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  master  key 
bill  went  to  the  Senate  as  one  bill  and 
has  come  back  to  us  as  three  bills.  They 
are  three  good  bills  and  this  is  a  neces¬ 
sary  procedure  since  we  are  so  close  to 
adjournment. 

First,  the  House  bill  on  master  keys 
was  changed  slightly  so  that  the  Post¬ 
master  General  would  have  the  admin¬ 
istrative  discretion  to  adjust  postal  reg¬ 
ulations  for  exemptions  as  to  the  mailing 
of  master  keys.  Then  a  criminal  penalty 
was  added  of  a  $1,000  fine  and/or 
one  year  imprisonment.  This  will 
make  the  law  more  fiexible  and  the  House 
conferees  and  myself,  as  author  of  the 
bill,  find  this  satisfactory. 

Second,  the  Senate  added  a  provision 
providing  for  arrest  and  subpena  pow¬ 
ers  for  the  Postal  Inspection  Service. 
This  is  an  anticrime  measure  and  one 
which  will  clarify  the  position  of  the 


Postal  Inspection  Service  by  statute  as 
to  arrest  powers.  It  is  a  good  measure. 

Third,  another  provision  was  added  bj 
the  Senate  which  will  allow  wage  boar^ 
to  take  into  consideration  the  pay  scafe 
paid  to  specialists  in  another  area/For 
instance,  a  jet  engine  mechanii^  job 
should  not  be  compared  to  a/garage 
mechanic’s  position  because  ^e  wage 
board  area  is  limited  geographically.  The 
very  next  area  where  speci^ts  are  em¬ 
ployed  should  be  used  far  comparison. 
This  Senate  amendmenywill  be  helpful 
to  rural  congressional  ^tricts  that  have 
a  Governrnent  install^on,  such  as  an  air 
base  that  is  very  disjfant  from  any  other 
like  installation. 

I  want  to  thai&  here  and  now  Mr. 
Peter  Duncan, /ditorial  director  of  the 
WCAU  television  station  in  Philadelphia. 
Mr.  Duncan^  the  news  editor  there  and 
a  good  on^  He  is  the  first  person  who 
called  thig  matter  to  my  attention  and 
he  and  Rkre  coauthors  of  this  bill.  I  want 
to  co^^atulate  both  he  and  his  station 
for  Hieir  public  service  and  news  cover¬ 
age/ 

^  let  me  conclude  that  the  Senate  and 
^  .ouse  conferees  worked  very  hard  on 
this  matter  and  I  believe  that  the  con¬ 
ference  report  deserves  the  support  of 
every  House  Member. 

Mr.  DULSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  CorbettL 

(Mr.  CORBETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CORBETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  in 
full  support  of  the  conference  report  on 
H.R.  14935  and  urge  its  adoption. 

As  indicated  earlier,  the  Senate  added 
two  additional  provisions  to  our  House- 
passed  bill  dealing  with  the  mailing  of 
motor  vehicle  master  keys. 

The  first  provision,  which  clarifies  the 
authority  of  postal  inspectors  to  make 
arrests  without  warrants  and  to  serve 
warrants  and  subpenas,  is  identical  to 
H.R.  18100  which  passed  the  House  on 
the  Consent  Calendar  on  September  16. 

The  second  provision,  relating  to  the 
•ay  of  wage  board  employees,  is  designed 
nly  to  apply  the  comparability  principle 
toms  fullest  extent  in  setting  the  sal¬ 
aried  of  certain  groups  of  these 
empldyees. 

The^ovision  will  permit  an  agency  to 
make  a  mr,  equitable,  and  relevant  wage 
comparison  for  a  blue-collar  employee 
whose  skill^nd  training,  and  whose  de¬ 
gree  of  tecnnical  competence,  do  not 
compare  withNa  private  enterprise  job 
in  the  same  locanty. 

In  many  FederaWnstallations  through¬ 
out  the  country,  mrticularly  those  lo¬ 
cated  in  nonindustriftl  areas,  there  are 
employed  highly  skills  technicians  for 
which  there  are  no  siiMar  jobs  in  the 
local  economy.  In  such  c^s,  the  Senate 
amendment  would,  permit  wage  deter¬ 
mination  to  be  made  on  the  oasis  of  sim¬ 
ilar  jobs  in  private  industry  iiMhe  near¬ 
est  wage  area  that  is  most  simil^  in  the 
nature  of  its  population,  emplb^ment, 
manpower,  and  industry. 

Adoption  of  the  Senate  amendme^H  hi 
the  conference  report  will  permit  the  ™ 
called  comparability  principle  that  hL. 
already  been  established  for  other  Fed^ 
eral  employees  to  be  fully  implemented 
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I  have  learned,  after  investigation, 
that  the  reporter  of  Electrical  World 
*has  misquoted  Mr.  Brooke,  that  Mr. 
^ooke  is  not  familiar  with  all  the  prob¬ 
lems  to  be  presented  to  the  Commission. 
I  fe^^  that  that  happens  to  every  ap¬ 
point^  I  believe  he  will  be  imblased  and 
objective  in  handling  the  various  con¬ 
cerns  thakcome  before  the  Commission; 
and  the  sris(^ment  in  Electrical  World 
is  inaccurat^ 

Therefore,  President,  I  have  given 
up  some  of  the\iisgivings  I  had.  I  hope 
Mr.  Brooke  will  ofe  an  excellent  member 
of  the  Federal  Pbwter  Commission,  and  I 
shall  vote  for  his  confvmation. 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.^resident,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  \ 

Mr.  METCALF.  I  yield.X 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  diligence  of  the  jui^pr  Senator 
from  Montana  in  this  matter,  rknow  that 
there  was  confusion  in  the  potation 
from  the  magazine,  because  I  know  that 
Mr.  Brooke  has  the  highest  respect  for 
the  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Power  Cljm- 
mission.  They  both  were  associated  wnih 
Kentucky  on  the  Hill  some  years  ago  an». 
worked  out  many  problems  together, 
when  Chairman  White  was  associated 
with  the  senior  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper]. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  Kentucky  is  a 
balanced  State:  We  have  private  power, 
we  have  TVA,  and  we  have  one  of  the 
greatest  RECC’s  in  the  country. 

I  commend  the  Senator  for  his  dili¬ 
gence  and  for  his  fairness. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  nomination  is  confirmed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  President 
be  immediately  notified  of  the  confirma¬ 
tion  of  the  nomination. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


LEGISLATIVE  SESSION 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  legisla¬ 
tive  business. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
resumed  the  consideration  of  legislative 
business. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  TO 
MONDAY,  OCTOBER  7,  1968 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  completes  its  business  today,  it 
stand  in  adjournment  until  12  o’clock 
noon  on  Monday  next. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL  COOPERA¬ 
TION  ACT  OP  1968— CONFERENCE 
REPORT 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  House 
to  the  bill  (S.  698)  to  achieve  the  fullest 
cooperation  and  coordination  of  activi¬ 
ties  among  the  levels  of  government  in 
order  to  improve  the  operation  of  our 


Federal  system  in  an  increasingly  com¬ 
plex  society,  to  improve  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States,  to 
provide  for  periodic  congressional  review 
of  Federal  grants-in-aid,  to  permit  pro¬ 
vision  of  reimbursable  technical  services 
to  State  and  local  government,  to  estab¬ 
lish  coordinated  intergovernmental  poli¬ 
cy  and  administration  of  grants  and 
loans  for  urban  development,  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  consolidation  of  certain 
grant-in-aid  programs,  to  provide  for  the 
acquisition,  use,  and  disposition  of  land 
within  urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies 
in  conformity  with  local  government  pro¬ 
grams,  to  establish  a  uniform  relocation 
assistance  policy,  to  establish  a  uniform 
land  acquisition  policy  for  Federal  and 
federally  aided  programs,  and  for  other 
purposes.  I  ask  rmanimous  consent  for 
the  present  consideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  September  30,  1963,  pp. 
H9260-H9263,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  S.  698  now  before  the 
Senate  represents  the  culmination  of  8 
years  of  continuous  legislative  activity  by 
the  Congress.  Enactment  of  this  bill  will 
be  a  major  step  in  improvement  of  the 
processes  of  government  in  this  country 
at  a  time  when  the  effectiveness  of  gov¬ 
ernment  is  being  tested  as  never  before 
in  our  history. 

S.  698  was  introduced  in  January  of 
1967  by  the  junior  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Muskie].  It  has  31  cosponsors.  It 
is  a  bipartisan  measure,  representing  a 
broad  area  of  agreement  among  the 
groups  and  individuals  most  highly  quali¬ 
fied  in  the  field  of  iptergovernmental  re¬ 
lations.  It  is  wholly  constructive  in  char¬ 
acter.  It  has  a  broad  base  of  support.  It 
was  unanimously  passed  by  the  Senate  on 
July  29  of  this  year. 

The  origins  of  this  bill  can  be  traced 
back  to  the  recommendations  of  the 
Kestnbaum  Commission  whose  report  in 
1955  pointed  up  the  need  for  reform  in 
the  system  of  Federal  grants-in-aid  to 
State  and  local  governments.  There  fol¬ 
lowed  a  period  of  intensive  study,  both  in 
and  out  of  the  Congress,  of  the  problems 
of  intergovernmental  relations. 

The  Senate’s  Subcommittee  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  conducted  in¬ 
tensive  investigations,  to  which  officials 
of  State  and  local  governments  made  sig¬ 
nificant  contributions.  Out  of  these  stud¬ 
ies  developed  legislative  proposals,  sev¬ 
eral  of  which  were  unanimously  adopted 
by  the  Senate,  though  final  action  on 
them  was  not  taken  by  the  other  House. 
Among  these  were  S.  2114,  to  provide  for 
periodic  congressional  review  of  Fed¬ 
eral  grants-in-aid  to  States  and  to  local 
units  of  government,  which  was  passed 
by  the  Senate  in  1964.  Another  was  S.  561, 
the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act 
of  1965,  which  was  passed  by  the  Senate 
in  1965. 


S 12057 

The  bill  we  have  before  us,  S.  698,  is  the 
end  product  of  this  long  process  of  study 
and  legislative  activity.  It  combines  some 
of  the  best  elements  of  the  legislation 
which  has  been  considered  in  the  past, 
leaving  others,  such  as  uniform  reloca¬ 
tion  assistance  for  persons  displaced  by 
public  improvement  programs  and  uni¬ 
form  land  acquisition  policies  yet  to  be 
dealt  with.  Agreement  by  the  other  House 
to  the  conference  report  on  ’Tuesday  gives 
us  the  opportunity  today  to  complete 
congressional  action  on  a  bill  of  great 
merit  and  great  potential  benefit  to  the 
country. 

The  substitute  bill  presented  in  the 
conference  report  has  benefited  from  the 
careful  and  thorough  consideration  given 
by  the  conferees  to  the  differences  be¬ 
tween  S.  698,  as  passed  by  the  Senate, 
and  the  House  amendment.  Most  differ¬ 
ences  of  a  substantive  character  between 
the  Senate  bill  and  the  comparable  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  House  bill  were  resolved 
in  favor  of  the  Senate  version,  while  a 
number  of  improvements  and  clarifica¬ 
tions  made  by  the  House  were  adopted. 

In  addition,  the  conferees  agreed  on 
an  amended,  and  in  some  respects 
strengthened  and  improved,  version  of 
the  provisions  for  congressional  review  of 
Federal  grants-in-aid,  which  was  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Senate  bill  but  not  in  the 
House  amendment. 

Title  I  sets  forth  the  necessary  defi¬ 
nitions. 

In  title  II,  providing  for  improved  ad¬ 
ministration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the 
States,  the  Senate  bill  required  Federal 
agencies  administering  programs  of 
grants-in-aid  to  notify,  on  request,  the 
Governor — or  official  designated  by 
him — or  the  State  legislature  of  the  pur¬ 
poses  and  amounts  of  actual  grants-in- 
aid  to  the  State  or  its  political  sub¬ 
divisions.  The  conference  substitute  re¬ 
quires  that,  on  request,  notification  be 
given  to  the  Governor,  State  legislature, 
or  other  official  designated  by  either,  and 
that  a  copy  of  the  requested  information 
be  furnished  to  the  State  legislature  or 
the  Governor  depending  upon  the  orig¬ 
inal  request  for  such  data.  —  / 

Both  the  Senate  bill  and  the  House 
amendment  contained  a  section  relating 
to  scheduling  of  Federal  transfers  to  the 
States.  The  House  amendment,  however, 
deleted  a  provision  of  this  section  of  the 
Senate  bill  which  directed  that  the 
States  not  be  held  accountable  for  in-  ; 
terest  earned  on  grant-in-aid  funds, 
pending  their  disbursement  for  program  \ 
purposes.  The  conference  report  con-  ; 
tains  this  provision  of  the  Senate  bill.  } 

In  title  III,  the  Senate  bill  provided 
that  funds  received  by  Federal  agencies 
as  payment  for  furnishing  specialized  or 
technical  services  to  State  and  local  gov¬ 
ernments  be  deposited  to  the  credit  of 
the  principal  appropriation  from  which 
the  cost  of  providing  the  services  was 
paid  or  is  to  be  charged,  or  to  the  appro¬ 
priation  currently  available  for  the  cost 
of  similar  services.  The  House  amend¬ 
ment  required  that  these  funds  be  de¬ 
posited  to  miscellaneous  receipts  of  the 
Treasury.  The  conference  substitute 
provides  that  these  funds  shall  be  de¬ 
posited  to  the  credit  of  the  principal  ap¬ 
propriation  from  which  the  cost  of  pro- 
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viding  the  services  was  paid  or  is  to  be 

In  title  IV,  the  Senate  bill  directed  the 
President  to  establish  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  for  uniform  application  in  the 
formulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of 
Federal  programs  and  projects  having  a 
significant  impact  on  area  and  commun¬ 
ity  development,  for  the  purpose  of  as¬ 
suring  that  they  will  most  effectively 
serve  objectives  stated  in  the  bill.  The 
House  amendment  authorized  but  did 
not  direct  the  President  to  do  so.  The 
conference  substitute  follows  th6  Sen¬ 
ate  language. 

The  Senate  bill  and  House  amendment 
both  contain  an  amendment  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Property  and  Administrative  Serv¬ 
ices  Act  of  1949,  setting  forth  policies  to 
help  assure  that  acquisition,  use,  and  dis¬ 
position  of  land  within  urban  areas  by 
Federal  agencies  will  be  in  conformity 
with  land  utilization  programs  of  af¬ 
fected  local  government.  This  appears  as 
title  V  in  the  conference  report,  with 
agreement  on  minor  changes  in  language. 

Title  V  of  the  Senate  bill  related  to 
congressional  review  of  Federal  grants- 
in-aid  to  States  and  to  local  units  of 
government.  The  House  amendment  con¬ 
tained  no  comparable  provision.  Title  VI 
of  the  conference  report  contains  a  sub¬ 
stitute  for  title  V  of  the  Senate  bill. 

The  substitute  eliminates  provisions 
for  the  automatic  termination  after  5 
years  of  grant-in-aid  programs  enacted 
in  the  91st  and  subsequent  Congresses. 
It  was  recognized  that  few  such  programs 
have  been  enacted  in  recent  years  with¬ 
out  specified  termination  dates.  In  de¬ 
leting  the  automatic  termination  provi¬ 
sion,  the  conferees  agreed  upon  the  ob¬ 
jective  that  reasonable  termination  dates 
be  placed  on  all  new  programs  and  on 
existing  programs,  and  make  this  recom¬ 
mendation  to  the  appropriate  commit¬ 
tees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House. 


The  Senate  bill  provided  for  Senate 
and  House  review  of  all  future  grant-in- 
aid  programs  which  have  authorizations 
of  more  than  3  years.  Such  review  would 
consider  the  extent  to  which  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  programs  have  been  met,  the 
extent  they  can  be  carried  on  with  or 
without  further  financial  assistance, 
whether  changes  are  needed  in  their  di¬ 
rection,  administration,  or  purpose,  and 
the  adequacy  of  the  programs. 

The  conference  substitute  provides 
for  review  at  4-year  intervals  of  all 
grant-in-aid  programs  for  which  no  ex¬ 
piration  date  has  been  specified  by  law, 
regardless  of  when  they  were  enacted! 
The  committees  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  having  legislative  jurisdiction 
over  such  grant-in-aid  programs  are  di¬ 
rected,  separately  or  jointly,  to  conduct 
studies  of  the  programs  and  to  advise 
their  respective  Houses  of  the  results  of 
their  findings. 


.  The  Senate  bill  provided  for  continu 
ing  studies  of  certain  aspects  of  Federa 
pant  programs  to  be  made  by  the  Comp 
troller  General  of  the  United  States.  Thi 
^nference  substitute  authorizes  th< 
Comptroller  General  to  conduct  thesi 
studies,  but  only  on  request  of  a  com 
mittee  having  jurisdiction  over  th( 
pant-in-aid  program.  This,  of  course 
does  not  in  any  way  affect  the  authorit; 


already  vested  in  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  to  investigate  and  audit  all  Fed¬ 
eral  programs. 

The  conference  report  provides  that 
nothing  in  the  bill  shall  be  construed  to 
affect  the  jurisdiction  of  committees 
under  the  rules  of  the  Senate  or  House. 

The  House  amendment  deleted  titles 
VII  and  VHI  of  the  Senate  bill,  which  re¬ 
lated  to  uniform  relocation  assistance 
and  uniform  land  acquisition  policy,  and 
title  IX,  which  related  to  judicial  re¬ 
view  of  certain  administrative  actions 
under  titles  VII  and  VHI.  The  conference 
substitute  omits  these  three  titles. 

The  conferees  were  in  agreement  on 
the  desirability  of  the  Congress  enacting 
a  uniform  relocation  policy  to  assist 
those  displaced  from  their  homes,  farms, 
or  businesses  by  Federal  and  federally 
assisted  projects.  They  were  also  agreed 
upon  the  desirability  of  a  imiform  land 
acquisition  policy  in  cases  where  Federal 
or  federally  assisted  programs  result  in 
the  taking  of  land  of  private  owners. 
They  recommend  to  the  appropriate 
committees  of  both  Houses  that  action 
be  taken  on  these  objectives  as  soon  as 
possible. 

Mr.  President,  no  one  could  regret 
more  than  your  conferees  the  necessity 
for  omitting  from  the  conference  report 
those  provisions  which  relate  to  uniform 
relocation  assistance  for  persons  dis¬ 
placed  from  their  homes  and  businesses 
by  projects  carried  out  by  the  Federal 
Government  or  by  States  or  local  govern¬ 
ments  with  Federal  assistance. 

The  conferees  were  faced  with  a  choice 
between  insisting  upon  inclusion  of  those 
provisions  and  thus  stalemating  the  con¬ 
ference,  or  agreeing  to  their  exclusion 
and  thus  obtaining  agreement  on  a  good 
strong  bill  dealing  with  many  important 
areas  of  intergovernmental  cooperation. 

The  House  conferees  did  not  argue 
against  the  relocation  and  land  acquisi¬ 
tion  provisions  on  their  merits.  On  the 
contrary,  they  freely  acknowledged  the 
necessity  for  legislation  along  the  lines 
of  that  included  in  the  Senate  bill.  They 
pointed,  however,  to  the  record  of  the 
House  at  the  time  the  House  bill  was 
passed.  Because  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  jurisdiction  over  relocation 
assistance  and  land  acquisition  policies 
belongs  to  the  Public  Works  Committee 
and  not  to  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations,  the  House  conferees 
were  committed  not  to  bring  back  to  the 
House  a  conference  report  which  in¬ 
cluded  any  language  on  these  two  sub¬ 
jects.  In  view  of  the  jurisdictional  lines 
of  the  House,  there  was  nothing  that  the 
House  conferees  could  do  at  that  point, 
and  there  was  nothing  which  the  confer¬ 
ence  itself  could  do  to  resolve  this  diflB- 
culty. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
nevertheless  expressed  their  own  convic¬ 
tions  on  this  subject  as  follows: 

The  conferees  were  in  agreement  on  the 
desirability  of  the  Congress  enacting  a  uni¬ 
form  relocation  policy  to  assist  those  dis¬ 
placed  from  their  homes,  farms,  or  busi¬ 
nesses  by  Federal  and  federally  assisted  proj¬ 
ects.  They  were  also  agreed  upon  the  desir¬ 
ability  of  a  uniform  land  acqusltion  policy  in 
cases  where  Federal  or  federally  assisted  pro¬ 
grams  result  in  the  taking  of  the  land  of 
private  owners.  They  recommend  to  the  ap¬ 


propriate  committees  of  both  Houses  that 
action  be  taken  on  these  objectives  as  soon 
as  possible. 

Though  S.  698  does  not  itself  deal  with 
the  subject  of  relocation  assistance,  its 
extensive  investigations  and  hearings  on 
this  subject  have  not  been  fruitless. 

The  greatest  single  cause  of  displace¬ 
ments  of  families,  individuals,  and  busi¬ 
nesses  is  highway  construction.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Transportation  estimates 
that  total  displacements  on  all  Federal 
aid  highway  systems  for  the  3 -year 
period  from  July  1,  1967,  through  June 
30,  1970,  will  reach  almost  170,000  or 
more  than  56,000  a  year.  You  can  obtain 
some  idea  of^he  severity  of  this  human 
dislocation  when  you  consider  that  it  is 
during  these  3  years  that  the  Interstate 
System  will  make  its  heaviest  impact  on 
congested  urban  areas,  for  the  most  part 
occupied  by  those  least  able  to  bear  the 
shock. 

For  this  reason  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Public  Works  decided  to  include  in  the 
Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1968  pro¬ 
visions  for  relocation  assistant  to  those 
dislocated  by  highway  construction.  Rec¬ 
ognizing  that  his  subject  was  of  primary 
concern  to  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations,  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  came  to  our  committee  for  as¬ 
sistance  in  writing  those  provisions.  The 
result  was  a  set  of  provisions  in  the  High¬ 
way  Act  closely  paralleling  those  of 
S.  698. 

The  senior  Senator  from  West  Virginia 
[Mr.  Randolph],  in  presenting  the  High¬ 
way  Act  to  the  Senate,  had  this  to  say: 

Title  n  would  establisb  broad  gage  pro¬ 
gram  designed  to  Insure  tbat  those  displaced 
and  dislocated  by  Federal-aid  highway  con¬ 
struction  are  aided  and  assisted  In  reestab¬ 
lishing  their  homes,  farms,  and  businesses. 

It  is  timely  to  point  out  that  these  provi¬ 
sions  have  been  modeled  after  S.  698,  legis¬ 
lation  introduced  by  the  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mr.  Muskie],  on  which  extensive  hearings 
were  held  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations  of  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations.  Also  joining  with 
him  in  that  important  undertaking  is  a  very 
valued  member  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Roads  of  the  parent  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Baker], 

The  thinking  of  these  two  Senators  has 
helped  tlie  subconunlttee  and  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  to  realize  the  importance  of  the  work 
which  has  been  done  by  the  Senator  from 
Maine  and  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  who 
have  led  the  effort  to  develop  a  more  effective 
and  equitable  relocation  program. 

We  value  the  work  of  the  Subcommittee 
on  Intergovernmental  Relations,  and  though 
the  full  range  of  S.  698  will  not  be  imple- 
meiited  in  this  Congress,  a  major  step  for¬ 
ward  will  be  achieved  in  applying  these  pro¬ 
visions  to  the  highway  construction  program. 

The  language  of  title  II  of  S.  3418,  as  re¬ 
ported,  reflects  in  large  part  the  improved 
understanding  of  relocation  procedures  which 
has  developed  as  a  result  of  the  long  term 
efforts  of  the  Senator  from  Maine,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee,  and  others  in  connection 
with  this  subject.  It  is  not  a  subject  that 
will  decrease  in  interest.  It  is  not  a  problem 
that  will  lessen. 

Furthermore,  the  Committee  on  Bank¬ 
ing  and  Currency  included  in  the  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  1968 
provisions  borrowed  from  S.  698  to  bring 
the  level  of  relocation  assistance  in  urban 
renewal  and  other  housing  and  urban  de- 
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velopment  programs  as  near  as  possible 
to  the  level  of  that  provided  in  S.  698. 

Dislocations  resulting  from  the  high¬ 
way  program  and  from  the  various  pro¬ 
grams  coming  under  the  Housing  and 
Urban  Development  Act  make  up  the 
bulk  of  all  dislocations  resulting  from 
Federal  or  federally  assisted  projects. 

Largely  as  a  result  of  the  work  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations  and  the  interest  and 
initiative  of  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works  and  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency,  relocation  assistance  is 
now  available  in  generous  measure  in 
virtually  all  Federal  or  federally  assisted 
programs.  This  is  a  notable  achievement. 

What  remains  to  be  done,  and  what  I 
am  certain  will  be  done,  is  to  blend  the 
provisions  in  all  of  these  programs  into 
a  uniform  system  of  relocation  assist¬ 
ance  which  can  be  administered  in  a  pur¬ 
poseful  and  coordinated  manner  imder 
uniform  policies  established  by  the 
President. 

I  believe  a  measure  to  accomplish  this 
will  obtain  broad  support  in  both  Houses 
of  the  Congress  and  that  it  will  become 
law.  Those  who  have  worked  so  hard  for 
a  uniform  relocation  policy  will  certainly 
pursue  this  in  the  next  Congress. 

Before  concluding,  I  should  like  to 
stress  again  the  cooperative  and  com¬ 
pletely  bipartisan  spirit  in  which  this 
legislation  has  been  developed  and 
brought  finally  before  the  Senate  for  this 
conclusive  action.  Many,  in  both  Houses, 
have  worked  together  over  a  period  of 
years  to  produce  a  bill  which  would  help 
adapt  the  processes  of  government  to  the 
needs  of  our  country  today  and  in  the 
years  to  come.  Recognition  should  be 
given  to  the  leadership  of  the  junior 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Muskie]  who 
has  devoted  himself  faithfully  since  he 
first  came  to  the  Senate  to  measures  for 
the  improvement  of  our  Federal  system 
of  government.  Recognition  should  also 
be  given  to  the  senior  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  MundtI,  who  is  the 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions  and  of  the  parent  Committee  on 
Government  Operations,  for  the  deep  in¬ 
terest  he  has  taken  in  this  work  and  for 
his  own  legislative  proposals  now  incor¬ 
porated  in  the  measure  we  have  before 
us. 

I  urge  that  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
conference  report  on  S.  698,  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Baker],  who  is  necessarily  absent  today, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  a  statement 
prepared  by  him. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  by  Senator  Baker  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

Mr.  Baker.  Mr.  President,  the  Intergov¬ 
ernmental  Cooperation  Act  is  a  measure  de¬ 
signed  to  improve  the  working  relationships 
among  governments  at  the  federal,  state  and 
local  levels  so  that  they  can,  in  coopera¬ 
tion,  deal  more  effectively  with  the  increas¬ 
ingly  complex  problems  of  our  society.  I 
was  happy  to  join  in  co-sponsoring  this 
proposal  after  it  was  introduced  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  junior  Senator  from  Maine  (Mr. 
Muskie) . 


The  Senate-passed  version  of  this  Act  in¬ 
cluded  several  titles  that  were  not  adopted 
by  the  House -of  Representatives.  Title  VII  of 
the  Senate  Act  provided  for  uniform  reloca¬ 
tion  assistance  to  persons  displaced  by  fed¬ 
eral  or  federally  assisted  programs.  The  ob¬ 
jective  of  this  title  was  to  insure  that  such 
displaced  persons  would  be  left  no  worse  off 
economically  than  they  were  before  being  dis¬ 
placed.  Title  VIII  of  the  Senate  Act  set  forth 
a  uniform  land  acquisition  policy  to  assure 
consistent  treatment  for  owners  with  regard 
to  the  acquisition  of  real  property  by  fed¬ 
eral  agencies.  Finally,  Title  IX  made  clear 
that  all  sections  of  Titles  VII  and  VUI  which 
required  any  actions  by  a  federal  agency 
would  be  subject  to  the  Administrative  Pro¬ 
cedure  Act  for  purposes  of  administrative 
and  judicial  review  of  such  action. 

Mr.  President,  these  three  titles  passed  by 
the  Senate  and  not  agreed  to  in  conference 
are  vitally  necessary  to  assure  equitable 
treatment  of  persons  whose  homes  and  prop¬ 
erty  are  taken  by  public  projects.  In  my 
view,  these  three  titles  were  the  most  im¬ 
portant  of  the  Senate-passed  Act.  On  the 
other  hand,  I  recognize  that  there  are  im¬ 
portant  and  much  needed  provisions  in  the 
other  titles  which  have  been  agreed  to  by 
the  conference.  Accordingly,  I  do  not  oppose 
the  conference  report,  but  it  is  my  Arm  hope 
that  in  the  next  legislative  session  the  Con¬ 
gress  will  enact  provisions  insuring  a  uni¬ 
form  relocation  policy,  a  uniform  land 
acquisition  policy,  and  a  provision  for  judi¬ 
cial  review  of  the  actions  of  federal  agencies 
in  these  areas. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  I  was  not 
yet  a  member  of  the  Government  Oper¬ 
ations  Committee  at  the  time  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Cooperation  Act  was  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  and  was  before  the 
Senate.  This  measure  is  in  my  view  an 
outstanding  legislative  achievement.  It 
reflects  very  highly  on  the  committee, 
and  on  those  Senators  who  were  on  the 
committee  and  who  contributed  to  the 
shaping  of  this  biU.  I  am  proud  now  to 
be  a  member  of  the  Government  Oper¬ 
ations  Committee;  I  would  hope  that  my 
membership  there  will  enable  me  to  help 
continue  this  vital  work  in  improving  the 
responsiveness  of  our  federal  system,  and 
in  an  increasingly  complicated  society, 
assuring  that  all  levels  of  government  are 
able  to  work  closely  together  in  serving 
the  great  constituency  which  is  common 
to  all  levels  and  branches  of  government. 

Acceptance  of  this  conference  report 
is  the  more  significant  in  the  light  of  the 
history  of  this  measure.  The  Senate 
passed  the  Intergovernmental  Cooper¬ 
ation  Act  of  1965,  and  the  Uniform  Re¬ 
location  Act  of  1966,  in  the  89th  Con¬ 
gress  where  they  died  without  action  by 
the  House.  Although,  as  my  able  col¬ 
league  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Baker! 
points  out,  the  key  titles  of  the  bill  have 
again  failed  House  approval,  the  act  rep¬ 
resents  a  significant  achievement,  none¬ 
theless.  I  would  be  hopeful  that  in  the 
next  Congress  we  can  secure  enactment 
of  the  measures  relative  to  imiform  land 
acquisition  and  disposition  procedures, 
uniform  relocation  policies  and  proce¬ 
dures,  and  judicial  review  of  procedures 
relating  to  these  areas. 

Mr.  President,  I  can  attest  that  there 
is  great  interest  in  this  measure  through¬ 
out  the  United  States.  At  every  level  of 
government  are  public  servants — elected 
and  appointed — ^who  have  indicated  their 
support  for  this  bill.  Just  yesterday,  I 
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received  a  telegram  from  Richard  Ogilvie, 
presently  president  of  the  Cook  County 
Board  of  Supervisors  and  our  outstand¬ 
ing  Republican  candidate  for  Governor 
of  Illinois,  who  indicated  his  recognition 
of  the  merit  of  the  conference  report, 
and  his  support  for  its  immediate 
passage.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
this  telegram  to  me  be  inserted  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  obection,  the  telegram 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record 
as  follows; 

Hon.  Charles  H.  Percy  : 

I  urge  you  to  support  conference  report  on 
S.  698 — Intergovernmental  Coopieration  Act 
of  1968.  This  bill  greatly  Improves  coopera¬ 
tion  and  coordination  of  activities  among  all 
levels  of  government.  It  will  help  ^ate  and 
local  governments  in  dealing  with  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Establishment. 

Richard  B.  Ogilvie, 
President,  Cook  County  Board  of  Com¬ 
missioners. 

Mr.  PERCY.  Mr.  President,  I  urge  the 
adoption  of  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  HATFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  urge 
the  enactment  of  the  proposed  Inter¬ 
governmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968 — 
S.  698.  This  omnibus  legislation  is  de¬ 
signed  to  curb  some  of  the  sources  of 
fiiction  in  today’s  Federal-State-local 
relations.  Moreover,  it  implements  pro¬ 
posals  advanced  by  the  National  Gov¬ 
ernors’  Conference,  the  Council  of  State 
Governments,  the  National  Association 
of  Counties,  the  National  League  of 
Cities,  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors, 
and  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Inter¬ 
governmental  Relations. 

’The  need  for  this  legislation  is  under¬ 
scored  by  the  basic  trends  that  char¬ 
acterize  the  course  of  contemporary 
federalism : 

First,  the  demand  for  more  public 
revenues  has  hit  State  and  local  govern¬ 
ments  most  directly  and  most  severely; 
witness  the  fact  that  these  jurisdictions 
now  account  for  approximately  three- 
fifths  of  the  total  civil  governmental 
expenditures. 

Second,  in  response  to  these  pressures, 
the  Federal  Government  has  expanded 
its  role  in  domestic  governmental  pro¬ 
grams  and  in  intergovernmental  rela¬ 
tions — largely  via  the  grant-in-aid 
mechanism. 

Third,  grant  expenditures  have  risen 
from  $1  billion  in  1946  to  an  estimated 
$20.3  billion  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 

Fourth,  at  present.  Federal  grants  pro¬ 
vide  State  and  local  governments  with 
approximately  $1  out  of  every  $6  they 
spend. 

Finally,  with  expansion  of  grants  to 
over  400  in  number,  serious  problems  of 
proliferation,  varying  and  inconsistent 
formulas  and  regulations,  overlapping, 
and  conflicting  planning  goals  have 
arisen. 

These  developments  combine  to  bring 
us  to  a  point  where  the  need  for  inter¬ 
governmental  administrative  reform  is 
mandatory.  We  clearly  need  a  more  ef¬ 
fective  collaboration  between  the  various 
levels  of  government — especially  as  they 
join  to  combat  the  development  problems 
in  rural  as  well  as  urban  areas.  We  need 
to  achieve  greater  consistency  in  the  op¬ 
erations  of  proliferating  Federal  grant 
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programs.  We  need  greater  flexibility 
and  and  coordination  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  Federal  grants — especially  at  the 
State  level.  We  need  to  reform  grant 
requirements — especially  the  “single 
agency”  requirement — so  that  State  gov¬ 
ernments’  efforts  to  streamline  their 
administrative  structures  are  not  shack- 
eled  by  Federal  regulations.  I  can  speak — 
from  personal  experience  as  a  former 
Governor — of  the  negative  effects  of  the 
“single  agency”  provision.  We  need  to 
strengthen  the  techniques  of  collabora¬ 
tion  among  the  levels  of  government — 
including  the  services-in-aid  as  well  as 
the  grant-in-aid  device.  We  need  to 
achieve  more  effective  planning  and  in¬ 
teragency  coordination  of  Federal  pro¬ 
grams  having  an  impact  on  both  urban 
and  rural  areas.  We  must  conserve  the 
strength  and  authority  of  general  pur¬ 
pose  units  of  government  at  the  local 
level — counties,  cities,  and  towns — given 
the  surging  expansion  of  special  districts 
in  recent  years.  We  need  to  instill  greater 
sensitivity  in  the  Federal  executive 
branch — especially  the  General  Services 
Administration — in  the  administration 
of  their  land-use  policies  in  urban  mu¬ 
nicipalities.  Finally,  we  need  to  system- 
ize  Congress’  review  of  Federal  grants- 
in-aid — especially  those  that  are  ongoing 
programs — that  is,  those  without  termi¬ 
nation  provisions. 

The  Intergovernmental  Cooperation 
Act  confronts  all  of  these  problems,  and 
each  of  its  titles  helps  to  correct  one  or 
more  of  the  difficulties  I  have  cited.  Since 
Its  inception,  this  measure  has  enjoyed 
strong  support  from  both  sides  of  the 
aisle — here  and  in  the  other  body.  The 
hearings  on  the  measure  have  revealed 
strong  support  from  public  interest 
groups  representing  State  and  local 
oflQcials. 

We  have  the  opportunity  today  to  take 
a  significant  first  step  toward  strength¬ 
ening  the  machinery  of  a  more  modern 
Federal  system.  Mr.  President,  I  strongly 
urge  that  the  Senate  give  favorable  con¬ 
sideration  to  this  measure. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Montoya]  who  is  necessarily  absent 
today,  I  ask  imanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  a 
statement  prepared  by  him. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  by  Senator  Montoya  was  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows : 

Statement  by  Mr.  Montoya 

Mr.  President,  I  rise  to  give  my  full  support 
to  the  conference  report  on  S.  698,  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968. 

This  is  a  measure  primarily  concerned  with 
improving  the  management  effectiveness  of 
grant  administrations  at  the  Federal  level. 
But  more — and  I  want  to  emphasize  this — 
it  is  a  bill  to  insure  Federal  cooperation  and 
help  to  State  and  local  governments. 

It  smoothes  the  pathways  of  information 
and  administration  of  grant  funds  to  the 
States  and  their  political  subdivisions;  it  au¬ 
thorizes  Federal  agencies  to  provide  them 
special  or  technical  services  and  facilities  for 
their  development;  it  provides  for  conform¬ 
ity  by  Federal  agencies  with  land  use  pro¬ 
grams  of  local  government;  and  it  requires 
certain  necessary  methods  of  continuing  re¬ 
view  of  Federal  grant-in-aid  programs. 

But  the  heart  of  the  bill  lies  in  its  title  IV 
which  is  directed  to  a  Federal  policy  of  inter¬ 
governmental  coordination. 


We  now  have  over  400  separate  grant  au¬ 
thorizations,  being  administered  by  over  150 
departments,  agencies  and  bureaus  in  Wash¬ 
ington  and  some  500  offices  in  the  field.  At 
the  same  time  our  50  States  have  hundreds 
upon  hundreds  of  agencies  administering 
their  State  and  local  development  programs. 

Hearings  held  by  the  Senate  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Intergovernmental  Relations  devel¬ 
oped  unanimous  testimony  from  Governors, 
mayors,  county  officials  and  other  admin¬ 
istrators,  that  not  only  has  the  Federal-aid 
program  got  to  be  coordinated,  but  it  has  to 
be  better  Implemented  to  meet  the  objec¬ 
tives  of  regional,  State,  and  local  comprehen¬ 
sive  planning. 

This  legislation  provides  the  Chief  Execu¬ 
tive  with  the  authority — and  in  fact  makes 
it  mandatory — that  rules  and  regulations  be 
promulgated  to  develop  a  modernized  ap¬ 
proach  in  Federal  grant  administration,  get 
the  maximum  benefit  from  the  grant-in-aid 
system,  and  to  respect  the  particular  needs 
and  plans  of  the  individual  recipients. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  compliment  the 
junior  Senator  from  Montana  (Mr.  Metcalf] 
for  ably  substituting  for  our  distinguished 
chairman  [Mr.  Muskie]  in  the  presentation 
of  this  conference  report.  I  wish  the  junior 
Senator  from  Maine  could  be  here  today,  for 
it  was  his  vigor  and  leadership  that  helped 
to  build  this  legislation  and  eventually  to 
guide  it  through  the  intricate  legislative 
process  to  this  floor  today. 

I  wish  also  to  commend  the  staff  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Intergovernmental  Rela¬ 
tions,  which  toils  long  and  hard  in  a  compli¬ 
cated  field  to  seek  out  the  problems  that  be¬ 
set  our  federal  system.  They  have  made  a 
vital  contribution  to  our  oversight  function 
in  the  Committee  on  Government  Opera¬ 
tions. 

Finally,  I  want  to  associate  my  interest 
with  those  of  the  conferees  on  this  bill  that 
we  must  press  forward  with  a  uniform  re¬ 
location  and  land  acquisition  policy.  Al¬ 
though  we  have  made  a  great  stride  forward 
with  the  Highway  Act  this  year,  all  Federal 
programs  which  displace  people,  businesses 
and  farms,  and  take  the  land  of  private 
owners,  should  be  covered  with  a  meaning¬ 
ful  policy. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference  re¬ 
port. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  con¬ 
ference  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  move  to  lay  that  mo¬ 
tion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


CORRECTION  OP  TITLE  OF  THE 
BILL  S.  698,  INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
COOPERATION  ACT  OP  1968 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
the  Chair  to  lay  before  the  Senate  a 
message  from  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  on  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
838,  and  ask  unanimous  consent  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection  the  concurrent  resolution 
is  considered  and  agreed  to  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurring).  That  the  Secretary 
of  the  Senate  in  the  enrollment  of  the  bill 
(S.  698)  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation 
and  coordination  of  activities  among  the 
levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the 
operation  of  our  federal  system  is  an  in¬ 
creasingly  complex  society,  to  improve  the 
administration  of  grants-ln-aid  to  the  States, 
to  provide  for  periodic  congressional  review 
of  Federal  grants-in-ald,  to  permit  provision 
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of  reimbursable  technical  services  to  State 
and  local  governments,  to  establish  coordi¬ 
nated  intergovernmental  policy  and  adminis¬ 
tration  of  development  assistance  programs, 
to  provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  dis¬ 
position  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  in  conformity  with  local  gov¬ 
ernment  programs,  to  establish  a  uniform 
relocation  assistance  policy,  to  establish  a 
uniform  land  acquisition  policy  for  Federal 
and  federally  aided  programs,  and  for  other 
purposes,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  cor¬ 
rect  the  title  of  the  bill  so  as  to  read;  “An 
Act  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and 
coordination  of  activities  among  the  levels 
of  government  in  order  to  Improve  the  op¬ 
eration  of  our  federal  system  in  an  increas¬ 
ingly  complex  society,  to  Improve  the 
administration  of  grants-ln-aid  to  the  States, 
to  permit  provision  of  reimbursable  techni¬ 
cal  services  to  State  and  local  government, 
to  establish  coordinated  intergovernmental 
policy  and  administration  of  development  as¬ 
sistance  program,  to  provide  for  the  acqiilsi- 
tlon,  use,  and  disposition  of  land  within 
urban  areas  by  Federal  agencies  in  conform¬ 
ity  with  local  government  programs,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  i>erlodic  congressional  review  of 
Federal  grants-in-aid,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.” 

Mr.  HANSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise 
today^  to  express  my  disappointment  in 
the  compromise  on  S.  698  which  was 
reached  by  the  conference  committee.  As 
a  member  of  that  conference  committee, 
I  chose  not  to  sign  the  conference  report. 

The  need  for  legislation  to  improve 
intergovei-nmental  cooperation  is  great. 
I  was  a  sponsor  of  the  Intergovernmental 
Cooperation  Act  of  1968.  However,  the 
fundamental  differences  between  the  bill 
as  it  passed  the  Senate  and  the  bill  as 
it  was  reported  by  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  have  reduced,  in  great  measure, 
the  impact  which  this  legislation  will 
have. 

’The  Senate  titles  relating  to  relocation 
and  land  acquisition  were  not  an  issue 
in  the  conference  committee.  I  can  ap¬ 
preciate  the  problems  of  committee  juris¬ 
diction  which  limited  the  flexibility  of 
the  House  conferees.  However,  if  the  In¬ 
tergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  is 
passed  today  without  these  important 
provisions,  much  of  the  incentive  for 
the  House  of  Representatives  to  solve 
its  procedural  problems  in  this  area  will 
be  lost.  'The  likelihood  of  ever  obtaining 
relocation  and  land  acquisition  legisla¬ 
tion  will  be  immeasurably  diminished. 
The  falure  to  provide  sound  policies  for 
relocation  and  land  acquisition  will 
greatly  hinder  the  development  of  sensi¬ 
ble  intergovernmental  cooperation  pro¬ 
grams  in  the  future. 

The  conference  committee  compromise 
with  regard  to  congressional  review  of 
Federal  grants-in-aid  to  States  and  to 
local  units  of  government  did  not  include 
the  automatic  termination  provisions. 
That  provision  which  applied  only  to 
programs  which  did  not  have  expira¬ 
tion  dates  would  have  required  affirma¬ 
tive  action  by  Congress  every  5  years  to 
continue  those  grant-in-aid  programs. 
Since  affirmative  action  by  Congress 
would  be  required,  it  was  anticipated  that 
thorough  investigation  and  considera¬ 
tion  would  be  given  to  the  efficiency  and 
effectiveness  of  these  programs.  The  con¬ 
ference  committee  compromise  provides 
that  grant-in-aid  programs  without 
expiration  dates  will  continue  indefi¬ 
nitely  even  though  no  afSrmative  action 
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is  taken  by  Congress.  The  committees  of 
the  Congress  having  jurisdiction  over 
such  grant-in-aid  programs  will  be  re¬ 
quired  to  study  the  programs  and  advise 
the  respective  Houses  of  the  results  of 
their  findings.  The  committee  action  re-  ^ 
quired  by  the  compromise,  however,  will 
not  provide  the  same  impetus  for 
thorough  investigation  of  the  effective¬ 
ness  and  efficiency  of  grant-in-aid  pro¬ 
grams  as  would  be  provided  by  the  bill 
as  passed  by  the  Senate  which  required 
reauthorization  of  the  programs. 

Legislation  which  will  establish  a 
meaningful  policy  for  intergovernmental 
cooperation  is  needed.  I  would  hope  that 
the  91st  Congress  will  be  able  to  enact 
a  bill  which  would  include  relocation  and 
land  acquisition  provisions  as  well  as  a 
system  for  adequate  review  of  grant-in- 
aid  programs. 


AUTHORIZATION  FOR  SECRETARY 

OP  THE  SENATE  TO  MAKE  A  COR¬ 
RECTION  IN  THE  ENROLLMENT  OP 

S.  698 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  Chair  lay  before  the  Senate  a 
message  from  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  on  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
838. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  House  Concurrent  Resolution 
838,  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  the 
Senate  to  make  a  correction  in  the  en¬ 
rollment  of  S.  698,  as  follows: 

H.  Con.  Res.  838 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
{the  Senate  concurring).  That  the  Secretary 
of  the  Senate  in  the  enrollment  of  the  bill 
(S.  698).  to  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation 
and  coordination  of  activities  among  the  lev¬ 
els  of  government  in  order  to  Improve  the 
operation  of  our  federal  system  in  an  in¬ 
creasingly  complex  society,  to  improve  the 
administration  of  grants-in-aid  to  the  States, 
to  provide  for  periodic  congressional  review 
of  Federal  grants-in-ald,  to  permit  provision 
of  reimbursable  technical  services  to  State 
and  local  government,  to  establish  coordi¬ 
nated  intergovernmental  policy  and  admin¬ 
istration  of  development  assistance  programs, 
to  provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  and  dis¬ 
position  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies  in  conformity  with  local  gov¬ 
ernment  programs,  to  establish  a  uniform  re¬ 
location  assistance  policy,  to  establish  a  uni¬ 
form  land  acquisition  policy  for  Federal  and 
federally  aided  programs,  and  for  other  pur- 
IK>ses,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  correct 
the  title  of  the  bill  so  as  to  read:  “An  Act  to 
achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordi¬ 
nation  of  activities  among  the  levels  of  gov¬ 
ernment  in  order  to  Improve  the  operation  of 
our  federal  system  in  an  increasingly  complex 
society,  to  improve  the  administration  of 
grants-in-aid  to  the  States,  to  permit  provi¬ 
sion  of  reimbursable  technical  services  to 
State  and  local  government,  to  establish  co¬ 
ordinated  intergovernmental  policy  and  ad¬ 
ministration  of  development  assistance  pro¬ 
grams,  to  provide  for  the  acquisition,  use,  ahd 
disposition  of  land  within  urban  areas  by 
Federal  agencies  in  conformity  with  local 
government  programs,  to  provide  for  peri¬ 
odic  congressional  review  of  Federal  grants- 
in-aid,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

Mr.  METCALF.  Mr.  President,  in  ex¬ 
planation,  when  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  passed  the  conference  report 
in  connection  with  S.  698,  they  failed  to 
amend  the  title  of  the  bill.  House  Con¬ 
current  Resolution  838  merely  provides 
for  amending  the  title. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  agreeing  to  the  concurrent 
resolution. 

The  concurrent  resolution  (H. 

Res.  838)  was  agreed  to. 


Con, 
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U.N.  URGED  TO  ACT  ON  BIAFRA 

Mr.  BYRD  of  West  Virginia.  The  pic¬ 
ture  of  thousands  of  Biafran  war  vic¬ 
tims — ^many  of  them  tiny  children — being 
permitted  to  starve  to  death  each  day  is 
as  horrifying  as  any  example  I  can  con¬ 
template  of  man’s  inhumanity  to  his 
fellow  man. 

The  Biafran  tragedy  gives  evidence 
that  the  four  horsemen — war,  pestilence, 
strife,  and  famine — ^are  still  riding  at  a 
gallop  and  that  man’s  humanitarian  im¬ 
pulses  too  often  are  so  weak  that  they 
succumb  to  political  and  economic  con¬ 
siderations  which,  under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  should  be  irrelevant,  or  at  least 
secondary. 

The  food  supplies  and  the  technology 
to  prevent  this  massive  death  by  starva¬ 
tion  are  available;  all  that  is  lacking  is 
he  human  will  to  insure  its  delivery- 
tW  will  of  the  Biafran  and  Federal  Nij 
geWn  Governments  to  cooperate  in 
der  ^facilitate  the  delivery  of  relie:^he 
will  ol  the  international  commuiwv  to 
place  i^  political  power  behind /an  in¬ 
tensive  r^ief  effort.  Today  as  wc  in  this 
Chamber  ^ntemplate  what  <^,  should, 
or  may  be  ^ne  to  save  thotf^nds,  per¬ 
haps  millions\pf  Biafran^rom  starva¬ 
tion,  hundreds^  these  p^ple  are  dying. 
By  the  end  of  tmi  day.yftcoording  to  In¬ 
ternational  Red  Cis^S/^stimate,  8,000  to 
10,000  Biafrans  wiir^ve  died.  For  them 
our  verdict  will  be^oS^ate.  For  the  more 
than  40,000  whcyWill  ^  this  week  we 
also  will  be  toiyiate,  butSJet  us  not  also 
be  too  late  fomhe  additio^l  more  than 
1  million  who  may  be  dead  xjy  January. 

This  is  not  a  time  for  tryh^  to  bal¬ 
ance  polfti^l  or  economic  inte^sts.  We 
can  have  only  one  interest,  one  iMtiva- 
tion— -jj  humanitarian  drive  to  u^the 
meajjB  available  to  prevent  the  graanal 
de(;^ation  of  the  Biafran  people.  What 
tters  most  is  food  plus  transport  s> 
s  to  bring  about  quick  and  effective  hu¬ 
manitarian  relief.  Since  the  main  ob¬ 
stacles — which  the  cm’rent  relief  effort 
imder  the  coordination  of  the  Interna¬ 
tional  Red  Cross  cannot  overcome — are 
political.  Congress  should  urge  that  the 
direction  of  the  relief  program  be  taken 
over  by  an  international  organization 
which  has  the  power  of  political  sanction. 
The  Organization  of  African  Unity,  as 
the  organization  for  regional  coopera¬ 
tion,  would  perhaps  be  the  most  natural 
and  effective  group  to  deal  with  this 
emergency.  However,  since  the  OAU  For¬ 
eign  Ministers,  meeting  a  few  weeks  ago 
in  Algiers,  chose  to  refrain  from  any 
greater  action  than  condemning  the 
Biafran  secession,  the  United  Nations  is 
our  only  alternative.  The  U.N.’s  previoi^ 
reluctance  to  deal  with  the  Biafran  crisis 
should  not  deter  interested  member  na¬ 
tions  from  bringing  the  Nigerian  situa¬ 
tion  before  the  body.  The  issue  should 
be  forced  to  a  vote,  so  that  each  nation 
will  have  to  weigh  its  ballot  in  the  light 
of  its  moral  conscience. 

The  General  Assembly  is  now  in  ses¬ 
sion.  There  is  no  reason  for  further  delay. 


To  promote  prompt  action,  the  United , 
States  should  propose  that  a  United  Na^ 
tions  relief  force  be  organized  to  tram^- 
port  and  distribute  the  relief  supplies 
which  are  already  being  gathered  the 
ji^lpternational  Red  Cross  and  many^ther 
rffie 


ief  agencies.  Planes  flown  ui^r  U.N. 
insignia  should  be  manned  by  v^resent- 
atives  of  governments  acceptable  to  both 
the  Biafran  and  Federal  Iberian  Gov¬ 
ernments.  If  the  Governn^ts  of  Biafra 
and  Nigeria  fail  to  cooperate  with  this 
multinational,  humanhfarian  effort,  the 
members  of  the  Uni^d  Nations  should 
agree  to  withdraw  2^  present  and  future 
technical  and  ec^omic  assistance  to 
them.  The  poli^al  obstacles  to  relief 
must  be  overcome  and  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  appears be  the  only  international 
organization/able  to  surmount  them. 

For  the ^nited  Nations  to  do  less,  for 
the  nati^s  and  peoples  of  the  world  to 
do  lessyis  to  fail  to  fulfill  one  of  the 
huma^tarian  purposes  for  which  the 
United  Nations  was  organized;  a  failure 
to  pfct  would  be  a  denial  of  our  common 
Iwmd  of  humanity.  If  the  great  powers 
lesitate  to  support  such  an  endeavor  to- 
'ward  humanitarian  action,  it  would  ap¬ 
pear  that  future  generations  may  justly 
accuse  them  of  giving  in  to  political  and 
economic  self  interest.  By  proposing  a 
resolution  for  a  U.N.  relief  effort,  the 
United  States  is  not  contradicting  its 
policy  of  supporting  the  integrity  of  ex¬ 
isting  African  boundaries  and  the  na¬ 
tionhood  of  a  united  Nigeria.  As  Presi¬ 
dent  Johnson  said: 

Deaths  caused  by  warfare  are  tragic 
enough.  But  mass  starvation  that  can  be 
prevented,  must  be  prevented. 

If  the  United  States  does  not  place  its 
support  behind  a  stronger  and  interna¬ 
tionalized  Biafran  relief  program,  will 
our  hesitation  stem  from  the  fear  that  the 
Nigerian  Federal  Government  may  fall 
and  the  showcase  of  our  African  aid  pro¬ 
gram  will  be  shattered?  The  picture  of 
possibly  5  million  Biafran  graves,  how¬ 
ever,  obscures  the  image  of  a  Nigerian 
showcase.  I  truly  do  believe  that  the  prin¬ 
ciples  behind  American  diplomacy  are  of 
a  higher  moral  quality  than  that.  In  fail¬ 
ing  to  take  stronger  action  is  the  United 
^States  merely  following  the  lead  of  Brit- 
ih  policy  as  we  have  so  unwisely  and 
imaginatively  done  in  the  Rhodesian 
situation? 

w\  have  made  some  attempts  to 
streng^en  relief  programs,  but  no  effort 
is  too  sN?ng  when  so  many  human  lives 
are  at  st^e. 

It  is  not  tSie  United  States  alone  which 
can  be  accu^d  of  possibly  giving  in  to 
political  or  economic  self-interest.  What 
humanitarian  ^swer  has  France  of¬ 
fered  to  counter  ^e  weight  of  its  inter¬ 
ference  in  Nigeria  ^n  place  of  food,  her 
citizens  have  provided  the  arms  which 
help  prolong  the  NigNian  conflict.  Last 
week  the  French  Government  began 
openly  sending  military  ^d  to  the  Bia¬ 
frans. 

Great  Britain,  which  hasNllowed  the 
traditional  sales  of  defensive  arms  to 
Nigeria  to  continue,  alatt  has  a  vtor  large 
interest  in  the  Nigerian  petroleW  in¬ 
dustry.  It  is  estimated  that  Shell-Bintish 
Petroleum  has  invested  between  $50u'and 
$700  million  in  Eastern  Nigeria.  Gr^t 
Britain  annually  imports  25  million  tor 
of  crude  oil  from  Nigeria.  Is  it  partially^ 
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because  Britain  feels  that  its  oil  interests 
are  more  firmly  protected  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government,  that  it  has  not  forced 
the  i>ted€ral  Government  to  cooperate 
with  in^rnational  relief  attempts? 

The  Swiet  Union  can  also  be  charged 
with  self-^grandizement  in  its  sales  to 
the  FederaiGovernment  providing  seven 
Czech  Delfin^ghters  and  16  MIG-17’s 
along  with  th^ervices  of  200  Russian 
and  Eastern  Eur^ean  maintenance  men. 
In  recent  years  Rbi^ia’s  attempt  to  gain 
influence  on  the  African  Continent  seems 
to  have  suffered  sev^^  setbacks.  With 
the  sale  of  arms  and  c^ers  of  economic 
and  technical  assistanc^o  the  Federal 
Government,  the  U.S.S.R.^ppears  to  be 
seeking  an  African  beachhead  in  Ni¬ 
geria.  One  also  fears  that  Retf^hina  will 
answer  the  Biafran  leaderN.  Colonel 
Ojukwu’s  reported  request  for  Military 
assistance,  and  thus  prolong  an  ^eady 
hopeless  military  struggle  while  attempt¬ 
ing  of  fm'ther  its  own  effort  to  gain^J- 
fiuence  in  Africa.  \ 

What  move  has  Russia,  much  less  RecT 
China,  made  to  help  formulate  an  ef¬ 
fective  Nigerian  relief  program? 

This  attempt  to  place  a  share  of  the 
guilt  upon  so  many  is  merely  meaning¬ 
less  rhetoric  when  placed  beside  the  pic¬ 
ture  of  a  starving  child.  An  estimated 
100,000  Biafrans,  mostly  children,  died 
in  July.  Will  200,000  die  while  the  United 
States,  the  U.N.,  and  the  world  stand 
and  debate? 

According  to  a  well-regarded  source, 
5,100,000  Jews  were  exterminated  by  the 
Third  Reich.  In  July  the  Biafran  Gov¬ 
ernment  estimated  that  5  million  Bia¬ 
frans  would  succumb  to  starvation  by  the 
end  of  this  year.  Thus  it’ is  quite  ironic 
that  the  Biafrans  have  been  known  as 
“the  Jews  of  Nigeria.”  I  only  hope  that 
history  will  not  record  the  tragic  an¬ 
nihilation  of  two  major  ethnic  groups — 
one  decimated  under  the  political  pro¬ 
gram  of  a  madman  and  another  de¬ 
stroyed  by  the  passivity  of  an  indifferent 
world,  able  but  unwilling  to  prevent  such 
a  disaster. 


A  TIME  FOR  PEACE  IN  THE  HOLY 
LAND 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  since  the 
outbreak  of  hostilities  in  June  1967,  I 
have  devoted  a  great  deal  of  time  search •y 
ing  for  a  path  by  which  an  honoral^ 
peace  in  the  Near  East  might  be  achiew^. 
This  ancient  land  has  seen  the  r^ur- 
rence  of  warfare  three  times  in  tl^past 
20  years.  It  has  become  one  ^  those 
sensitive  areas  in  world  affair^ like  the 
periphery  of  Communist  China,  which 
poses  a  constant  threat  to  T^rld  peace. 

In  my  view,  Mr.  Presi^t,  this  need 
not  be  so.  As  I  pointed  mit  a  few  months 
ago  in  an  address  to  l^e  B’nai  Zion  in 
New  York  City,  the  times  cry  out  for  a 
genuine  effort  towara  peace. 

Recently,  newsp^Jer  reports  have  in- 
dicated  that  active  discussion  of  the  ways 
and  means  of  j^ace  in  the  Near  East  may 
take  place  n^t  week  in  New  York  City 
with  the  convening  -bf  the  General  As- 
of  ;fche  United  Nations.  I  am  hope¬ 
ful  thaythis  will  be  the  case,  and  am 
greatly^encouraged  by  reports  that  the 


State  of  Israel  intends  to  take  the  initia¬ 
tive  in  putting  forth  a  workable  peace 
proposal. 

Earlier,  I  discussed  what  seemed  to  be 
some  of  the  essential  aspects  for  a  peace¬ 
ful  settlement.  They  have  now  been 
broadly  accepted  in  the  public  dialog,  at 
least  here  in  America.  They  include,  first 
and  foremost,  a  treaty  of  peace  and  mu¬ 
tual  recognition  of  sovereignty,  ratified 
and  publicly  accepted  by  all  parties,  de¬ 
fensible  frontiers  for  each  nation,  a  just 
solution  to  the  problem  of  Arab  lands- 
under  military  occupation,  a  permanent 
cure  for  the  plight  of  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  refugees,  and  firm  agreement 
on  international  use  of  waterways. 

The  capstone  of  any  workable  solution 
must  be  agreement  on  the  future  of  the 
city  of  Jerusalem.  Earlier,  I  said: 

In  this  cause,  the  city  of  Jerusalem  will 
again  play  a  major  role.  It  occupies  once 
again  a  strategic  crossroad.  In  this  Holy  City 
we  all  have  a  continuing  concern,  as  com¬ 
municants  and  seekers  of  truth.  The  Israeli 
government  has  announced  its  interest  in 
\working  with  the  Vatican  on  administration 
of  the  Holy  Places.  It  has  already  signified 
tlu^  it  will  adhere  to  its  long-standing  policy 
of  placing  them  under  international  control. 

An'^vowed  and  accepted  international  in¬ 
terest  ^  Jerusalem  would  make  it  a  draW 
ing  polirt  for  all  peoples  all  over  the  woi^. 
The  benehte  to  be  derived  from  this  wo6ld 
redound  to\the  whole  region.  Even  ^fore 
the  conflict  ^  last  June,  the  anemip'  scon- 
omy  of  JordarV  had  learned  to  profit  from 
tourist  trade,  aM  had  done  so  dif^lte  the 
ridiculous  rigami^ole  associate^'  with  the 
Mandelbaum  GateXnow,  than^Ully,  passed 
into  history.  With  \he  free  /movement  of 
people  which  a  real  p^e  w^ld  bring  to  the 
Near  East,  that  traffic  wpuiu  Increase  many 
times.  Certainly,  there  i^no  question  that 
under  the  present  arran^i^ent,  more  people 
will  be  able  to  visit  tl(e  Holy  Shrines  than 
ever  before.  An  intelligent  policy  on  the  part 
of  Jordan.  Egypt  a^  Lebanon,  V  that  is  not 
too  ephemeral  to ^ntemplate,  wbiuld  extend 
those  benefits  ^  the  entire  Easton  Medi¬ 
terranean.  /  'v 

But  it  is  ^ot  simply  a  tourist  e^nomy 
that  would^ourish  after  a  true  peace  iii  the 
Holy  Lany  Large  sections  of  the  Arab  w^ld, 
particul^ly  Joradan  and  Southern  Sy^, 
have  l^n  closed  off  from  access  to  the  se^ 
This ^lly  of  Arab  intransigence  has  diverted' 
larg^  quantities  of  trade  through  the  Port 
ot/ Beirut  which  ordinarily  would  have 
pftssed  through  Haifa,  Gaza,  and  Jaffa.  It 
/would  be  to  the  advantage  of  all  residents  of 
the  Holy  Land  to  establish  a  free  market  to 
Jerusalem  for  Arab  produce,  both  agricul¬ 
tural  products  and  handicrafts.  This  would 
provide  immediate  advantages  of  a  greater 
market  to  both  sides.  Combined,  with  free 
access  to  the  sea  and  a  customs  zone  at  one 
of  Israel’s  teeming  ports,  the  Arab  hinter¬ 
land  would  find  a  strong  pull  of  self-interest 
toward  continued  peace  and  understanding 
with  the  people  of  Israel. 

Jerusalem  is  a  holy  city  to  a  large  por¬ 
tion  of  the  nations  of  the  world.  It  is  a 
physical  expression  of  the  common  con¬ 
cern  that  we  must  have  for  peace  in  the 
Holy  Land  and  beyond,  if  the  human  race 
is  to  remain.  The  United  Nations,  there¬ 
fore,  is  a  suitable  venue  for  the  solution 
of  this  problem.  I  firmly  believe  that  the 
ingredients  for  an  effective  solution  are 
there,  and  I  add  my  voice  to  those  who 
would  urge  that  men  and  nations  of  good 
will  seize  upon  this  opportunity  which 
could  be  the  last. 


A  SERMON  TO  REMEMBER 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  recently 
it  was  my  privilege  to  hear  an  outstand¬ 
ing  and  challenging  sermon  delivered  m 
the  National  Presbyterian  Church /ui 
Washington  by  the  Reverend  Basil  y^t- 
son,  a  visiting  minister  from  London, 
England.  / 

Reverend  Watson  is  a  memh^  of  the 
British  Navy  and  is  the  Chanjmn  of  the 
Royal  Naval  College  in  London. 

The  sermon  refiects  the^e  character 
and  spiritual  strength  of Reverend  Wat¬ 
son  and  shows  also  a  bn<^d  understand¬ 
ing  of  the  practical  m^blems  that  face 
us  not  only  in  Englaira  but  also  in  Amer¬ 
ica  and  elsewhere.  / 

I  ask  unanim(^  consent  to  have  the 
sermon  printed  m  the  Record. 

There  being/no  objection,  the  sermon 
was  ordered  Yo  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows;  / 

Sermon  Pmiached  by  the  Reverend  Basil 
W^soN,  Chaplain,  Royal  Navy 

“Whg^knowetb  whether  thou  are  not  come 
to  thykingdom  for  such  a  time  as  this?”  That 
text^s,  of  course,  a  quotation  from  the  Bible, 
ann,  good  Bible  students  as  you  are,  I’m  sure 
^at  most  of  you  know  where  it  comes  from, 
^or  some  of  you  it  may,  however,  be,  as  you 
say,  a  64,000  dollar  question.  It’s  for  your 
benefit  that  I  tell  you  it  comes  from  that 
very  good  noyel  in  the  Old  Testament,  the 
book  Esther.  Chapter  4,  verse  14. 

A  quotation,  then,  in  the  first  place.  A 
question  in  the  second.  I’m  going  to  turn  it 
into  a  topical  question,  if  you  don’t  mind;  a 
question  which  I  hope  an  Englishman  may 
be  permitted  to  ask  of  such  a  congregation 
as  this.  “Who  knoweth  whether  Thou  (the 
American  people)  are  not  come  to  the  king¬ 
dom  for  such  a  time  as  this?”  For  you  have, 
haven’t  you,  come  to  the  kingdom:  to  the 
kingdom  of  immense  power:  to  the  kingdom 
of  world  influence:  to  the  kingdom  of  an 
unique  global  responsibility  for  the  other 
people?  I  hear  the  consenting  answer  don’t 
I?  I  don’t  want  to  say  more  until  I’m  really 
sure  that  I  have  pinned  that  one  on  you; 
that  you  are  aware  that  you  play  the  role  of 
the  most  powerful  people  in  the  world.  That 
is  the  role  that  you  have  been  playing  at  any 
rate  both  in  the  defense  of  others  and  in  the 
extremely  generous  aid  you  have  given  since 
World  War  II,  to  both  great  and  small  na¬ 
tions.  So  whether  you  like  it  or  not  the  world 
\now  looks  to  you  as  the  inheritors  of  this 
atagdom;  and,  as  we  look,  we  want  you  to  be 
grtet:  we  want  you  to  be  good:  we  want 
yoimo  measure  up  to  the  challenge  of  such 
a  time  as  this. 

The\iuestlon,  however,  that  arises  out  of 
the  texts,  is  not  just  a  topical  question  of 
identity— We  you  not  the  people  who  have 
come  to  thWlngdom — but  a  question  of  deep 
slgniflcance.W’s  not  a  question,  you  see,  of 
the  way  thingH,are,  but  of  the  “why”  things 
are  as  they  are. 'Ss  there  not  a  purpose  behind 
your  coming  to  tW  kingdom?  Is  there  not  a 
real  reason,  shall  say  a  divine  meaning,  a 
development  to  be  accomplished  by  you  in 
man’s  history,  whic^can  have  an  eternal 
significance?  “Who  kn^eth?”  And  the  force 
of  that  question  surely  Wompts  the  answer 
that  of  course  there  is.  \ 

I  apologize  and  in  a  way\am  sorry  to  be¬ 
gin  my  sermon  like  this.  But \  do  so  only  be¬ 
cause  those  of  us  who  look  atyou  from  out¬ 
side  do  grieve  for  you  at  the  siz^f  the  king¬ 
dom  that  you  rule  at  such  a  tl^  as  this. 
Those  of  us  who  have  in  time  pastWrrled  a 
similar,  if  very  much  less  of  a  burd^of  re¬ 
sponsibility,  feel  its  weight  on  your  shoulders. 
We  do.  But,  and  here  is  the  challenge  dk.  the 
question  that  the  text  poses:  is  it  sympafchy 
that  you  want?  Is  it  pity  that  you  are  lo^ 
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Public  Law  90-577 
90th  Congress,  S.  698 
October  16,  1968 

2n  act 

To  achieve  the  fullest  cooperation  and  coordination  of  activities  among  the 
levels  of  government  in  order  to  improve  the  operation  of  our  federal  system 
in  an  increasingiy  complex  society,  to  iniiprove  the  administration  of  grants-in- 
aid  to  the  States,  to  permit  provision  of  reimbursable  technical  services  to 
State  and  local  government,  to  establish  coordinated  intergovernmental  policy 
and  administration  of  development  assistance  programs,  to  provide  for  the 
acquisition,  use,  and  disi>osition  of  land  within  urban  areas  by  Fe<leral  agencies 
in  conformity  with  local  government  programs,  to  provide  for  i>eriodic  congres¬ 
sional  review  of  Federal  grants-in-aid,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatices  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled^  That  this  Act  be 
cited  as  the  “Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968”. 

t 

TITLE  I— DEFINITIONS 
When  used  in  this  Act — 

FEDER.\L  AGENCY 

Sec.  101.  The  term  “Federal  agency”  means  any  department,  agency, 
^  or  instrumentality  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  and 
any  wholly  owned  Government  corporation. 

i  STATE  ’ 

Sec.  102.  The  term  “State”  means  any  of  the  several  States  of  the 
■  United  States,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Puerto  Eico,  any  territory 
or  possession  of  the  United  States,  or  any  agency  or  instrumentality  of 
:  a  State,  but  does  not  include  the  governments  of  the  political  subdi¬ 
visions  of  the  State. 

rOLlTICAI,  SUBDIVISION  OK  LOCAU  GOVERNMENT 

.  Sec.  103.  The  term  “political  subdivision”  or  “local  government” 
i  means  a  local  unit  of  government,  including  specifically  a  county, 
'  municipality,  city,  town,  township,  or  a  school  or  other  special  district 
eated  by  or  pursuant  to  State  law. 

UNIT  OF  GENERAL  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  104.  “Unit  of  general  local  government”  means  any  city,  county, 
town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general  purpose  political  subdivision  of 
a  State. 

SPECL\L-PURPOSE  UNIT  OF  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  105.  “Special-purpose  unit  of  local  government”  means  any 
special  district,  public-purpose  corporation,  or  other  strictly  limited- 
purpose  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  but  shall  not  include  a  school 
district. 

GRANT  OR  GRANT-IN-.MD 

Sec.  106.  The  term  “grant”  or  “grant-in-aid”  means  money,  or 
property  provided  in  lieu  of  money,  paid  or  furnished  by  the  I  nited 
States  under  a  fixed  annual  or  aggregate  authorization — 

(A)  to  a  State;  or 

( B)  to  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State ;  or 
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(C)  to  a  beneficiary  under  a  plan  or  program,  administered 
by  a  State  or  a  political  subdivision  of  a  State,  which  is  subject 
•  to  approval  by  a  Federal  agency; 

if  such  authorization  either  (i)  requires  the  States  or  political  sub¬ 
divisions  to  expend  non-Federal  funds  as  a  condition  for  the  receipt  of 
money  or  property  from  the  United  States;  or  (ii)  specifies  directly, 
or  establishes  by  means  of  a  formula,  the  amounts  which  may  be  paid 
or  furnished  to  States  or  political  subdivisions,  or  the  amounts  to  be 
allotted  for  use  in  each  of  the  States  by  the  States,  political  subdivi¬ 
sions,  or  other  beneficiaries.  The  term  also  includes  money,  or  propeity 
provided  in  lieu  of  money,  paid  and  furnished  by  the  United  States 
to  any  community  action  agency  under  the  Economic  Opportunity 
Act  of  1964,  as  amended.  The  term  does  not  include  (1)  shared  reve¬ 
nues;  (2)  payments  of  taxes;  (3)  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes;  (4) 
loans  or  repayable  advances;  (5)  surplus  property  or  surplus  agri- 
•  cultural  commodities  furnished  as  such;  (6)  payments  under  research 
and  deyelopment  contracts  or  grants  which  are' awarded  directly  and 
on  similar  terms  to  all  qualifying  organizations,  whether  public  or 
private;  or  (7)  payments  to  States  or  political  subdivisions  as  full 
reimbursement  for  the  costs  incurred  in  paying  benefits  or  furnishii 
services  to  persons  entitled  thereto  under  Federal  laws. 


FEDERAL  ASSISTANCE,  FEDERAL  FINANCIAL  .ASSIS T.INCE.  FEDERAL  .ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  PROGRAMS,  OR  FEDERiALLY  ASSISTED  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  107.  The  term  “Federal  assistance",  “Federal  financial  assist¬ 
ance”,  “Federal  assistance  programs”,  or  “federally  assisted  pro¬ 
grams”,  means  programs  that  provide  assistance  through  grant  or 
contractual  arrangements,  and  includes  technical  assistance  programs 
or  programs  providing  assistance  in  the  form  of  loans,  loan  guaran¬ 
tees,  or  insurance.  The  term  does  not  include  any  annual  payment  by 
the  United  States  to  the  District  of  Columbia  authorized  by  article 
VI  of  the  District  of  Columbia  Eevenue  Act  of  1947  (D.C.  Code  secs. 
47-2501a  and  47-2501b). 


specialized  or  technical  SERVICES 


Sec.  108.  “Specialized  or  technical  services”  means  statistical  and 
other  studies  and  compilations,  development  projects,  technical  tests 
and  evaluations,  technical  information,  training  activities,  surveys, 
reports,  documents,  and  any  other  similar  service  functions  which  any 
department  or  agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  is  especially  equipped  and  authorized  by  law  to  perform. 


COMPREHENSIVE  PLANNING 


Sec.  109.  “Comprehensive  planning”  includes  the  folloAving,  to  the 
extent  directly  related  to  area  needs  or  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local 
government:  (A)  preparation,  as  a  guide  for  governmental  policies 
and  action,  of  general  plans  with  respect  to  (i)  the  pattern  and  inten¬ 
sity  of  land  use,  (ii)  the  provision  of  public  facilities  (including 
transportation  facilities)  and  other  government  services,  and  (iii)  the 
effective  development  and  utilization  of  human  and  natural  resources; 
(B)  long-range  physical  and  fiscal  plans  for  such  action;  ((")  luo- 
graming  of  capital  improvements  and  other  major  expenditures,  based 
on  a  determination  of  relative  urgency,  together  with  definitive 
financing  plans  for  such  expenditures  in  'the  earlier  years  of  the  pro¬ 
gram;  (D)  coordination  of  all  related  plans  and  activities  of  the  State 
and  local  governments  and  agencies  concerned;  and  (E)  preparation 
of  regulatory  and  administrative  measures  in  support  of  the  foregoing. 
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Sec.  110.  The  term  “head  of  a  Federal  agency”  or  “head  of  a  State 
agency”  includes  a  duly  designated  delegate  of  such  agency  head. 

TITLE  II— IMPKOVED  ADMINISTEATION  OF  GKANTS- 
IN-AID  TO  THE  STATES 


FULE  INFORMATION  ON  FUNDS  RECEIVED 

Sec.  201.  Any  department  or  agency  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  which  administers  a  program  of  grants-in-aid  to  any  of  the  State 
governments  of  the  United  States  or  to  their  political  sulxlivisions 
shall,  upon  request,  notify  in  writing  the  Governor,  the  State  legisla¬ 
ture,  or  other  official  designated  by  either,  of  the  purpo.se  and  amounts 
of  actual  grants-in-aid  to  the  State  or  to  its  jxilitical  subdivisions.  In 
each  instance,  a  copy  of  requested  infoi-mation  shall  be  furnished  the 
State  legislature  or  the  Governor  depending  upon  the  original  request 
for  such.  data. 

DEPOSIT  OF  GRANTS-IN-AID 


1  Sec.  202.  No  grant-in-aid  to  a  State  shall  be  required  by  Federal  law 
or  administrative  regulation  to  be  deposited  in  a  sejiarate  bank  account 
apart,  from  other  funds  administered  by  the  State.  All  Federal  grant- 
in-aid  funds  made  available  to  the  States  shall  be  properly  accounted 
for  as  Federal  funds  in  the  accounts  of  the  State.  In  each  case  the  State 
agency  concerned  shall  render  regular  authenticated  reports  to  the 
appropriate  Federal  agency  covering  the  status  and  the  application  of 
the  funds,  the  liabilities  and  obligations  on  hand,  and  such  other  facts 
as  may  be  required  by  said  Federal  agency.  The  head  of  the  Federal 
agency  and  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  or  any  of 
their  duly  authorized  representatives  shall  have  access  for  the  purpose 
of  audit  and  examination  to  any  books,  documents,  papers,  and  records 
that  are  pertinent  to  the  grant-in-aid  received  by  the  States. 


O' 


.V 


SCHEDUUNG  OF  FEDERAL  TRANSFERS  TO  THE  STATES 

Sec.  203.  Heads  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies  responsible  for 
administering  grant-in-aid  programs  shall  schedule  the  transfer  of 
grant-in-aid  funds  consistent  with  program  purposes  and  applicable 
Treasury  regulations,  so  as  to  minimize  the  time  elapsing  between  the 
transfer  of  such  funds  from  the  United  States  Treasuiy  and  the  dis- 

iursement  thereof  by  a  State,  whether  such  disbursement  occurs  prior 
0  or  subsequent  to  such  transfer  of  funds,  or  subsequent  to  such  ti-ans- 
er  of  funds.  States  shall  not  be  held  accountable  for  interest  earned 
on  grant-in-aid  funds,  pending  their  disbursement  for  program 
purposes. 

ELIGIBLE  ST.VTE  AGENCY 


Sec.  204.  Notwithstanding  any  other  Federal  law  which  provides 
that  a  single  State  agency  or  multiniemlier  board  or  commission  must 
be  established  or  desi^iated  to  administer  or  supervise  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  any  grant-in-aid  program,  the  head  of  any  Federal  department 
or  agency  administering  such  program  may,  iqxui  request  of  the  po'- 
ernor  or  other  appropriate  executive  or  legislative  authority  of  the 
State  resiionsible  for  determining  or  revising  the  (wgauizatioual  struc¬ 
ture  of  State  government,  waive  the  single  State  agency  or  multiniem- 
ber  board  or  commission  provision  upon  adequate  showing  that  sucli 
provision  prevents  the  establishment  of  the  most  effective  and  efficient 
organizational  arrangements  within  the  State  goi  ernment  and  apiiroi  e 


r 


82  STAT.  1102 


Pub.  Law  90-577 


-  4  - 


October  16,  1968 


other  State  administrative  structure  or  arraufremeuts:  Prorided.  Tliat 
the  head  of  the  Federal  department  or  agency  determuies  that  the 
objectives  of  the  Federal  statute  authorizing  the  grant-in-aid  program 
will  not  be  endangered  by  the  use  of  such  other  State  structure  or 
arrangements. 

TITLE  III— PERMITTING  FEDERAL  DEP.^JElTMENTS  AND 
AGENCIES  TO  PROVIDE  SPECIAL  OR  TECHNICAL 
SERVICES  TO  STATE  AND  LOCAL  ITNITS  OF  GOV¬ 
ERNMENT 

STATEMKNT  OF  PX'RPOSE 

Sec.  301.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  encourage  intergovern¬ 
mental  cooperation  in  the  conduct  of  specialized  or  te<'hnical  services 
and  provision  of  facilities  essential  to  the  administration  of  State  or 
local  governmental  activities,  many  of  which  are  nationwide  in  scope 
and  financed  in  part  by  Federal  funds ;  to  enable  State  or  local  govern¬ 
ments  to  avoid  unnecessary  duplication  of  special  service  functions; 
and  to  authorize  all  departments  and  agencies  of  the  executive  branch 
of  the  Federal  Government  which  do  not  have  such  authority  to  priv^ 
vide  reimbursable  specialized  or  technical  services  to  State  and  loci^^B 
governments. 

AtlTHORirV  TO  PROVIDE  SERVICE 

Sec.  302.  The  head  of  any  P'ederal  department  or  agency  is  author¬ 
ized  within  his  discretion,  upon  written  request  from  a  State  or  politi¬ 
cal  subdivision  thereof,  to  provide  specialized  or  technical  services, 
upon  payment,  to  the  department  or  agency  by  the  unit  of  government 
making  the  request,  of  salaries  and  all  other  identifiable  direct  or 
indirect  costs  of  performing  such  services :  Provided^  however^  That 
such  services  shall  include  only  those  wdiich  the  Director  of  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  through  rules  and  regulations  determines  Federal 
departments  and  agencies  have  special  competence  to  provide.  Such 
rules  and  regulations  shall  be  consistent  with  and  in  furtherance  of 
the  Government’s  policy  of  relying  on  the  private  enterprise  system  to 
provide  those  services  which  are  reasonably  and  expeditiously  avail¬ 
able  through  ordinary  business  channels. 

REIMBURSEMENT  OF  APPROPRIATION 

Sec.  303.  All  moneys  received  by  any  department  or  agency  of  the 
executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government,  or  any  bureau  or  othep^ 
administrative  division  thereof,  in  payment  for  furnishing  specialized  B 
or  technical  services  as  authorized  under  section  302  shall  be  depositeo^ 
to  the  credit  of  the  principal  appropriation  from  which  the  cost  of 
providing  such  services  has  been  paid  or  is  to  be  charged. 

REPORTS  TO  CONGRESS 

Sec.  304.  The  Secretary  of  any  department  or  the  administrative 
head  of  any  agency  of  the  executive  branch  of  the  Federal  Government 
shall  furnish  annually  to  the  respective  Committees  on  Government 
Operations  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  a  summary 
report  on  the  scope  of  the  services  provided  under  the  administration 
of  this  title. 


October  16,  1968 


-  5  - 


Pub.  Law  90-577 


82  STAT.  1103 


RESERVATION  OF  EXISTING  AmiORITY 

Sec.  305.  This  title  is  in  addition  to  and  does  not  supersede  any  exist- 
in<^  authority  now  possessed  by  any  Federal  department  or  agency 
with  respect  to  furnishing  services,  whether  on  a  reimbursable  or  non¬ 
reimbursable  basis,  to  State  and  local  units  of  government. 

TITLE  IV— COORDINATED  INTERGOVERN^IENTAL  POL¬ 
ICY  AND  ADMINISTRATION  OF  DEVELOPMENT  ASSIST¬ 
ANCE  PROGRAMS 


DECLARATION  OF  DEVEU)I>MENT  ASSISTANCE  POLICY 


Sec.  401.  (a)  The  economic  and  social  development  of  the  Nation 
and  the  achievement  of  satisfactory  levels  of  living  depend  uixm  the 
sound  and  orderly  development  of  all  areas,  both  urban  and  rural. 
Moreover,  in  a  time  of  rapid  urbanization,  the  sound  and  orderly  devel¬ 
opment  of  urban  connnunities  depends  to  a  large  degree  upon  the  social 
and  economic  health  and  the  sound  development  of  smaller  commu¬ 
nities  and  rural  areas.  The  President  shall,  therefore,  establish  rules 

tyid  regulations  governing  the  formulation,  evaluation,  and  review  of 
Federal  programs  and  projects  having  a  significant  impact  on  area  and 
community  development,  including  programs  providing  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  States  and  localities,  to  the  end  that  they  shall  most  effec¬ 
tively  serve  these  basic  objectives.  Such  rules  and  regulations  shall 
.  provide  for  full  consideration  of  the  concurrent  achievement  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  specific  objectives  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by  law,  reasoned 
choices  shall  be  made  between  such  objectives  when  they  conflict : 

(1)  Appropriate  land  uses  for  housing,  commercial,  industrial, 
governmental,  institutional,  and  other  purposes ; 

(2)  Wise  development  and  conservation  of  natural  resources, 
including  land,  water,  minerals,  wildlife,  and  others ; 

(3)  Balanced  transportation  systems,  including  highway,  air, 
water,  pedestrian,  mass  transit,  and  other  modes  for  the  movement 
of  people  and  goods ; 

(4)  Adequateoutdoor  recreation  and  ojien  space; 

(5)  Protection  of  areas  of  unique  natural  lieauty,  historical  and 

scientific  interest ;  ....  .  ... 

(6)  Properly  planned  community  facilities,  including  utilities 
for  the  supply  of  power,  water,  and  communications,  for  the  safe 
disposal  of  wastes,  and  for  other  purposes ;  and 

(7)  Concern  for  high  standards  of  design, 
i  A  (b)  All  viewpoints — national,  regional.  State,  and  local — shall,  to 
f  the  extent  possible,  be  fully  considered  and  taken  into  account  in 
planning  Federal  or  federally  assisted  development  programs  and 
■  projects?  State  and  local  government  objectives,  together  with  the 
objectives  of  regional  organizations  shall  be  considered  and  evaluated 
within  a  ■  framework  of  national  public  objectives,  as  expressed  in 
Federal  law,  and  available  projections  of  future  national  conditions 
and  needs  of  regions.  States,  and  localities  shall  be  considered  in  plan 

formulation,  evaluation,  and  review.  ,  i- 

(c)  To  the  maximum  extent -possible,  consistent  Avith  national  objec¬ 
tives  all  Federal  aid  for  develojiment  purposes  shall  he  consistent 
with’and  further  the  objectives  of  State,  regional,  and  local  comiire- 
hensive  planning.  Consideration  shall  lie  given  to  all  developmental 
aspects  of  our  total  national  community,  including  but  not  1  united  to 
housing,  transportation,  economic  dei-elopment,  natural  and  liiiman 
resources  development,  community  facilities,  and  the  general  improve¬ 
ment  of  living  environments. 
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(d)  Each  Federal  department  and  ao:ency  administering  a  develop¬ 
ment  assistance  pro^rram  shall,  to  the  maximum  extent  iiracticahle 
consult  with  and  seek  advice  from  all  other  significantly  affected 
h  ederal  departments  and  agencies  in  an  effort  to  assure  fully  coordi¬ 
nated  programs. 

(e)  Insofar  as  possible,  systematic  planning  required  by  individual 

federal  programs  (such  as  highway  construction,  urban  renewal,  and 
open  space)  shall  be  coordinated  with  and,  to  the  extent  authorized  by 
law,  made  part  of  comprehensive  local  and  areawide  develoiiment 
jilanning.  ^ 


63  Stat.  377. 
40  use  471 
note. 


Citation  of 
title . 


FAV'ORING  UNITS  OF  OENF.RAI,  LIK’AL  GOVERNMENT 

Sec.  402.  Where  Federal  law  provides  that  both  special-purpose 
units  of  local  government  and  units  of  general  local  government  are 
eligible  to  receive  loans  or  grants-in-aid,  heads  of  Federal  depart¬ 
ments  and  agencies  shall,  in  the  absence  of  substantial  reasons  to  the 
contrary,  make  such  loans  or  grants-in-aid  to  units  of  general  local 
goternment  rather  than  to  special-purpose  units  of  local  government. 

RULES  AND  REGULATIONS  i 

Sec.  403.  The  Bureau  of  the  l^udget  or  such  other  agency  as  may 
be  designated  by  the  President  is  hereby  authorized  to  prescribe  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  are  deemed  appropriate  for  the  effective 
administration  of  this  title. 

TITLE  V— ACQUISITION,  USE,  AND  DISPOSITION  OF 
LAND  WITHIN  URBAN  AREAS  BY  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 
IN  CONFORMITY  WITH  LAND  UTILIZATION  PRO¬ 
GRAMS  OF  AFFECTED  LOCAL  GOVERNMENT 


AMENDMENT  OF  FEDERAL  PROPERTY  AND  ADJIINISTRAT1\-E  SERVICES  ACT 

Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended  (40  U.S.C.  471  et  seq.),  is  amended  by  addin^r 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  as  follows: 


“TITLE  VIII— URBAN  LAND  UTILIZATION 
“short  title 

Act^*^^’  ‘Federal  Urban  Land-Usd 

“declaration  op  purpose  and  i>olicy 

“Sec.  802.  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  title  to  promote  more  harmonious 
intergovernmental  relations  and  to  encourage  sound  planning,  zonino-, 
and  land  use  practices  by  prescribing  uniform  policies  and  procedures 
whereby  the  Administrator  shall  acquire,  use,  and  dispose  of  land  in 
urban  areus  in  order  that  urban  land  transactions  entered  into  for  the 
General  Services  Administration  or  on  behalf  of  otlier  Federal 
agencies  shall,  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  be  consistent  witli 
zoning  and  land-use  practices  and  .shall  be  made  to  the  greatest  extent 
pmcticable  in  accordance  with  planning  and  development  objectives 
ot  the  local  governments  and  local  planning  agencies  concerned. 
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i)  ‘\Sec.  803.  (a)  Whenever  tlie  Administrator  contemplates  tlie  dis- 

iposal  for  or  on  behalf  of  any  P'ederal  agency  of  any  real  i)roperty 
situated  within  an  urban  area,  he  shall,  prior  to  offering  such  land  for 
.  sale,  give  reasonable  notice  to  the  head  of  the  governing  body  of  thc 
j  unit  of  general  local  government  having  jurisdiction  over  zoning  and 
P  land-use  regulation  in  the  geographical  area  within  which  the  land  or 
lands  are  located  in  order  to  afford  the  government  the  opportunity  of 
zoning  for  the  use  of  such  land  in  accordance  with  local  comprehensive 
planning. 

“(b)  The  Administrator,  to  the  greatest  practicable  extent,  shall 
I  furnish  to  all  prosjjective  purchasers  of  such  real  property,  full  and 
i  comjilete  information  concerning — 

“(1)  current  zoning  regulations  and  prospective  zoning  require- 
;  ments  and  objectives  for  such  projicrty  when  it  is  unzoned;  and 
,  ‘‘(2)  current  availability  to  such  property  of  streets,  sidewalks, 

i  sewers,  Avater,  street  lights,  and  other  service  facilities  and  pro- 

j  spective  availability  of  such  services  if  such  pro2)erty  is  included 

in  comprehensive  planning. 


“acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  REAI,  PROFERaW 


“Sec.  804.  (a)  To  the  extent  practicable,  prior  to  a  commitment  to 
acquire  any  real  jiroperty  situated  in  an  urban  area,  the  Administrator 
shall  notify  the  unit  of  general  local  government  exercising  zoning  and 
land-use  jurisdiction  over  the  land  jiroposed  to  be  purchased  of  his 
intent  to  acquire  such  land  and  the  jiroposed  use  of  the  property.  In 
!  the  event  that  the  Administrator  determines  that  such  advance  notice 
;  would  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  proposed  purchase,  he  shall,  upon 
conclusion  of  the  acquisition,  immediately  notify  such  local  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  acquisition  and  the  proposed  use  of  the  property. 

“  (b)  In  the  acquisition  or  change  of  use  of  any  real  property  situated 
in  an  urban  area  as  a  site  for  public  building,  the  Administrator  shall, 
to  the  extent  he  determines  practicable — 

“(1)  consider  all  objections  made  to  any  such  acquisition  or 
change  of  use  by  such  unit  of  government  upon  the  ground  that 
the  proposed  acquisition  or  change  of  use  conflicts  or  would  con¬ 
flict  with  the  zoning  regulations  or  planning  objectives  of  such 
unit;  and 

“(2)  comjily  with  and  conform  to  such  regidations  of  the  unit 
of  general  local  government  having  jurisdiction  with  respect  to 
\  the  area  ivithin  which  such  property  is  situated  and  the  planning 
J  and  dei^elopment  objectives  of  such  local  government. 

“Sec.  805.  The  procedures  prescribed  in  sections  803  and  804  may  be 
waived  during  any  jieriod  of  national  emergency  proclaimed  by  the 
President. 

“definitions 


“Sec.  806.  As  used  in  this  title — 

“(a)  ‘Unit  of  general  local  government’  means  any  city,  county, 
town,  parish,  village,  or  other  general-purjiose  political  subdivision  of 
a  State. 

“(b)  ‘Urban  area’ means —  ... 

“(1)  any  geographical  area  within  the  jurisdiction  ot  any  in¬ 
corporated  city,  town,  borough,  village,  or  other  unit  of  geneial 
local  government,  except  county  or  jiarish,  having  a  po[nilation  ot 
ten  thousand  or  more  inhabitants; 

“(2)  that  portion  of  the  geographical  area  within  the  jurisdic- 
tiou  of  tiny  county,  town,  township,  or  siniilui  ^o\ci]nueut«il 
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entity  which  contains  no  incorporated  unit  of  freneral  local  g:ov- 
ernment  but  has  a  population  density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one 
thousand  five  hundred  inhabitants  per  square  mile;  and 

“(3)  that  portion  of  any  geographical  area  having  a  population 
density  equal  to  or  exceeding  one  thousand  five  hundred  inhabi¬ 
tants  per  square  mile  and  situated  adjacent  to  the  boundary  of 
any  incorporated  unit  of  general  local  government  which  has  a 
population  df  ten  thousand  or  more  inhabitants. 

“(c)  ‘Comprehensive  planning'  includes  the  following,  to  the  extent 
directly  related  to  the  needs  of  a  unit  of  general  local  government ; 

“(1)  Preparation,  as  a  guide  for  governmental  policies  and 
action,  of  general  plans  with  resiiect  to  (A)  the  pattern  and  inten¬ 
sity  of  land  use,  (R)  the  provision  of  public  facilities  (including 
transportation  facilities)  and  other  .<rovprnmental  services,  and  ; 
(C)  the  effective  development  and  utilization  of  human  and  natu-  ' 
ral  resources ; 

“  (2)  Long-range  physical  and  fiscal  plans  for  such  action ; 

“(3)  Programing  of  capital  improvements  and  other  major 
expenditures,  based  on  a  determination  of  relative  urgency, 
together  with  definitive  financing  plans  for  such  expenditures  in^ 
the  earlier  years  of  the  program ; 

“(4)  Coordination  of  all  related  plans  and  activities  of  the  Stata^ 
and  local  governments  and  agencies  concerned ;  and 

“(5)  Preparation  of  regulatory  and  administrative  measures  in 
support  of  the  foregoing.” 

TITLE  VI— REVIEW  OF  FEDERAL  GRANT-IX-AID 

PROGRAMS 

CONGRKSSION.M,  REVIEW  OF  GR.\NT-IN-.\ID  PROGR.VMS 

Sec.  601.  (a)  Where  any  Act  of  Congress  authorizes  the  making  of 
grants-in-aid  and  no  expiration  date  for  such  authority  has  l>een  speci¬ 
fied  by  law,  then  prior  to  the  expiration  of  each  period  specified  in  sub¬ 
section  (b)  the  Committees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  having  legis¬ 
lative  jurisdiction  over  such  grants-in-aid  shall,  separately  or  jointly, 
conduct  studies  of  the  program  under  which  such  grants-in-aid  are 
made  and  advise  their  resi>ective  Houses  of  the  results  of  their  findings 
with  special  attention  to — - 

(1)  The  extent  to  which  the  purposes  for  which  the  grants-in- 
aid  are  authorized  have  lieen  met; 

(2)  The  extent  to  which  the  objectives  of  such  programs  cun 
carried  on  without  further  financial  assistance  from  the  C^niteC^P 
States; 

(3)  Wliether  or  not  any  changes  in  pui-pose,  direction  or  admin- 
'  istration  of  the  original  program,  or  in  procedures  and  require¬ 
ments  applicable  thereto,  shall  be  made;  and 

(4)  The  extent  to  which  such  grant-in-aid  programs  are  ade¬ 
quate  to  meet  the  growing  and  changing  needs  which  they  were 
designed  to  support. 

(b)  (1)  A  study  of  a  grant-in-aid  program  to  which  subsection  (a) 
applies  and  which  is  authorized  by  an  Act  of  Congress  enacted  liefore 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  shall  be  conducted  prior  to  the  expira¬ 
tion  of  the  fourth  calendar  year  beginning  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act,  and  thereafter  prior  to  the  exinration  of  the  fourth  cal¬ 
endar  year  following  the  year  during  which  a  study  of  such  program 
was  last  conducted  under  this  paragraph. 

(2)  A  study  of  a,  grant-in-aid  program  to  which  subsection  (a) 
applies  and  which  is  authorized  by  an  Act  of  Congress  enacted  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  shall  be  conducted  prior  to  the 
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expiration  of  the  fourtli  calendar  year  following  tlie  year  of  enactment 
of  such  Act,  and  prior  to  tlie  exp'iration  of  each  fourth  calendar  year 
thereafter. 

STUDIKS  HY  COJrrXROLI.EK  GEXEKAL  OF  FF.DKKAI,  URAXT-IN-AID  FROGRAJIS 

Sec.  G02.  (a)  Upon  request  of  any  committee  liaving  jurisdiction 
over  a  grant-in-aid  program,  the  Comptroller  General  shall  make  a 
study  of  such  program  to  determine  among  other  relevant  matters,  the 
extent  to  which — 

(1)  such  program  conflicts  with  or  duplicates  other  grant-in- 
aid  programs ;  and 

(2)  more  effective,  efficient,  economical,  and  uniform  admin¬ 
istration  of  such  program  can  be  achieved  by  changing  certain 
requirements  and  procedures  applicable  thereto. 

(b)  In  i-eviewing  grant-in-aid  programs  the  Comptroller  General 
shall  consider,  among  other  relevant  matters,  and  the  budgetary, 
accounting,  reporting  and  administrative  procedures  applicable  to 
such  programs.  Reports  on  such  studies,  together  with  recommenda¬ 
tions,  shall  be  submitted  by  the  Comptroller  General  to  the  Congress. 
Reports  on  expiring  programs  should,  to  the  extent  practicable,  be 
Jubmitted  in  the  year  i)rior  to  the  date  set  for  their  expiration. 

srUDIES  BY  ADVISORY  COAt AllSSlOX  OX  IXTEROOVERXMEXT.VL  REI.ATIOXS 

Sec.  603.  Upon  request  of  any  committee  having  jurisdiction  over  a 
grant-in-aid  program,  the  Advisory  Commission  on  Intergovernmental 
Relations  (e.stablished  by  Public  Law  86-380,  as  amended)  shall  con¬ 
duct  studies  of  the  intergovernmental  relations  aspects  of  such  program 
including  (1)  the  impact  of  such  program,  if  any,  on  the  structural 
or'ranization  of  State  and  local  governments  and  on  Federal-State-local 
fiscal  relations,  and  (2)  the  coordination  of  Federal  administration  of 
such  program  with  State  and  local  administration  thereof,  and  shall 
report  its  findings  and  recommendations  to  such  committee  and  to  the 
Congress. 

rRESERV.\T10X  OF  HOUSE  AXD  SEX ATE  COAIAIITTEE  JURISDICTIOX 

Sec.  604.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  to  affect  the  juris- 
diction  of  conuiiittees  under  the  rules  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Represen  t  at  ives. 

Approved  October  16,  1968. 

) 


LEGISUTIVE  HISTORY: 

HOUSE  REPORTS:  No.  1845  accompanying  H.  R.  18826  (Comm,  on 

Government  Operations)  and  No.  19  34  (Comm,  of 
Conference).  _  , 

SENATE  REPORT  No.  1456  (Comm,  on  Government  Operations), 
CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD,  Vol.  114  (1968): 

July  29:  Considered  and  passed  Senate. 

Sept.  16:  Considered  and  passed  House,  amended,  in  lieu 
of  H.  R.  18826. 

Oct.  1:  House  agreed  to  conference  report. 

Oct.  4:  Senate  agreed  to  conference  report. 
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